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Preface
The series “Documents on the History of European Integration” has a 

twofold goal. On the one hand it should stimulate historiographical work on 
the history of integration by making accessible important texts from the com
plex historical debate surrounding integration as well as sketching out initial 
interpretations. Secondly, these texts should enrich current political debate by 
recalling the insights and experiences of the past: the wealth of thinking on the 
necessity and preconditions for European integration, the multiplicity of 
motives and forces that impelled integration, the range of forms and methods 
of integration and their various results. Bearing in mind these goals, this publi
cation aims at contributing to the acquisition by the European Community, 
too often seen in purely technocratic terms, of an historical self-awareness 
and consequently of a political identity.

Under this publishing project, initially conceived by Professor Walter Lip- 
gens, two volumes were produced, in 1984 and 1986, documenting the devel
opment of the European idea during the Second World War. Volume 1 pres
ents the wide-ranging plans for Europe that emerged among resistance 
groups fighting against German occupation, and further follows up the 
spread of the European idea in neutral Switzerland, in Fascist Italy and in 
National Socialist Germany. Volume 2 documents the European debate in 
Britain, in the numerous exile groups that formed following the conquest of 
continental Europe by the German army, and in the transnational groupings 
that were already pursuing policy at a European level during the war. Taken 
together, the two volumes show the emergence of a widely ramified European 
unification movement that was certainly neither uniform nor free from 
internal contradictions, but which had nevertheless, by the end of the war, 
developed into a real political force.

This volume, the third, documents the European policy debate carried on 
between the end of the war and the creation of the first European Institutions 
in 1949/50 in the countries of the later European Community. Accordingly, 
it reconstructs the milieu in which national governments sought to create 
European Community structures and at the same time brings out where resist
ances and difficulties arose at the beginning of the integration process. This 
documentation will be supplemented by a fourth volume, to appear shortly, 
which follows the development of transnational European institutions in the 
immediate postwar years as well as the decision-making process in other trans
national institutions involved in European policy, and brings together opinion 
surveys on European issues from the years 1945 to 1950. In combination with 
analyses of the various national contexts, it allows a precise assessment of the
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fields of force out of which the beginnings of European unification grew, and 
goes on to explain why some European countries came together in the early 
1950s as the “Europe of Six” whereas others did not.

Walter Lipgens did not, alas, live to see the appearance of the “Documents 
on the History of European Integration” . Volume 1 was in press and Volume 
2 only just completed in manuscript when he died on 29 April 1984, following 
a heart attack. Volumes 3 and 4 are therefore appearing under dual editorship: 
the conception and the major part of the source material used are from Walter 
Lipgens, while the organizational arrangement, detailed evaluation and 
editing are mine as second editor, having taken up direction of the publishing 
project in summer 1984. Some of those who had worked on it had already 
been brought in by Walter Lipgens; others came in after his death to handle 
the chapters he had originally wished to do himself. For the outcome I am, of 
course, solely responsible; I certainly hope to have fulfilled Walter Lipgens’s 
intentions, and I would like to emphasize that without his initiative and prior 
work it would never have come about.

Another essential factor in the success of the project was support from the 
Volkswagen Foundation. At both the stage of searching through sources and 
that of editing, it made possible the support of academic and student co
workers, bore the costs of archive searches and financed translation of the 
miscellenous texts into English. For all this I am most grateful to the Founda
tion, its workers and its experts.

I wish also to thank the Principal of the European University Institute, 
Professor Werner Maihofer, for the constant encouragement he gave to the 
publishing project; Mrs. Madeleine Lipgens for her willing assistance in inter
preting her husband’s scholarly manuscripts after his death; and the Publica
tions Committee of the European University Institute for the care with which 
it has handled the outcome of our research work.

Sincere thanks also go to all workers who in one way or another have helped 
with bringing out this volume. Sergio Pistone, Finn Laursen, Miriam Heder- 
man, Thanos Veremis and Dimitris Constas had to display enormous patience 
before the fruits of their research became tangible. Clemens Bott, Armin 
Heinen, Christoph Stillemunkes and Clemens A. Wurm dealt sensitively and 
energetically with the chapters that Walter Lipgens had originally wanted to 
do himself. Paul S. Falla translated the texts from no less than six European 
languages into English with remarkable exactitude and enthusiasm, making a 
major contribution to the emergence, from the many mosaic pieces of the doc
umentation, of a coherent overall picture. Heribert Gisch and Christoph Stille- 
munkes provided valuable help in source searching at the University of 
Saarbrücken, Susanne Dismer und Ludger Vielemeier with editing at the Uni
versity of Münster, and Frank Bajohr, Stefanie Goßens, Birgit Hientzsch and 
Michael Gaigalat with proof-reading at the University of Essen. Last but not 
least Brigitte Schwab, as Publications Officer of the European University Insti
tute, competently and devotedly helped the volume through the press.
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The fact that it was possible for so many workers from different countries 
and universities to commit themselves to a single joint project is perhaps a sign 
that what Walter Lipgens always wished for is gradually becoming a reality: 
that Europeans are approaching agreement about the history of their integra
tion.

Essen, November 1987
Wilfried Loth
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General Introduction

W il f r ie d  L o t h

The process of European integration took shape during the years 1945-50. 
A multiplicity of hopes, impulses and plans combined to bring about treaties, 
institutions and mechanisms that still constitute the basic structure of ‘Europe’ 
as a factor in world politics. With the Benelux Convention, the Brussels Pact 
and the creation of the Council of Europe, national states that had been fully 
sovereign in a formal sense began to lay the institutional foundations of joint 
action. During the same period the Soviet Union strengthened its grip on the 
East European territories that had become part of its sphere of influence as 
a result of the war, while the rest of Europe for the most part closed ranks 
around the new American superpower. Thanks to the Marshall plan and the 
Nato treaty, the economic recovery and security of the Western countries was 
closely linked with the American presence in Europe. Within this area there 
came into being a ‘hard core’ of states in favour of integration, comprising 
France, Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxemburg, Italy and the new West 
German Republic. In the European Coal and Steel Community this ‘Europe 
of the Six’ for the first time created an organization with powers of its own 
which to some extent entailed an abandonment of national sovereignty.

The basis of European integration

At the end of the war it could not necessarily be foreseen that European inte
gration would make such progress during the next five years. True, the war 
had dealt a severe blow to the concept of national sovereignty in Europe.1 The 
successful revisionist policy of Nazi Germany and its triumphal victory on the 
Continent had painfully brought home to the peoples of European states that 
their governments were unable to guarantee security and that alliances of the 
traditional kind were likewise an insufficient protection against armed aggres
sion. The European balance of power which had repeatedly succeeded in

1 Cf. the survey of the results of the war by Andreas Hillgruber, ‘Eine Bilanz des 
Zweiten Weltkrieges aus der Sicht der kriegführenden Mächte’, in his Grossmachtpo
litik und Militarismus im 20. Jahrhundert, Düsseldorf, 1974, pp. 53-67; also Wilfried 
Loth, ‘Europa nach 1945: Die Formation der Blöcke’, in Wolfgang Benz and Her
mann Graml (eds.), Das Zwanzigste Jahrhundert II: Europa nach dem Zweiten Welt
krieg, Frankfurt, 1983, pp. 23-57.
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curbing national ambitions in the past had been shattered by Nazi expansion
ism. Millions of Europeans had to live for a time under the yoke of the fascist 
conquerors. They had discovered that the Nazi empire could be overthrown 
only by a combination of efforts; and resistance to an extreme form of nation
alism had caused many of them to rediscover the tradition of shared European 
values.

At the same time, the war dramatically hastened the transference of power 
from the European states to the two superpowers. While the Europeans largely 
exhausted their strength in war, the USA -  aided by the absence of competition 
and by their function as chief provider of war supplies to the European theatre 
-  more than doubled their economic output. Standards of production thus 
once and for all came to exceed those of European national states, presenting 
a basic challenge to the competitive power of the European countries and 
hence to their independence. In the military sphere, the effect of the war was 
to enhance the world status of the US and also to make the USSR the strongest 
power on the Eurasian land mass. The European countries had been unable 
to throw off the Nazi yoke by their own efforts: not only did this gravely dim
inish their influence in world politics, but it meant that their own affairs 
largely fell under the control of the two superpowers.

Thus the trend towards common European institutions was fostered in 
many ways by the effects of the war. The collapse of national states gave rise 
to a desire for collective security arrangements that would put an end to inter
national anarchy and deter potential aggressors without discriminating 
against them. The development of productive capacity, together with the pres
sure of American competition, stimulated a number of initiatives for the crea
tion of larger economic areas; after the collapse of Nazi rule, these in turn 
called for a new political framework. The rise of the new superpowers encour
aged a sense of solidarity among European nations, while making it clear that 
they must pool their resources in order to maintain their autonomy and com
pensate for their diminished importance in world politics. Finally, the expe
rience of a common interest transcending the limits of the national state made 
Europeans readier to accept a postwar order that would not be simply a renew
al of prewar conditions. Accordingly during the war plans for joint European 
institutions were evolved by the most varied sections of society, identical argu
ments often being put forward irrespective of national differences or party 
affiliations.2

However, the European countries did not all experience the war in the same 
manner or with the same intensity. In Britain and the neutral countries that 
were not subjected to totalitarian rule, participation in a future European

2 Cf. the first two volumes of the present series: Walter Lipgens (ed.), Documents 
on the History of European Integration, vol. 1, Continental Plans for European Union 
1939-1945, Berlin and New York, 1985; vol. 2, Plans for European Union in Great 
Britain and in Exile, 1939-1945, Berlin and New York, 1986. For an introductory 
survey: Walter Lipgens, ‘European Federation in the Political Thought of Resistance 
Movements during World War IP, in Central European History 1 (1968), pp. 5-19.
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community was seldom felt to be a necessity. On the other hand, countries 
whose institutions had been shattered felt not only a need for integration but 
also an urge to recover their national identity. While some industrial circles 
pressed for the abolition of national economic barriers, others feared the effect 
of international competition. Among those who did want integration, not all 
wanted a single European market: others wanted unimpeded access to world 
trade, or were chiefly interested in particular regional combinations. Still more 
difficult was it to bridge the gap between victorious and defeated nations. 
While Germans and Italians could only gain in reputation and importance by 
embracing the principle of integration, those who had been victims of fascist 
aggression had to overcome many bitter feelings before they could accept 
nationals of the defeated countries as economic and political partners.

Another difficulty in the way of integration was that, while the problem of 
security henceforth called for solution on a world scale, federal associations 
were only feasible, if at all, in Europe, where the peoples were sufficiently 
homogeneous and national problems were more or less similar. Regional 
associations in Europe could no doubt enhance the importance of the Euro
pean nations in the world; they could help to solve the problems of recovery 
and facilitate the control of Germany. But unless they were concluded in 
accordance with the wishes of the US and the Soviet Union, there was a 
danger that they would exacerbate the tendency to form Eastern and Western 
blocs. In any case they could not come into being if they were opposed by the 
superpowers, and at the end of the war the latter were firmly opposed to Euro
pean regional arrangements. The Russians regarded any kind of association 
of the Continental states as contrary to their own security; the Americans for 
their part, perhaps out of deference to Soviet fears, abandoned the idea of a 
European regional organization after the autumn of 1943.3 This state of 
affairs confronted the Europeans with an acute dilemma. On the one hand 
they needed to press on towards unification if they were to act as an interme
diary and peacemaker between the two superpowers; but, on the other, they 
risked increasing world tension if they went beyond cautious steps pending a 
hoped-for modification of the Soviet attitude.

For these reasons, at the end of the war it was an open question whether 
the system of nation states in Europe would be restored or whether, and to 
what extent, national interests would be tempered by a policy of integration. 
It was equally uncertain which countries an integrated Europe would com
prise. Should it include all European countries, as was hoped by the many who 
advocated a mediatory role for Europe on the world stage, or only the coun
tries in the Anglo-American sphere of influence, as the adherents of a ‘West
ern’ bloc -  as yet few in number -  thought desirable? Should it comprise all 
countries with common economic and security interests, or only those that 
had been profoundly affected by defeat in the world war? Another open ques
tion -  closely connected with that of geographical limits -  was that of the rela-

3 Cf. Walter Lipgens, A History of European Integration, vol. 1: The Formation of
the European Unity Movement 1945-1947\ Oxford, 1982, pp. 62-76.
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tion of a united Europe to the new world powers, and whether the main 
emphasis of integration should be economic, political or concerned with 
defence matters. The answers to these questions depended primarily on deci
sions by the two world powers and the development of their mutual relations 
after mid-1945. However, as neither the Americans nor the Russians had as 
yet firmly decided on their policy in many matters affecting Europe,4 the Euro
peans were able to some extent to make their views known and even to influ
ence the course of US-Soviet relations.

The hope of a ‘Third Force’
European politics immediately after the war were dominated by hopes of 

a ‘Third Force’ Europe, equidistant from the US and the Soviet Union as 
regards its social system and foreign policy and thus able to mediate between 
them. No political concept was formulated so frequently as this, and even 
when not openly expressed it was often assumed to be the most likely basis of 
future policy.5 Given the world situation, this was understandable enough. 
The less disagreement there was between the US and the Soviet Union, the 
more chance European nations had of remaining independent, while the main
tenance of peace also depended first and foremost on amity between the two 
world powers. In order to enjoy a maximum of independence and security it 
was in the Europeans’ interest to do their best to relieve US-Soviet tension, 
which was already developing and which they noted with concern. But in so 
far as they had any hope of succeeding in this, it was most likely to be by joint 
action.

There were two variants of the ‘Third Force’ idea: one based on realistic cal
culations of old-style national security, the other on idealism and the collec
tive-security tradition. The first version was chiefly represented by politicians 
with long experience of foreign affairs, who hoped that a mediatory influence 
would result from the reassertion of European strength and the creation of a 
third nucleus of power in the world, counteracting the trend towards bipolar 
confrontation. In the second form of doctrine, which was popular in wide cir
cles of the non-Stalinist Left, from Trotskyists to left-wing Catholics, the idea 
of mediation was combined with one of social policy. Europe was seen as a 
region which, after the devastation of war, was on the way to a social system 
uniting the advantages of American-style political democracy with a socialist 
economic order of the type believed to exist, at least incipiently, in the USSR. 
Such a Europe would, it was hoped, allay the fears that the two world powers 
inspired in each other; it would facilitate their mutual understanding and even 
in the long run help towards a rapprochement of their social systems. More 
important, however, than these differences of emphasis among ‘Third Force’ 
adherents was their broad agreement on the need to integrate European

4 On the flexibility of both US and Soviet postwar planning cf. references in W.
Loth, Die Teilung der Welt. Geschichte des Kalten Krieges 1941-1955, Munich, 1980,
7th edn 1987, pp. 23-69.

5 Cf., e.g., docs. 5, 47, 81, 82, 105, 107, 133, 134, 171, 196.
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resources and so combat the tendency towards the formation of an Eastern 
and a Western bloc.

The chief initiatives for the creation of a ‘Third Force’ came from the 
French and Belgian governments. In the spring of 1944 the Free French provi
sional government under General de Gaulle, from its headquarters in Algiers, 
sought the support of its British ally for a policy of integrating Western 
Europe in economic and defence matters, so as to strengthen its independence 
and in particular make it possible jointly to control the industrial areas of 
Western Germany. In the late autumn of the same year the Belgian foreign 
minister, Paul-Henri Spaak, made a similar proposal to the British govern
ment. Both attempts were unsuccessful, however. The Foreign Office had in 
principle favoured closer cooperation with Britain’s European neighbours, 
but no detailed plans had been discussed. Churchill considered it inopportune 
to pursue such ideas in view of Allied plans for a world security organization, 
and accordingly British official circles displayed little enthusiasm for West 
European integration.6

Subsequently the European idea became enmeshed in national ambitions. 
De Gaulle set his sights on a continental Europe under French leadership, and 
would only consent to British participation in return for agreement on 
strengthening France by separating the Rhineland and the Ruhr district from 
the rest of Germany. The smaller states, on the other hand, especially Belgium, 
wanted British membership as a counterweight to French hegemony and in 
order to strengthen the European union as a factor in world affairs. The Brit
ish, however, saw no reason to support the French demands on Germany; and 
France’s uncompromising attitude did not help to dispel their misgivings in 
regard to integration. Thus further negotiations proved fruitless. When the 
Belgian government put to the French its plan for integration under British 
leadership, it encountered as little support as it had previously in London. In 
November 1944 Churchill, on a visit to Paris, put forward his own plan for an 
Anglo-French pact; this was warmly welcomed by many supporters of the 
‘Third Force’ idea as a first step towards European integration, but De Gaulle 
gave it a cool reception.7

Thus, in consequence of British hesitancy and French ambition, the postwar 
settlement in Europe was for the time being uninfluenced by ‘Third Force’ 
ideas. The Soviet government remained suspicious of any move towards

6 Cf. René Massigli, Une comédie des erreurs 1943-1956, Paris, 1978, p. 48; Paul-Henry 
Spaak, Combats inachevés, Paris, 1969, voi. 1, pp. 159 ff.; tr., The Continuing 
Battle, London, 1971, pp. 84 ff.; Albrecht Tyrell, Großbritannien und die Deutsch
landplanung der Alliierten 1941-1945, Frankfurt 1987.

7 Massigli, Comédie, pp. 51-5; Spaak, op. cit., pp. 170-1 (tr., pp. 89-90); W. 
Lipgens, ‘Bedingungen und Etappen der Aussenpolitik de Gaulles 1944-46*, in 
VfZG 21 (1973), pp. 52-102, here pp. 82-4; W. Loth, ‘Die europäische 
Integration nach dem Zweiten Weltkrieg in französischer Perspektive’, in Helmut 
Berding (ed.), Wirtschaftliche und politische Integration in Europa im 19. und 20. 
Jahrhundert, Göttingen, 1984, pp. 225-46, here pp. 233 f.
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union, and instructed the European Communist Parties to block it wherever 
necessary. As a result, in those countries where the Communists had any influ
ence on government policy -  especially France, Italy and Belgium -  a tactical 
alliance between Communist and conservative forces took shape, with the 
object of restoring the prewar system. This was the easier to achieve as the 
manifold problems of security and reconstruction had to be solved without 
delay, and for lack of a tangible alternative the old-style national state became 
entrenched once more. At the same time -  not least because of the impotence 
of divided Europe -  US-Soviet tension rapidly increased, and the gulf 
between Eastern and Western Europe became more and more manifest. In the 
spring of 1946, just nine months after the end of hostilities in Europe, the 
Soviet foreign minister Molotov was uttering public warnings against ‘war
mongering adventurous groups’, while Churchill, now the Leader of the 
Opposition in Britain, called for resistance to Soviet expansionist aims.8

The absence of concrete moves towards union had a disintegrating effect 
on the ‘Third Force’ movement, before its many disparate elements could form 
a single political front. Some of its supporters failed to perceive that develop
ments in Europe were directly contrary to their hopes for the future; in conse
quence they soon lost touch with political reality. Others were alarmed by the 
trend towards restoration of the old order and the formation of blocs, but 
were discouraged by failure and lapsed by degrees into resignation. Others 
again concentrated their energies on solving the urgent problems of recon
struction within the existing framework. Finally, many who had subscribed 
only hesitantly to the doctrine of integration, or had not fully thought out its 
implications, were led by the pressure of circumstances to accord the same 
absolute priority to old-style national ambitions as they had done in the past.

None the less, the ‘Third Force’ idea was still vigorously advocated in many 
quarters. In France, for instance, some Christian Democrats and the Socialists 
under Léon Blum endeavoured to modify the country’s Gaullist foreign policy. 
Despite several failures they were able to bring about the signature of the 
Anglo-French alliance (the treaty of Dunkirk, 4 March 1947) without the 
British having first to agree to the separation of the Rhineland and Ruhr dis
trict.9 In Britain Ernest Bevin, foreign secretary in the Labour government 
which came to power in July 1945, was pressed by a number of MP’s of both 
parties to commit himself more strongly to integration and thus enable 
Europe to remain independent.10 At the first meeting of the Council of For
eign Ministers in London in September 1945 the Italian foreign minister, 
Alcide De Gasperi, presented himself as the champion of a new federal

8 Molotovs election speech in Moscow, 6 Feb. 1946, in V. M. Molotov, Fragen der 
Aussenpolitik. Reden und Erklärungen, Moscow, 1949, pp. 26-38; Churchill’s Fulton 
speech, 5 March 1946, in Vital Speeches of the Day, March 15, 1946, pp. 329-42, and 
The Sinews of Peace, London, 1948, pp. 93 ff.

9 Cf. W. Loth, Sozialismus und Internationalismus. Die französischen Sozialisten und 
die Nachkriegsordnung Europas 1940-1950, Stuttgart, 1977,pp. 86-97 and 118-27.

10 Cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 177, 182, 187, 189-201.
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Europe with the support of a broad spectrum of parties in his own country, 
and after becoming prime minister in December of that year he endeavoured 
to rouse his Western colleagues to greater enthusiasm for the European idea.11 
Once the immediate day-to-day problems had been more or less solved, many 
private initiatives led to the formation of associations for European union. 
The first congress of such associations from various countries was held at Her- 
tenstein in Switzerland in September 1946; three months later an umbrella 
organization was set up, the Union Européenne des Fédéralistes (UEF).12

At the same time it was increasingly felt that Eastern Europe was lost to 
Soviet Communism and that efforts towards integration had to be confined to 
the West, no longer as a means of defusing the East-West conflict, but in 
order to defend Western Europe against armed Soviet aggression. At the same 
time as the advocates of a European ‘Third Force’ were holding their first con
ference at Hertenstein, Churchill caused a sensation by his speech at Zurich 
pointing once again to the Soviet threat and calling on all states of Europe that 
were ‘willing and able’ to form a union.13 Churchill’s suggestion was so con
trary to the hopes and expectations that had till then prevailed in Europe that 
it aroused much more opposition than assent, but it none the less accelerated 
the process of reorientation. At the end of 1946 Churchill’s son-in-law, 
Duncan Sandys, began to enlist the support of eminent public figures in 
various countries for a ‘United European Movement’ (UEM).

The Marshall Plan
The developments in world policy that took place in 1947 altered the frame

work of the European integration movement in two ways. In the first place the 
Marshall Plan had the effect of casting the weight of the US behind the integra
tion policy. The movement towards union, which had been increasingly disori
ented, was now strengthened in its opposition to the old order. However, the 
objectives of US policy were to some extent contradictory: on the one hand 
they hoped for political stability and therefore increased independence in 
Europe, but on the other they wanted the European economies to become an 
integral part of the US-dominated world market. On the whole, however, the 
US demand for coordination of European measures of economic recovery did 
much to loosen the power of national bureaucracies and restrictions.14 Mean
while the Soviet rejection of the Marshall Plan and the subsequent hardening 
of Cominform policy turned the division of Europe into an accomplished fact.

11 W. Loth, ‘Countries in a Weak Situation: Italy, Belgium and the Netherlands’, in 
Lipgens, History, pp. 246-68, here p. 257; cf. also references to the background of 
internal policy in the introduction to ch. II below.

12 Cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 296-316.
13 Ibid., pp. 317-22; cf. ch. VII below, doc. 193.
14 Klaus Schwabe, ‘Der Marshall-Plan und Europa’, in Raymond Poidevin (ed.), 

Histoire des débuts de la construction européenne (mars 1948-mai 1950), Brussels 
1986, pp. 47-69.
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Thus the policy of integration was henceforth confined to Western Europe 
and was closely linked with American efforts to stabilize the Western world.

These developments were at once a bitter defeat and a new stimulus to the 
Third Force’ movement. Its adherents had failed to prevent the East-West 
confrontation, but they were more anxious than ever to mediate between the 
superpowers and protect Europe from US domination. The objective was now 
not to prevent the formation of blocs, but to accept it while mitigating its 
effects. This evolution did not come easily to the advocates of a Third Force’, 
especially those in the occupation zones of Germany, where the division of 
Europe also involved that of their own country.15 However, the change of 
policy was facilitated by the fact that the Russians proceeded hermetically to 
shut off their part of Europe, while the Marshall Plan arrangements provided 
ample opportunity for strengthening European independence. The Third 
Force’ advocates accordingly soon concentrated on taking advantage of these 
opportunities, and in the setting of the Marshall Plan their ideas actually com
manded greater attention than previously.16

At the same time, those who wished to form a Western bloc against Soviet 
expansion also derived encouragement from the new situation. The course of 
world events soon made their outlook increasingly plausible, especially in cir
cles which had only been shaken out of traditional concepts of nationalist 
policy by the impact of the East-West conflict. Moreover, apart from the 
importance of a united Europe in world politics, developments in regard to 
Germany strengthened the trend towards unification. The US determination 
to include West Germany in a European recovery programme could not for 
long be reconciled with unilateral measures of repression and control of that 
country. It was necessary to create a framework within which German 
recovery could be kept within manageable bounds -  a point especially clear to 
Germany’s West European neighbours.

In the second half of 1947 the activation and reorientation of the European 
idea led to the formation of a widespread European movement; while the 
withdrawal of the Communists from the West European governments gave a 
further stimulus to negotiations for integration. When, in July, the repre
sentatives of sixteen nations met in Paris to discuss the modalities of the Mar
shall Plan, which had till then been left deliberately vague, not only did the 
Italian and Benelux delegations once more put forward ideas of union, but the 
French government also came out in favour of integration without further 
delay. In particular it called for the creation of a European customs union, 
and made known its interest in aiding and controlling the recovery pro
gramme by means of joint economic mechanisms.17

15 Cf., e.g., the hesitation of the Social Democrat Carlo Schmid: ch. V below, 
doc. 152.

16 For this and the following passage cf. W. Loth, The West European Govern
ments and the Impulse given by the Marshall Plan’, in Lipgens, History, pp. 488-507.

17 Cf. Alan S. Milward, The Committee of European Economic Cooperation 
(CEEC) and the Advent of the Customs Union’, in Lipgens, History, pp. 507-69; id.,
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Government initiatives were still on a restricted scale. Bevin was convinced 
of the desirability of a ‘Third Force’ to the extent that he endorsed in prin
ciple the French proposal for a customs union; but his cabinet colleagues were 
bent on using the resources of the sterling area to assist national recovery, so 
that the British government’s position remained ambiguous.18 The Benelux 
governments were still shy of union without Britain, and the other countries 
represented in Paris were altogether averse to far-reaching plans for integra
tion, both for political reasons and on account of their economic situation. As 
a result, Marshall aid was organized without any significant degree of integra
tion. Under American pressure the participating countries signed a conven
tion on 16 April 1948 setting up a permanent coordinating body, the Organi
zation of European Economic Cooperation (OEEC), but its decisions were 
still subject to the unanimity rule.

The French, however, were not deterred this time from pursuing the goal 
of integration, and the idea was kept on the tapis by the European movement, 
which was steadily gaining in strength. In December 1947 Churchill’s United 
Europe Movement succeeded in creating a Joint International Committee as 
a coordinating body for most of the pro-European movements; this 
Committee organized the Congress of the European Movement at The 
Hague in May 1948, which was attended by over 7,000 statesmen and public 
figures from various countries. The Congress issued an appeal for a ‘Euro
pean Assembly’, to be elected by national parliaments for the purpose of 
drafting plans for European union and preparing the way for their realiza
tion.19 Three months later the French government endorsed this appeal and 
added its own pressure for a European parliament which, after a preliminary 
phase of discussion, was to be given its own powers of decision and thus form 
‘the nucleus of a federal organization of Europe’.20

During 1948 a difference of emphasis was again discernible among the 
advocates of integration. While orginally hopes of an independent ‘Third 
Force’ had been dominant, integration was from now onwards increasingly 
geared to the consolidation of the Western camp including the US. One 
reason for this was that the reluctance of the British Labour Party played into 
the hands of conservative and bourgeois elements on the Continent, both as

The Reconstruction of Western Europe, 1945-1951, London, 1984, pp. 69-89; John 
W. Young, Britain, France and the Unity of Europe 1945-1951, Leicester, 1984; 
Pierre Guillen, ‘Le projet d’union douanière entre la France, l’Italie et le Benelux’, 
in Poidevin (ed.), Débuts, pp. 143-64.

18 Milward, Reconstruction, pp. 235-50.
19 Cf. Alan Hick, The European Movement and the Campaign for a European 

Assembly 1947-1950\ thesis, Florence, 1980; also the same author’s forthcoming 
contribution to vol. 4 of the present series.

20 Thus expressed in instructions to the French Ambassador in London: Massigli, 
Comédie, p. 157. Cf. Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 211 f., and Marie-Thérèse Bitsch, ‘Le 
rôle de la France dans la naissance du Conseil de l’Europe*, in Poidevin (ed.), 
Débuts, pp. 165-198.
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regards the organization of economic recovery and the direction taken by the 
European Movement. In addition, fear of Soviet expansion was intensified by 
the Communist take-over in Prague at the end of February 1948. This event 
brought more recruits to the cause of Western union, while many who had 
advocated a 'Third Force’ came to see American protection as more important 
than the assertion of European independence. When, in January 1948, the 
governments of France, Britain and the Benelux countries entered into negoti
ations for a multilateral treaty of mutual assistance, many of those concerned 
still regarded this as a step towards a ‘Third Force’ Europe; but the Brussels 
pact, signed on 17 March 1948, in fact turned out to be a stepping-stone 
towards Nato.21

The struggle for the Council of Europe
Considerable efforts were still made to persuade the hesitant British to sup

port the integration policy. In particular the Continental Socialists led by the 
French SFIO, as well as a minority of the Labour Party including Ronald 
Mackay and Richard Crossman, urged the government to take energetic steps 
towards European union; while the French government, itself a coalition 
including a Socialist element, maintained its invitation to the British to set up a 
customs union.

The Labour government remained undecided, but consented to certain 
moves in the direction of a European parliament. At the end of October 1948 
Bevin agreed to the French plan for negotiations for a European Assembly, but 
initially he saw this as being no more than a permanent council of ministers 
of the Brussels pact countries. When, in December, the negotiating committee 
agreed upon the project of a ministerial Council of Europe open to all OEEC 
countries together with a European Consultative Assembly consisting of parli
amentarians with rather vaguely defined tasks (‘measures to improve under
standing’), Bevin vetoed the idea of an autonomous parliamentary assembly. 
He did not withdraw his objection until the visit to London on 13 January 
1949 of Robert Schuman, the new French foreign minister, who threatened 
that France would if necessary go ahead without Britain. After further 
detailed discussions the Statute of the Council of Europe, consisting of a Com
mittee of Ministers and a Consultative Assembly, was promulgated in London 
on 5 May 1949.22

21 Timothy P. Ireland, Creating the Entangling Alliance. The Origins of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization, London, 1981. For the changing concepts see also 
Joseph Stengers, ‘Paul-Henri Spaak et le traité de Bruxelles de 1948’, in Poidevin 
(ed.), Débuts, pp. 119-142.

22 Cf. Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 221-3, and Geoffrey Warner, ‘Die britische Labour-Re- 
gierung und die Einheit Westeuropas 1949-195P, in VfZG 28 (1980), pp. 310-30. 
Text of Statute in Documents on European Recovery and Defence, March 1947- 
April 1949, Royal Institute of International Affairs, London and New York, 1949, 
pp. 140 ff.
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The first session of the Consultative Assembly, held in Strasburg from 
10 August to 5 September 1949, brought further successes to the integration- 
ists. Going beyond the vague and restrictive terms of the Statute, the first 
members of the European parliament -  who were all prominent party repre
sentatives in their national assemblies -  were able to establish a Standing Com
mittee which could function between the brief sessions of the Assembly, thus 
greatly enhancing its political weight. A majority of the Assembly passed a 
resolution stating that the ‘aim and goal5 of the Council of Europe was to 
create £a European political authority invested with limited functions but real 
powers’. The Standing Committee was instructed to examine the question of 
the political authority more closely and make preparations for a special ses
sion of the Assembly in January 1950. At the same time the Committee of Min
isters was requested to enlarge the powers of the Assembly to a significant 
extent and to enable the Federal Republic of Germany to become a member 
before the next session. To make it easier for the Labour government to con
cur, the Socialists who were in favour of union sought to obtain a general 
recognition of Socialist objectives: unlike the Hague Congress, the Strasburg 
Assembly expressed by a majority its desire for European economic union 
with ‘central planning combined with a maximum degree of individual liber
ty’. It also called for a serious examination of the Ruhr problem and that of the 
coordination of European basic industries.23

These demands and resolutions, however, proved to exceed what the 
Labour government was prepared to accept for the sake of Western consolida
tion. At the meeting of the Committee of Ministers on 3-5 November 1949 all 
the Assembly’s desiderata for the widening of its powers under the Statute 
were rejected under British pressure (the Council’s decisions required a 
unanimous vote). Other recommendations and suggestions, including that for 
a special session at an early date, were referred to official or inter-state bodies 
for examination, for which no time-limit was set. The only decision reached 
was to admit West Germany as an associate member, also the Saarland 
pending a final determination of its status (the French government wished to 
ensure its de facto autonomy for a long time to come). Thus the Council of 
Europe was prevented from becoming a constituent body, even before the 
commissions of the Consultative Assembly had properly begun their work. 
The parliamentarians at Strasburg who had hoped to induce the British to sup
port European integration felt slighted and bitterly disappointed.24

At this point, if not earlier, the integrationist Europeans were confronted 
with a decision of the first importance. Should they continue to moderate their 
initiatives so that the British might go on cooperating, or should they go ahead 
and take substantial steps towards European union -  in the hope that if these 
were a success Britain would after all join in, but also at the risk of driving the

23 Text of resolutions in Council of Europe, Consultative Assembly, First Ordinary 
Session, 10 Aug.-8 Sept. 1949, Documents (Working Papers), Nos. 73 and 71. On 
the course of the negotiations see Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 244-7.

24 Op. cit., p. 248.
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British still further into isolation? This issue was a less acute one for liberal and 
conservative elements on the Continent: in their view, if the British did not 
want to join, the necessary steps to consolidate economic recovery and deal 
with the German problem would simply have to be taken without them. But 
the Socialists and other ‘Third Force’ adherents were in a quandary. If supra
national solutions were not soon adopted, what was left of European inde
pendence would disappear in the general polarization of East and West. 
Without British participation, however, there was a risk of creating a conserva
tive Europe, perhaps even dominated by a right-wing Germany, which would 
be equally unfavourable to the ‘Third Force’ idea. Yet there was no hope of 
combining supranationalism with British leadership. This dilemma brought 
about a tactical split within all parties in the Strasburg Assembly, and it is sig
nificant that two members of the same party -  the French Socialists -  were the 
spokesmen of the respective attitudes. Guy Mollet, the secretary-general of 
the party, represented the pro-British side, while André Philip, the party’s 
expert on economic policy, spoke for the federalists.25

At the beginning of the second session of the Consultative Assembly (7-28 
August and 18-24 November 1950), the federalist representatives moved a 
resolution calling on all members of the Council of Europe to ‘conclude 
without delay a solemn agreement instituting a political authority’ whose 
member states could ‘by a majority decide on a common policy with regard to 
the protection of human rights, external relations, economic affairs and Euro
pean security’. In addition, states that wished to establish closer organic links 
among themselves were urged to sign ‘a Federal Pact instituting a democrati
cally elected parliament and a Government responsible to the latter’.26 Mollet, 
on the other hand, as rapporteur of the Political Committee, put forward a 
series of proposals which amounted to increasing the powers of the Council of 
Europe as far as could be done without infringing national sovereignty. These 
include the amalgamation of the OEEC, the Brussels treaty and the Council 
of Europe; the coordination of foreign policy by preliminary consultations; 
regional agreements among individual members of the Council of Europe; 
‘European departments’ in the appropriate ministries of all member states and 
regular meetings of their departmental heads, and so on. Mollet also proposed 
that the Consultative Assembly should have power to draft laws that would 
come into force if approved by the Committee of Ministers, and that ‘adminis
trative departments’ should be set up for different aspects of politics: in other 
words, the Council of Europe was to be equipped with quasi-legislative and 
quasi-executive institutions. Finally he advocated forms of supranational 
union among individual states for specific purposes, after the model of plans 
for the internationalization of basic European industries.

25 For this and the following passage cf. Loth, op. cit., pp. 248-50, 270-7; also ch. I, 
docs. 37 and 38.

26 Text of resolution in Council of Europe, Consultative Assembly, Ordinary 
Session 1950, Documents (Working Papers), No. 35 of 9 Aug. 1950.
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At the end of August, after a lively debate, the Consultative Assembly 
rejected the Philip resolution by 68 votes to 19 with 7 abstentions, while 
Mollet’s proposals secured a majority and were forwarded to national parlia
ments for approval. The decisive factor was the fear that the Council of 
Europe might collapse if federal plans went ahead without Britain. In the fol
lowing weeks most of the national parliaments endorsed the Strasburg recom
mendations by large majorities, but the federalists, led by André Philip, con
ducted a spectacular campaign to enlist public support in Europe for the idea 
of a ‘federal pact5 and for the revision of the Assembly resolutions. This had 
little success, however. Opinion polls from time to time had indeed shown that 
a majority of West Europeans were in principle favourable towards federal
ism. But the national governments and decision-makers had at the same time 
been entrusted by their citizens with the defence of national interests that 
were often incompatible with the implications of a European federation, so 
that the hopes placed in a European entente and/or a ‘Third Force’ had no po
litical weight to speak of. When the Assembly reconvened at the beginning of 
November it caused no surprise that Philip’s proposals were again rejected.

However, Mollet’s tactics of gradual evolution that had seemed so successful 
were also doomed to failure. On 13 November, contrary to an assurance given 
by J. Callaghan at Strasburg, the Labour majority in the Commons rejected 
Mollet’s proposals despite their endorsement by the Council of Europe. After 
a majority of the Consultative Assembly had rejected the idea of a federal pact 
out of consideration for Britain’s difficulties in accepting a supranational 
Europe, the evolutionary road via the Council of Europe was now likewise 
blocked. The European Left had to put up with the fact that Britain was not, 
or not yet, prepared to have anything to do with community institutions pos
sessing supranational powers.

Adoption of the Schuman plan
The split among the French Socialists over tactics vis-à-vis Britain caused 

them to forfeit the leadership of the movement towards union. A way out of 
the deadlock now appeared in a quite different direction. On 9 May 1950 
Robert Schuman, the French foreign minister, who had till then not been an 
especially prominent figure, made public a proposal for the creation of a Euro
pean Coal and Steel Community.27 The idea of the Schuman plan -  to transfer 
to a supranational authority the responsibility for directing and coordinating 
basic European industries -  had also been in the forefront of the Socialists’ 
European policy since the autumn of 1948, when it became clear that their 
ideal of completely socializing the basic industries of Europe was not

27 Cf. F. Roy Willis, France, Germany; and the New Europe, 1945-1967' Stanford, 
1968, pp. 80-129; Gilbert Ziebura, Die deutsch-französischen Beziehungen seit 1945. 
Mythen und Realitäten, Pfullingen, 1970, pp. 50-6; Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 262-6. On 
the genesis of the ECSC see Loth, op. cit., pp. 172, 218 f., 241, and Milward, Recon
struction, p p .362-96.
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attainable in the foreseeable future. However, initiatives by Philip in the 
Council of Europe on the same lines as the Schuman plan had foundered 
owing to British resistance at the end of 1949, and a majority of the Socialists 
were not yet ready to go ahead without British participation. The decisive fea
ture of Schuman’s proposal was that he was prepared to risk a breach with Bri
tain. By making it quite clear from the outset that the French government 
would insist on the Coal and Steel authority having supranational powers, he 
confronted the British with the alternative of joining in the next move towards 
union or refusing to do so.

Schuman was able to do this because either solution was compatible with 
the basic objectives of his party (the MRP), which was not the case with the 
Socialists. Schuman and Jean Monnet, the head of the government’s planning 
department and the real initiator of the plan, were chiefly concerned to pre
vent a collapse of the movement towards unity, which would lead to West Ger
many dominating the Continent; they also hoped that European union would 
enable France to play a leading part in world affairs, independent of the US. 
To improve France’s competitive position, French industrialists would be 
exposed to direct pressure from abroad and would have to give up their tradi
tional conservatism and lack of enterprise. French access to coal supplies from 
the Ruhr would be ensured beyond the period of Allied control over West Ger
many, the end of which was already in sight, and German domination of the 
coal and steel industry would thus be prevented. While the Schuman plan was 
partly inspired by the ‘Third Force’ idea, it was not linked with the hope of a 
socialist order in Europe; on the contrary, Monnet’s idea of a prosperous au
tonomous Europe involved a regime of liberal capitalism within a framework 
of state control on Keynesian lines. A European community without Britain, 
i.e. based on a Paris-Bonn axis, was much more acceptable on these premisses 
than in a Europe such as the Socialists aspired to. If the British did after all join 
in, they would provide the best defence against German predominance. If they 
did not, France would still be better protected than in a free-for-all situation 
without supranational control, and she might even become the political leader 
of a united Europe. In either case, Europe’s position vis-a-vis the US would be 
significantly strengthened.28

Lest he should be suspected by Continental left-wingers of pursuing a delib
erately anti-British line, Monnet visited London five days after Schuman’s 
announcement and attempted to persuade the British government to agree to 
the plan. As expected, however, the British jibbed at the supranational princi
ple. On 2 June they returned a firm refusal, while the governments of France, 
Italy, the Benelux countries and Federal Germany declared in a joint commu
nique their intention of negotiating a Coal and Steel union on the lines of the 
Schuman plan. The French Socialists tried to induce the British to change 
their minds at an international socialist conference in London, but were again 
unsuccessful: the Labour leaders made it unmistakably clear that, while they

28 Monnet’s memorandum of 5 May 1950, published in Le Monde on 9 May 1970, 
is illuminating as regards the interpretation of the Schuman plan.
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had nothing against closer union among Continental countries, they them
selves would ‘never’ take part in a supranational system. Accordingly the 
French Socialists had no choice but to back the Schuman plan, which they did 
with a heavy heart. The plan had thus cleared its first major hurdle, and it was 
evident that a ‘united Europe’ in the narrower sense could for the time being 
only come into existence as a ‘Europe of the Six’, without Britain.

Purpose and arrangement of the present volume
The selected documents in this volume illustrate the attitude adopted during 

these years of decision by those engaged in European politics, either as active 
agents or in so far as the process affected them. An outline is given of the 
European debate in the six countries that came together in 1950 and also in 
those which later joined the European Community.29 One purpose of the ana
lysis is to indicate why some countries joined in the process of unification 
sooner and others later. It will also be seen why the integration of Europe was 
so closely interwoven with the origins of ‘Western union’ in postwar politics; 
why, and in what sense, supranational functionalism became the preferred 
form of integration; and how the Franco-German alliance came to be at the 
centre of the integrating process.

However, in addition to tracing the origins of the present European Com
munity, the documentation is intended to illustrate other trends towards inte
gration which remained without effect or did not come wholly into play. 
These are also relevant to a correct assessment of the situations and decisions 
that occurred and the factors that determined the course of European integra
tion.

In reconstructing the process of decision, while especial attention has been 
given to pro-European forces, account is also taken of contrary opinions with 
which the advocates of union were obliged to grapple. Care is taken to distin
guish between the positions of different pro-integrationists with their respec
tive motives, strategies, reactions and assessments of the situation. In addition 
to illustrating the significance of the chief actors and events that gave an 
impulse to the process of unification, the work attempts to throw light on the 
contradiction between the enthusiasm for a united Europe that prevailed in 
some quarters and the slowness of the actual advance; it also endeavours to 
make clear the achievements and failures of the different attempts towards 
integration.

The documents include statements by pro-European groups and associa
tions, the reactions of statesmen and political parties, and contributions by 
prominent or original writers to the debate on unification and the future of

29 It was not possible to include Spain and Portugal in the survey. Preparations for 
the present volume were largely completed before the admission of these two coun
tries to the European Community was decided upon; and in any case the omission is 
justified on practical grounds, as they were scarcely involved in the debate on 
Europe during the period under review.
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Europe. The material is arranged in separate chapters by countries so as to 
elucidate the background to the national discussion and the development of 
opinion in each case. To emphasize the continuity of the process, the docu
ments for each country are in chronological order. Introductions to each 
chapter set the scene and assess the importance of the forces and arguments 
at work. The selected texts and brief notes on each of them provide an outline 
of the European situation in the first five years after the war -  partly in illus
tration of conditions that have already been studied in detail by historians, but 
more often as a first sketch of phenomena whose interrelation has not pre
viously been brought to light.

As in the previous volumes of this edition,30 the documents are numbered 
in a single series. A sub-heading in each case indicates the source and the place 
of publication, and draws attention to any existing translations. The notes are 
confined to factual information and references; a bibliography to each chapter 
comprises a list of archival and other sources, monographs and studies. As with 
the previous volumes, all the texts are given in English; the original documents 
are supplied in microfiche form for the benefit of any scholars who may 
require them for the purpose of special studies.

30 Cf. Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 1, pp. 32 f.



I. French Political Parties and Pressure Groups 
in the Discussion on European Union

W il f r ie d  L o t h

Introduction

In France at the end of the Second World War there were many strong rea
sons for departing from a foreign policy conceived entirely in terms of 
national interest and security, and adopting instead a policy of European inte
gration.1 France had just been subjected to aggression provoked by no warlike 
or imperialist ambitions of her own, and her resources had proved insufficient 
to defeat the enemy. It was natural therefore to conclude that true security 
could only be hoped for from a collective organization in which democratic 
states would combine their strength to safeguard a peace based on law. The 
measures against Germany that France had secured, to some extent at least, in 
the treaty of Versailles had been ineffective and had fostered a spirit of re
vanchism which in the end proved strong enough to overthrow the whole bal
ance of power in Europe. In 1945 it was realized that the necessary measures 
of control of defeated Germany must be combined with a promise of future 
equality of rights in a joint organization for peace, so as to prevent, as far as 
possible, a new spirit of German revanchism developing at the outset. Another 
consideration was that the scale of industrial production had long exceeded 
the limits of the nation-state, and the economies of the developed countries 
were so interwoven that, as the world slump had shown, they were no longer 
really able to act independently in economic matters. Here too the lesson was 
that collective structures and institutions were necessary, whether they were 
regarded (by some) as a condition of the proper working of the 
liberal-capitalist system or (by others) as the means of transforming it by a 
socialist revolution.

These factors gave a strong impulse to the movement in favour of collective 
European institutions with supranational powers in particular fields. Even 
after the First World War this movement had played an important part in 
French public opinion, which was basically dominated by ‘internationalist’

1 For a full study of the problems outlined below see Wilfried Loth, ‘Die euro
päische Integration nach dem Zweiten Weltkrieg in französischer Perspektive’, in 
Helmut Berding (ed.), Wirtschaftliche Integration im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert, Göttin
gen, 1984,pp. 225-246.
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ideas from the time of the electoral victory of the cartel des gauches in 1924 -  
although such ideas proved powerless against German expansionism, and 
their advocates differed on many strategic and tactical issues.2 As the Second 
World War presented the problems in acuter form, and the experience of 
Nazi rule in Europe showed the extent of the danger to which freedom was 
exposed by nationalism and etatism, ideas on foreign policy were more and 
more characterized by the rejection of a strictly national viewpoint. Wherever 
France’s future international role was discussed, whether by members of the 
Resistance or by experts in exile, the answers invariably aimed at transcending 
the nation-state; and, oftener at least than ever before, stress was laid on the 
need for partial relinquishment of sovereignty in favour of supranational insti
tutions of a federal kind. Only the Communist resistance leaders firmly 
opposed the idea of communities transcending national limits; elsewhere 
there was some residual distrust of supranationalism, but scarcely anyone 
seriously contested the need for close cooperation, at least, with France’s 
neighbours.3

At the same time, plans for integration and federation were confronted by 
serious obstacles. The new world powers, the United States and the Soviet 
Union, exercised a strong influence over plans for the security and welfare of 
Europe -  and it was in Europe, if anywhere, that ideas of federal union 
offered any prospect of success, given the homogeneity of the nations in ques
tion and the similarity of their problems. On the other hand, regional unions 
confined to Europe were no longer adequate to solve current problems; they 
might even intensify them, if they had the effect of fostering the latent rivalry 
between the world powers instead of helping to reconcile them. Secondly, 
owing to the many humiliations of national pride that the French had suffered 
at Germany’s hands in the course of a generation, the rise of internationalism 
was accompanied by a desire for reinforcement of the sense of national 
identity, so that the restoration of French grandeur exercised a powerful fasci
nation which ignored the facts and requirements of political realism. Finally, 
the fate of the Weimar Republic and the gradually widening knowledge of 
Nazi atrocities dealt a heavy blow to the belief that it was possible to cure the 
Germans of their taste for aggression. Hence the idea of integrating Germany 
in a collective security organization, necessary though it seemed in order to 
prevent revanchism, at the same time aroused almost insuperable misgivings.

The objective difficulties that confronted initiatives towards unity, and the 
conflicting impulses working on French minds, led to contradictory reactions.

2 For an introduction see Raymond Poidevin and Jacques Bariéty, Les relations 
franco-allemandes 1815-1975, Paris, 1977, pp. 223 ff.

3 Henri Michel, Les courants de pensée de la Résistance, Paris, 1962; W. Loth, Tes 
projets de politique extérieure de la Résistance socialiste en France’, in Revue d'his
toire moderne et contemporaine, 24 (1977), pp. 544-69; Walter Lipgens, ‘Ideas of the 
French Resistance on Future Foreign Policy’, in Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 1, pp. 264- 
361; Pierre Guillen, ‘Plans by Exiles from France’, in Doc. Eur. Integr., voi. 2, 
pp. 279-352.
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On the one hand there were clear majorities in favour of the adoption of fed
eralist principles. Thus, in the first months after the liberation, the principle of 
supranational federation was proclaimed in the programmes of the Socialist 
party (SFIO), the Christian Democrats (MRP) and the liberals (Radicaux). 
The Consultative Assembly, at the end of its first foreign policy debate on 
22 November 1944, unanimously adopted a resolution calling on the govern
ment to ‘prepare the way for an international organization that will lead the 
community of states towards a federation of free peoples, so that there shall 
be no danger of regional arrangements among them leading to the formation 
of hostile blocs.’ On 27 March 1945, after a debate on the new United Nations 
organization, the Assembly resolved, again unanimously, ‘that a lasting peace 
requires the establishment of an international body with judicial authority, 
superior to nation states and largely independent of them’. In the discussion 
on the constitution of the Fourth Republic on 11 April 1946 the deputies 
adopted an article stating that ‘provided there is reciprocity, France agrees to 
the limitation of its sovereignty so far as may be necessary for the organiza
tion and defence of peace’ (Art. 46) .4 In summer 1945 a public opinion poll reg
istered 73% agreement that Europe should become a federation of states in 
which ‘all matters of common interest (industry, agriculture, communica
tions, continental defence etc.)’ would be administered by a ‘democratically 
elected “Federal government” ’; only 17% of those consulted answered ‘No’, 
while 10% expressed no opinion.5

As against this, impressive majorities supported the foreign policy of Gen
eral de Gaulle, President of the Provisional Government, which, whatever its 
long-term aims, concentrated in the first instance on destroying the unity of 
the German state, exploiting German economic potential and establishing 
France on the Rhine and in the Ruhr district. Likewise in the summer of 1945, 
78% of the French people were in favour of partitioning Germany rather than 
leaving it as a unitary state; only 12% took the opposite view, while again 
there were 10% of ‘don’t knows’.6 Only a small minority favoured embarking 
on European federation without first obtaining the agreement of the two 
superpowers; on the other hand, a broad majority evidently believed that the 
creation of federal institutions could in some way be combined with 
traditional methods of coercion vis-à-vis the defeated enemy.7

4 Journal Official de la République Française, Assemblée Consultative Provisoire, 
Débats 22. 11. 1944, p. 350, and 27. 3. 1945, p. 786; Assemblée Constituante, 11.4. 
1946, p. 1728. For the first party programmes see below, docs. 1 and 2 and introduc
tion to doc. 7.

5 Sondages, No. 17, July 1945. Cited, with numerous other expressions of ‘inter
nationalist’ opinion, in Walter Lipgens, ‘Innerfranzosische Kritik der Aussenpolitik 
de Gaulles 1944-46’, in Vierteljahreshefte für Zeitgeschicbte (VfZG) 24 (1976), 
pp. 136-98; also W. Lipgens, ‘European Union in Public Opinion Polls’, in Doc. Eur. 
Integr., voi. 4 (forthcoming).

6 Bulletin d'informations de l'I.F.O.P., 1-16 Sept. 1945, p. 173.
7 On this contradiction cf. W. Loth, ‘Die Franzosen und die deutsche Frage 

1945-1949’, in Claus Scharf and Hans-Jiirgen Schroder (eds.), Die Deutschlandpo-
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In practice, therefore, during the first two years after the war France’s dom
inant objective was to obtain security guarantees of the traditional kind 
against a resurgent Germany. The trend of world politics was further and 
further away from federalism, and this caused a good deal of resignation and 
helplessness. De Gaulle’s nationalist gospel increased the general hankering 
for a revival of France’s role as a great power, while federalist plans were 
further discouraged by de Gaulle’s alliance with the Communists, whose coop
eration he needed for the work of national reconstruction.8 In these circum
stances the only attempt at a move towards federalism in contrast to the polari
zation of world politics -  viz. the plan for a West European association 
centred on Britain and France, which was supposed to allay Soviet fears of the 
‘capitalist camp’9 -  was frustrated by France’s endeavours to assert her great- 
power status vis-à-vis Britain. De Gaulle was only prepared to associate 
with the British if they would first help to strengthen France by limiting 
German potential and exploiting German resources, and he was strong 
enough, failing such aid, to ensure that the negotiations for a Franco- 
British alliance came to nothing.10

De Gaulle’s resignation from the presidency in January 1946 at first brought 
about no substantial change. There were increasing doubts whether French 
strength could really be based on keeping Germany divided and exploiting her 
economically, but the ‘maximum policy’ vis-à-vis Germany, which had pre
vented the beginnings of a West European association, became more and more 
of a necessity in terms of French internal politics. The Christian Democrats 
(MRP), whose representative, Georges Bidault, was Foreign Minister in the 
first postwar governments, did not dare to abandon that policy for fear of 
losing their influence with de Gaulle;11 while the Socialists (SFIO) were 
careful not to press their objection to it because to do so would have wrecked 
their coalition with the Christian Democrats and Communists, which offered 
them the best chance of influencing events.12 Meanwhile the chances of East- 
West understanding were becoming increasingly dim. Léon Blum, the 
Socialist leader, who headed a brief transitional government at the 
beginning of 1947, was able to pursue the British alliance without insisting 
on support for France’s demands vis-à-vis Germany; but the Dunkirk treaty

litik Frankreichs und die Französische Zone 1945-1949, Wiesbaden, 1983, pp. 23-44. 
The sharp distinction drawn in earlier literature between ‘nationalist’ and ‘inter
nationalist’ attitudes is therefore misleading.

8 Cf. Anton William DePorte, De Gaulle’s Foreign Policy 1944-1946, Cambridge, 
Mass., 1968; W. Lipgens, ‘Bedingungen und Etappen der Aussenpolitik de Gaulles 
1944-1946’, in VfZG 21 (1973), pp. 52-102; W. Loth, Sozialismus und Internationa
lismus. Die französischen Sozialisten und die Nachkriegsordnung Europas 1940-1950, 
Stuttgart, 1977, pp. 52-9 and 86-97.

9 Cf. doc. 5 below.
10 Cf. Loth, Sozialismus (n. 8), pp. 79-86 and 89 f.
11 See Reinhard Schreiner, Bidault, der MRP und die französische Deutschlandpolitik 

1944-1948 (thesis), Trier, 1981.
12 Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 93-5.
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which was signed on 4 March 1947 came much too late to have an 
assuaging effect on world politics.13

The federalist tendencies in French public opinion and government policy 
did not become effective until later in 1947, when the £cold war’ came to a 
head. Federalism was given a concrete frame of reference by the Marshall 
Plan, which made US economic aid conditional on a measure of integration 
among the participants. The occasion was seized all the more readily as the 
brusque Soviet rejection of the Plan facilitated the decision to confine efforts 
at unification to Western Europe for the time being. At the same time French 
hopes of playing an independent role as a great power gave way to a realization 
of the need for an alliance with the US, whose economic help was widely rec
ognized to be essential, and a policy of securing, within that alliance, the 
maximum degree of autonomy and of security vis-à-vis Germany. Since in the 
nature of things both aims could best be attained through West European com
munity structures, the idea of unification now attracted supporters who had 
previously held fast to traditional nationalism. Furthermore the Communists 
had left the government in May 1947 and in October ceased, in accordance 
with the new Cominform policy, to form an element in the national consen
sus; hence there was no longer a decisive barrier in terms of internal politics to 
a policy of West European integration.14

As a result of these evolutions of ideas and shifts of power, the union of 
Western Europe, including the Western Zones of Germany, came to be 
regarded as a primary objective by the great majority of French political for
ces, except for a ‘traditional’ right-wing minority and the Communist ghetto 
on the left. In the preliminary discussions on the US offer of aid in July 1947 
the Socialist government under Paul Ramadier already put forward a plan for 
a European customs union. In December his Christian Democrat successor, 
Robert Schuman, reached an agreement with the British which resulted in the 
conclusion of the Brussels treaty of March 1948 as the nucleus of a ‘Western 
Union’; and in the following August the Radical government of André Marie 
adopted the plan for a European Assembly to debate the possibility of a united 
Europe.15 The extent to which the idea of West European union had gained 
ground was shown when, on 11 March 1948, the National Assembly adopted 
an ordre du jour by 419 votes to 183 (only the Communists opposing) which 
called for the ‘integration of a federated Germany into a European union’.16

13 Ibid., pp. 118-27.
14 Cf. W. Loth, T he West European Governments and the Impulse given by the 

Marshall Plan’, in W. Lipgens, A History of European Integration, vol. 1, Oxford, 
1982, pp. 488-507; id., ‘Die Franzosen und die deutsche Frage’ (n. 7), pp. 40-43.

15 Alan S. Milward, ‘The Committee of European Economic Cooperation (CEEC) 
and the Advent of the Customs Union’, in Lipgens, History (n. 14), pp. 507-69; 
Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 178 and 211 f.

16 Journal Officiel, 11. 3. 1948, p. 1665. As one of many examples of conversion to 
the idea of West European integration may be cited an observation by Jean Monnet, 
who as Commissaire général au Plan was a key figure in the French national bu
reaucracy. On 18 April 1948 he wrote from Washington to Prime Minister Robert
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As public opinion came to adopt the idea of West European union, the 
various federalist groups which had hitherto led only a marginal existence 
drew considerable encouragement, as well as competition, from the ranks of 
the parties and established politicians. Committed groups had formed the 
Union Européenne des Fédéralistes (UEF) as early as the end of 1946, and the 
Conseil français pour l’Europe unie, founded in July 1947, included public per
sonalities of note. At about the same time economic experts who possessed 
long-standing contacts with Brussels, London and Luxemburg set up the 
Ligue Européenne de Coopération Economique; European-minded Christian 
Democrats joined with colleagues in the neighbouring countries to form the 
Nouvelles Equipes Internationales; internationally-minded French Socialists 
took the lead in forming the Mouvement Socialiste pour les Etats-Unis d’Eu
rope; and a group of Deputies founded the Groupe Fédéraliste du Parlement. 
In the course of 1948 all these bodies acquired a clearly representative charac
ter, and by the end of the year -  concurrently with the formation of the inter
national European Movement -  they combined to form the Conseil français 
du Mouvement Européen, which, as an umbrella organization, did much to 
coordinate and strengthen the various integrationist movements in France.17

The broad agreement which thus prevailed as to the desirability of West 
European union concealed a variety of problems, some of which remained 
controversial, while others were not clearly envisaged but in any case required 
further decisions.

In the first place, it was not clear whether union should consist of a more 
or less close association of independent states or should have a supranational 
dimension. Many statesmen never clarified their own ideas on this point,18 
while others were only convinced in course of time that there was a need for 
common institutions with independent powers. Others again favoured a

Schuman: ‘Everything I have seen and reflected on here leads me to a conclusion 
which is now my profound conviction: that to tackle the present situation, to face 
the dangers that threaten us, and to match the American effort, the countries of 
Western Europe must turn their national efforts into a truly European effort. This 
will be possible only through a federation of the West. I realize all the difficulties, 
but I believe that only by such an effort can we save ourselves without ceasing to be 
what we are, and also make a real contribution to preventing war.’ Archives Jean 
Monnet, Lausanne, 22/1; cited in part in Jean Monnet, Mémoires, Paris, 1976, 
p. 323; tr. Memoirs, London, 1978, pp. 272-3.

17 The honorary president was Édouard Herriot; the president, Raoul Dautry; 
vice-presidents Paul Bastid (Radical), Paul Ramadier (SFIO), Paul Reynaud (Inde
pendent), Pierre-Henri Teitgen (MRP), and André Siegfried. The Délégué général 
in charge of actual management was René Courtin, a liberal professor of economics 
who had been a prime mover of the Conseil français pour VEurope unie. For record of 
the meeting of 21. 12. 1948, Courtin’s circular of 14. 1. 1949, and membership list of 
1.12. 1949 see Archives of the European Movement, Bruges. On the founding of the 
associations see Lipgens, History (n. 14), pp. 334-41, 361-85, 600-5 and 623-8; also 
docs. 16, 19, 24 and 28 below.

18 For instance de Gaulle: cf. docs. 11, 24 and 35.
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supranational solution but refrained from pressing it for fear that Britain and 
the Scandinavian countries, which showed clear repugnance to the idea, might 
otherwise refuse from the outset to take part in West European integration. 
Most of the foreign policy experts in what were now the ‘pro-European’ par
ties adopted a negative attitude when, in the spring of 1948, parliamentarians 
belonging to the inter-party ‘groupe fédéraliste’ called for the convocation of 
a European Constituent Assembly.19 However, in November 1949, after the 
first session of the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe, the SFIO, 
the MRP and the Radicals agreed on a resolution expressing the hope that ‘a 
genuine European political authority may be defined and set up as soon as pos
sible’.20 In April 1950 the Conseil du Mouvement Européen expressed itself in 
the same sense,21 thus showing once again that in this phase of France’s 
postwar development (1949-50) there was a clear majority for the creation of 
supranational West European institutions.

Another point that required definition was that of the role of a united 
Europe in the conflict between the United States and the Soviet Union. In 
1947 the majority of pro-European forces wanted the continent to become a 
‘Third Force’ which could mediate in the conflict between the two world pow
ers; others saw Europe as a bulwark against Soviet expansion, while some 
hoped that it could become both a mediator and a defensive force.22 After the 
Soviet camp adopted the Cominform policy of ideological warfare, and espe
cially after the Communist coup in Czechoslovakia in February 1948, the 
desire for closer association with the US became even more significant than 
that for European union. Some of the ‘Western’ forces, as they now styled 
themselves, hoped that a unified Europe might be able to preserve a certain 
degree of independence within the Western camp; a minority, on the other 
hand, interpreted the concept of the ‘Third Force’ in a neutralistic sense.23

The subject on which there was least meeting of minds was the role of West 
Germany in the future European union. Objectively the purpose of integrating 
the Germans in a European community was to put an end to discrimination 
while ensuring control over German recovery; subjectively, most Frenchmen 
hoped to use integration as a means of keeping the Germans in an inferior 
position for an indefinite time. At first only a few perceived the contradiction 
between these aims; only with hesitation did the majority come to accept the 
idea of creating a West German state, and subsequently that of allowing the 
newly-formed Federal Republic to join the Council of Europe.24 The obstacles 
that still stood in the way of an acknowledgment of equal rights became fully 
evident after the outbreak of the Korean war in summer 1950, when the

19 See doc. 16.
20 Journal Officiel' 25. 11. 1949, pp. 6348 f.; adopted by 325 votes to 249.
21 Cf. doc. 36.
22 Cf. docs. 7-13.
23 Cf. doc. 23.
24 Cf. docs. 7, 12, 14, 17, 20 and 29; in more detail Loth, ‘Die Franzosen und die 

deutsche Frage’ (n. 7).
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problem of a West German defence contribution became acute. The most that 
the French government at first thought it possible to obtain from the Assembly 
was the ‘Pleven plan’ of 24 October 1950, providing for a German auxiliary 
force under a multinational general staff which would be dominated by 
France.25

Finally, it was a matter of dispute whether, and at what stage, to go ahead 
with federation even if Britain was not prepared to join in. De Gaulle for his 
part adopted an extremely reserved attitude, being sceptical of British inten
tions and inwardly hoping for French leadership of a united Europe. Most of 
the other French statesmen who favoured unity thought British participation 
essential for the purpose of giving substance to the federation and counter
balancing German influence. However, after the first session of the Strasburg 
Assembly, and more emphatically after the Schuman Plan for a European Coal 
and Steel Community was broached in May 1950, the British made it clear that 
they were not prepared to reconsider their aversion to federal solutions. In 
these circumstances the more conservative or liberal-minded Europeanists 
found it much easier to reconcile themselves to a union without Britain than 
did the advocates of a socialist Europe, who since the end of the war had 
looked to the British Labour Government as the leading power in a European 
‘Third force’. Deterred by the lack of British support, the Europeanists of the 
Left lost the initiative to the liberal-technocratic branch of the movement, and 
the majority for a European political authority was thus jeopardized. In the 
second half of 1950 there was no longer a majority in France for the attempt 
to create such an authority by means of the Council of Europe.26

To sum up, the evolution of French policy from the universalistic peace 
hopes of the war period to the beginnings of a functional union of the ‘Six’ 
in the Coal and Steel Community and afterwards in the European Economic 
Community was self-consistent but far from direct: it was a time of painful les
sons, bold decisions and understandable hesitation. As the documents in this 
Chapter show in detail, the motives which supported the movement for a West 
European community with independent powers were extremely varied. In 
combination they were strong enough, at the turn of the decade around 1950, 
to give a lasting impulse to the creation of a supranational Europe; but in the 
long run they were not strong and homogeneous enough to maintain them
selves unscathed against traditional nationalistic ways of thinking.

1. Socialist Party (SFIO): Manifesto 12 Nov. 1944
‘Le Parti Socialiste au Peuple de France’, final resolution of the Extraordinary 

National Congress of the SFIO, 9-12. 11. 1944, published in Le Populaire, 14. 11. 1944; 
Italian tr. in L'Unità Europea, No. 7, Nov.-Dee. 1944. The section on foreign policy is 
here given in full.

*

25 Cf. Loth, Sozialismus (n. 8), pp. 277-86.
26 Docs. 24, 25, 37 and 38.
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The process of reconstitution and reconstruction of the SFIO in the Resistance and during 
the liberation period from the summer of 1944 onwards was marked\ more strongly than in 
the case of any other political group, by the abandonment of nationalistic modes of thought 
and a deeper commitment to the idea of a supranational community. Both Léon Blum's basic 
text A. l’échelle humaine, written as early as 1941, and the first policy statements of the 
Comité d Action Socialiste in 1943 - at that time an underground association of leading 
SFIO politicians - called for a \strong international organization' and a ‘superstate to which 
nations must yield part of their sovereignty'.1 On 27 August 1944, two days after the libera
tion of Paris, the party newspaperese Populaire began to publish a series of articles by Char
les Dumas advocating a world federation composed of continental sub-federations.2 Daniel 
Mayer, the party's general secretary, gave a central place to the federal idea in his address to 
the Extraordinary Party Congress held from 9 to 12 November 1944 in the Palais de la Mut
ualité in Paris.3 The Congress adopted his views, though with some uncertainty as regards 
the geographical limits of the proposed federations and the means of integrating a defeated 
Germany.4

Peace through international democracy
Social democracy, which begins at the national level, can only be fully real

ized by means of a lasting peace and international democracy.
Faithful to its traditional policy, the Socialist Party declares that the condi

tion for a just, lasting and prosperous peace consists in the political and eco
nomic cooperation of all free peoples, that is to say a world organization for 
collective security founded in justice. This organization must not be placed 
under the hegemony of one or more great powers, but must be a federation of 
free nations each of which must yield part of its sovereignty to a higher organi
zation with its own authority, possessing a budget and an army sufficient to 
ensure the security of all.

This political organization must be supplemented by an economic and social 
organization with international agencies responsible for raw materials, labour, 
credit, transport, reconstruction etc.

1 Programme of the C.A.S., Northern Zone, in Le Populaire, No. 16 (Edition 
Zone Nord), 16 Jan.-l Feb. 1943, most recently repr. in Lipgens, ‘Ideas of the 
French Resistance’, in Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 1, doc. 85; other texts ibid., docs. 78, 89, 
100. -  Cf. Wilfried Loth, Sozialismus und Internationalismus. Die französischen Sozi
alisten und die Nachkriegsordnung Europas 1940-1950\ Stuttgart, 1977, pp. 23-44; 
id., ‘Les projets de politique extérieure de la Résistance socialiste en France’, in 
Revue d'histoire moderne et contemporaine 24 (1977), pp. 544-69.

2 Charles Dumas, ‘La France dans le monde’, Le Populaire; 27. 8. 1944; ‘Paix et dé
mocratie’, ibid., 28. 8. 1944; ‘L’organisation de la paix’, ibid., 29. 8. 1944; ‘Politique 
extérieure’, ibid., 1. 9. 1944; ‘La construction de la paix’, ibid., 3 and 4. 11. 1944.

3 Verbatim record in the Secrétariat National du Parti Socialiste, Paris, pp. 21-93.
4 Cf. Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 48-52.
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Tomorrow's Germany
Only within this framework can effective measures be taken to permit the 

future integration of Germany, reformed in its structure and mentality, into 
the civilized community from which it has been cut off by Nazi barbarism.

Germany, purged of its Nazi institutions, must be wholly occupied by the 
Allies and completely disarmed. Its heavy industry must be socialized and 
managed by the nations of Europe; big estates must be partitioned, the 
administration decentralized and war criminals punished; education and the 
press must be transformed and controlled, in the hope that one day 
democratic elements and the working masses will themselves turn Germany 
into a humane and peaceful nation. But the Socialist Party feels obliged to call 
attention to the dangers of nationalist revanchism that would result from any 
dismemberment of Germany and any annexation of specifically German terri
tory.

2. Radical Party: foreign policy motion 21 Dec. 1944
Republican Radical and Radical-Socialist Party, Petit Congrès, 19-21. 12. 1944, ver

batim record (in Fondation nationale des sciences politiques, Paris), pp. 472-5 (slightly 
abridged).

The Radicals, the party of French liberalism, had long been characterized by a straightfor
ward sense of patriotism which could sometimes turn to nationalism, and by a no less basic 
internationalism, which found its most consistent expression in the advocacy of a collective 
security organization. The party included representatives of the first tendency such as 
Georges Clemenceau, and of the second such as Joseph Caillaux; commoner still among its 
members were such statesmen as Edouard Herriot, who obeyed first one principle and then 
the other, so that in practice they often took up self-contradictory positions.1 When the party 
was reconstituted after the Liberation this ambivalence showed itself in the combination of 
traditional demands for security against Germany with the vote for a supranational peace
keeping organization.2 Party members were inclined to be sceptical or downright hostile to 
the idea of European federation, in some cases for fear of creating a Western and an Eastern 
bloc3 but in other cases because they wanted closer relations between Western Europe and 
the US.4 All, however, were in favour of lowering trade barriers, including those between 
European countries.

1 Cf. references in Francis O’Neill, The French Radical Party and European Integra
tion, Farnborough, Hants, 1981, pp. 9-15.

2 The resolution on the occasion of the party’s re-formation was moved by Paul 
Bastid, a former minister who had been a close collaborator of party chairman 
Herriot and who exercised a lasting influence on the party’s official European 
policy.

3 For instance, Herriot as late as the autumn of 1947 opposed the formation of 
blocs as a consequence of the Marshall Plan: cf. O’Neill, op. cit., p. 17.
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(...) On the strength of her sacrifices, France is entitled to expect that the 
United Nations, solidary in peace as they have been in war, will take strong 
and decisive measures to restore violated rights and prevent another world 
conflagration of which France would again be the chief victim. (...)

Justice demands that Germany, completely disarmed and deprived of her 
power to injure others, be sentenced to restore all she has gained by violence 
and to repair, to the utmost limit of her resources, the enormous damage she 
has inflicted on humanity. Justice also requires that frontiers, especially that 
of the Rhine, which is the frontier of European peace itself, should be 
protected once and for all by new and decisive measures against any revival of 
warlike aims and any future risk of invasion.

The party welcomes the inception of these new measures in the Franco-So
viet treaty of alliance, which provides for the first time that, in the event of any 
future move that might make possible a fresh attempt at aggression, France 
and the Soviet Union would automatically act in concert to prevent it. But this 
of course is only a first stage. Only an appropriate international authority, to 
which all the United Nations should belong from the outset, can prevent 
future wars -  it cannot be done by an artificial balance of alliances, that is to 
say by forming rival or hostile blocs.

But this new League of Nations, designed to make a reality of collective 
security, a cause which France has always championed, must not be a league 
of governments, an assembly of sovereign states based on a federation of peo
ples. It must possess institutions capable of preparing and if necessary 
imposing the peaceful settlement of international disputes.

Force must be used to serve justice, and to serve nothing else. The Radical 
Socialist party recalls with pride that after the victory of 1918, associated with 
the great name of Clemenceau, another of its leaders, Léon Bourgeois, 
pleaded, though in vain, at the peace conference for an international armed 
force that would keep order among nations.

Profoundly convinced that peace is indivisible, the party proclaims more 
emphatically than ever the need to put an end to world anarchy and to protect 
effectively, in accordance with democratic law, the security of the whole 
community against the criminal purposes of a single nation or group of 
nations.

The Radical Socialist party reminds one and all that the war is still going 
on and that the enemy is still strong enough to counter-attack. It urges the 
government and people to lose no time in mobilizing the whole of the nation’s 
energy so as to bring the hour of victory nearer.

4 For instance Bastid, during the Resistance period, already used this argument 
against plans for federation on a European scale: cf. Lipgens, Trench Resistance’ 
in Doc. Eur. In te g rvol. 1, doc. 88.
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3. Michel Collinet: ‘Europe and its future’ May 1945
‘L’Europe et son avenir’, Esprit, vol. 13/6 (=  No. 110), May 1945, pp. 773-88; 

extracts in Cahier de la Fédération Européenne No. 2, August 1945, pp. 30-2; passages 
here from pp. 773, 782-6, 788.

During the immediate postwar period most of those favouring integration shrank from 
taking initiatives which might split the European continent and thus stand in the way of 
peace-keeping on a worldwide basis. However among democratic socialists and left-wing 
Catholics there were also those who balanced the need for federal solutions in Western 
Europe against the difficulties of achieving a world security organization, and concluded 
that it was wiser to concentrate on the former. In may 1945, in a special number of Esprit 
devoted to European problems, Michel Collinet explained the reasons that led him to support 
federal initiatives in Europe.1

(...) A true democratic world federation of united nations would require 
that each state should be responsible for the direction of international affairs 
in proportion to its population, and in return should sacrifice a large measure 
of its sovereign rights, especially in political and economic matters. Even 
today, this is a utopian ideal. It would only make sense if the political develop
ment of each nation converged with that of others so as to bring about a suffi
cient similarity of social systems. (...)

There is a new link among our countries which, while purely affective in 
character, is none the less very strong. It derives from the sufferings of a 
common martyrdom: among the French, Dutch and Yugoslav resistance 
movements there is a greater community of mind and heart than could ever 
have been conceived in peace-time. The demarcation line between love and 
hate no longer knows any national frontiers : it runs through each country and 
applies one marvellously simple criterion: were you for or against the Nazi 
murderers? Hence we have a bond of the kind that nations have had so much 
trouble in forging as a basis for their own existence, and a unique historical 
opportunity to use it to establish a community commensurate with the forces 
of the modern world, which we shall call the United States of Europe. (...)

A capitalist Europe can only be revived if German heavy industry is helped 
to its feet by the Allies. We know there is talk of ‘internationalizing’ that 
industry, but so far we have heard no details of its future organization. Behind 
governmental façades the same Anglo-American trusts, linked to their oppo-

1 Cf. Lipgens, ‘Innerfranzosische Kritik’, pp. 167 f.; similar expressions of view, 
ibid., pp. 172 f. -  In Aug. 1945 Collinet rebutted the charge that European union 
might be a danger to the USSR, but did not explain how the Soviet leaders could 
be brought to accept his view: Michel Collinet, ‘Pour une union démocratique 
européenne’, in Cahier de la Fédération Européenne No. 2, Aug. 1945, p. 6. For the 
development of the European idea in the Christian Democratic party (MRP) cf. 
below, docs. 7,17 and 31.



I. French Political Parties and Pressure Groups 29

site numbers in Germany, may well reappear despite the indignant protest of 
the US Department of Justice. It is even possible that some may envisage the 
Atlantic bloc as a façade for this integration of German and American capital
ism.

If so, and whether we are talking of a unified capitalist Europe or an 
Atlantic bloc, it must be repeated that, having passed through all the stages of 
decomposition of the capitalist economy, we in Europe shall once more 
become a battle-ground between two hostile economic systems.

Most European countries are, in varying degrees, in a transitional phase 
between capitalism and socialism. The old system can only be revived by mas
sive aid from outside, and the new one is in a state of helpless infancy owing to 
the physical and moral destitution of the working masses. Any attempt to 
build a system in a single country is doomed to failure. France, surrounded by 
capitalist states, could not create a socialist economy, and still less could any 
other European country. But it should be the duty of a democratic France, 
taking seriously the interim programme of the Conseil National de la Résis
tance, to propose to other states, as their liberation progresses, the creation of 
a European New Deal for the prevention of starvation and unemployment, 
the restoration of transport and the distribution of credit. By means of such 
concrete measures designed to rescue the peoples of Europe, it should be 
possible to throw a bridge over the abyss of desolation into which they have 
been cast. France today is in a wretched state, but that is no reason why she 
should not try to promote a democratic order from which famine and fascism 
are excluded once and for all.

The boundaries of Europe
Not all the nations of Europe are specifically European. Some, like France, 
have great colonial empires; others, like Britain and the USSR, have links with 
distant territories. We must reject as senseless any idea of a closed, self-suffi
cient Europe, a kind of beleaguered fortress à la Goebbels. The colonial 
empires, whether subject to the metropolis or federated with it, can be 
naturally integrated into a Europe which will thereby become an organized 
portion of a future world federation. The problem, on the other hand, is more 
difficult for Britain and the Soviet Union.

Britain has a foot in Europe, but also in the Commonwealth of United 
Nations [sic]. The complete integration of Britain in a federal Europe would 
threaten to cut her off from the Dominions. (...) Thus, by tradition as well as 
present necessity, Britain might play a political part in close association with a 
European federation, without becoming an integral part of it.

Much the same would appear to be true of the USSR, which is itself a fed
eration of states, but whose federal structure is counter-balanced by the cen
tralism of the Communist Party and by the trials endured with such heroism 
during the war. (...) The integration of the Soviet Union in Europe would 
make no sense. We must think in terms of fusion on a broadly equal basis, 
which would involve coordinating the European economy with the collectiv
ized Soviet economy and extending the state monopoly of foreign trade to the
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whole area thus formed. This may well take a long time to achieve, unless -  
which is unlikely -  the Soviet Union were to evolve towards a mixed economy 
and federal Europe, at the same time, towards state collectivism. On the other 
hand, very close links can be forged in the economic and moral sphere and by 
means of security pacts like those the Soviet Union has concluded with Brit
ain, France, Czechoslovakia and so on.

The German problem
We have so far said nothing of the German problem as it will present itself 
when the armed forces of the Reich have been completely destroyed. The solu
tion of this problem, the gravest and most unprecedented in history, is a basic 
condition of the success or failure of any attempt at European federation. 
What we must strive for is the possibility of reintegrating what was once 
Hitler’s Germany in the community of free nations. As long as there exists in 
the centre of the continent a Germany subject to military occupation, under a 
non-German government and a special regime of control and re-education, 
there can be no talk of a genuine European federation, but only of a 
provisional federal nucleus which would perforce be composed of all the 
former victims of Nazism. A true federation of Europe must contain in its 
midst a reborn, democratic Germany, admitted on the same footing as other 
states. But, on the other hand, if we do not want this reborn, democratic Ger
many to develop one day into a fresh danger to her neighbours, she must be 
integrated into a European federation that already exists, or at least into what 
we have called a provisional federal nucleus. (...) Can it be done?

We have argued that the creation of federal states in Europe is a rational 
means of avoiding the worst consequences of the war. Unfortunately that does 
not necessarily mean that it will happen. What is rational is not always real; 
the real world is one of passions and prejudices impervious to logical reason
ing, especially in times of upheaval such as the present. But the rational also 
conflicts with selfish interests, that is to say what short-sighted people regard 
as their interest. This, we may say, is the very essence of the capitalist system, 
the most short-sighted of all regimes, which condemns human beings to live 
for the moment and to long in vain for the broad horizons where freedom is to 
be enjoyed.

Europe is no longer, as it was a century ago, the spearhead of technical and 
social progress on this planet. Her present exhaustion (except for Britain, of 
course) means that in a world of superpowers she has scarcely anything to 
offer but courage and hope. It may be therefore that she will go the way of 
Hellenistic Greece and will soon no longer play an active part in political life, 
or even cease to be an intellectual factor. In that case these great projects will 
not possess even the semblance of reality.

In any case it may be a very long business to create a European federation, 
because for many years what was once Germany will be no more than a dark 
void. During that time many new events may supervene and upset the original 
plan.

All this may be, but it is not the present question. Our choice is between a
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policy of total submission to Anglo-American capitalism -  which not even 
America demands of us, let along Britain -  and an independent policy which 
must seek support in those European democracies that are closest to us and 
best fitted to understand us, and with whom we should form the federal 
nucleus that I have spoken of. (...)

4. Raymond Aron: ‘The age of empires’ July 1945
Raymond Aron, L'age des empires et I’avenir de la France, Paris, 1945; extracts from 

pp. 23-7 and 253 f.

In the immediate aftermath of war, the philosopher and political analyst Raymond Aron 
emphasized the fundamental change in France's international position due to the rise of the 
new world powers and the altered scale of the economic system. Opposing efforts, which had 
become illusory, to solve the ‘German problem' by traditional means, he argued for increased 
cooperation among the nations of Western Europe. He regarded federal union as the aim to 
be pursued, though many difficulties would have to be overcome.1 Later, in 1948, he advo
cated a union of Western Europe, including West Germany, as the only answer to the danger 
of Soviet domination.2

Jf*

(...) The fact remains that, within the narrow framework of existing eco
nomic units, none of the nation states of Western Europe has been able to use 
the resources of modern technology to the full, as the continental state of the 
USA has been able to do thanks to its undeveloped spaces. The old states of 
Europe which do not have the advantage of a large population or unexploited 
resources like those of the Soviet Union must rest their hopes on brain-power 
and the quality of their equipment and organization. Must they not also extend 
their frontiers so as to broaden their mental outlook?

To put it differently, the French crisis tends to merge into the crisis of our 
continent as a whole. For various reasons France’s expansion in the nineteenth 
century, on the human and individual level, lagged behind that of other great 
countries. But now that Germany has been overthrown and mutilated, and 
Britain brought closer to the continent by the development of aviation, the 
V i’s and V2’s and other inventions yet to come, we can see that France’s back
wardness is only an extreme form of the backwardness of all nation states. The 
arrival on the scene of multinational, continental states has in a sense 
aggravated the backwardness of our country, but it has also given us a better 
chance of recovery provided we link our fate to that of others.

1 Cf. Lipgens, ‘Innerfranzôsische Kritik’, pp. 168 f. and 182 f.
2 Raymond Aron, Le grand schisme, Paris, 1948, pp. 50, 66-8; id., ‘L’idée de l’Eu

rope’, in La Fédération, No. 39, Apr. 1948, pp. 6-9.
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If we despair of France, therefore, we must also despair of Europe. If France 
does not recover, what other country would play the part that history offers 
us? If France is done for, what hope is there for Europe, drenched in blood 
and covered by ruins? To anyone who tries to see into the future there are in 
fact three main possibilities.

The first is that Europe, torn by rival influences, will be divided into spheres 
of influence by the non-European empires in the same way as the European 
states once partitioned the world. In that case France will be torn more 
savagely than any other country, because French people will pursue their 
ideas to the uttermost and fight tooth and nail for their conflicting aspirations.

Or it may be that Europe is ready to be unified by the arms and laws of a 
conqueror. The worst threat -  that of a conqueror seeking to establish racial 
inequality as a principle for all time -  has been overcome. The Soviet Union, 
though at present it resorts to methods that arouse our repugnance, at least 
professes a universal ideal. When it has solved the problem of poverty it may 
perhaps give up the forms of coercion and violence on which its economy has 
been based. But even if we believe that the USSR is bound to triumph, or at 
least likely to do so in the more or less distant future, how can we imagine 
Anglo-American influence being excluded from the old continent in the space 
of a generation, or in the next fifteen to twenty years? It is in this initial phase 
of reconstruction that the fate of Europe will be decided. For, assuming that 
unification is bound to come, its meaning will be different according to 
whether it is more or less freely welcomed by a restored, vigorous Western 
Europe, or shamefully endured by a group of exhausted countries.

Or again, it may be that Western Europe will exist in and for itself -  not 
in opposition to the Soviet Union and the other Slav countries, indeed cooper
ating with them, but firmly resisting external pressure. And independence 
does not only mean the strength to take one’s own decisions but also the 
power to conceive an original solution to the problems of our time, that is to 
offer an original synthesis of the two -basic principles of freedom and plan
ning, or, if you prefer, plurality and organization.

Most Frenchmen wish to play their part in a European future, but at present 
everything is uncertain. Neither political nor economic reconstruction is under 
way: the future is dark and confused, in France as in the rest of Europe, and 
it would be presumptuous and fruitless to offer any dogmatic solution.

There is an essential ambiguity in the situation. The governing principle is 
to enlarge economic and political units without abolishing the nation state or 
superseding the patriotism by which our historical groups are knit together. 
But it is utopian to envisage a union of the whole of Western Europe, including 
Germany and Italy as well as France, Spain and Britain. One can imagine a 
system combining respect for nationalities with the economic and military 
advantages of empire; but for the time being such an idea is no less vague than 
attractive. (...)

At one time the present writer believed that the solution lay in a Western 
federation,3 and we still regard this as the ultimate aim; but for the moment 
it is beset by obstacles which we must not shrink from recognizing.
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Britain is much stronger than France. A union between such unequal 
partners is bound to appear to the weaker one as a disguised form of abdica
tion. In any case, Britain will never be wholly linked to the old continent, even 
in an age when the shores of the Channel are liable to be covered with launch
ing-pads. The most elaborate weapons of destruction have not overcome the 
insularity of the United Kingdom, which remains the metropolis of a world
wide empire.

At the same time we must not forget that Britain’s position has undergone 
a profound transformation, since command of the seas has passed from her 
to the US. Certainly any conflict between these two powers, with their 
common language and civilization, is unthinkable. Nevertheless, Britain’s 
freedom of action is definitely limited by the fact that, as a maritime nation, 
she is bound to remain on friendly terms with the US. If a Western union were 
created as a third world power, its orientation would be westward from the 
outset. To put it more clearly, if France were to unite with Britain she would 
not be turning herself into a third world power, but would only become part 
of the Anglo-American system.

One can also imagine a Latin Union, though the idea has been discredited 
in France by the use that right-wingers have made of it. The total population 
of Italy, Spain and France would establish a Latin union on the level of the 
great political units of our century. The three countries today have a similar 
political structure and are, if one may so put it, in a similar state of mind. Soviet 
opposition to any form of Western federation would not apply to the same 
degree, since under this scheme the Latin countries would enjoy a certain 
autonomy vis-à-vis the British and Americans. Does this mean that the latter 
would object? In the age of air-power France will never separate herself from 
Britain, any more than Britain could live with a France that was potentially 
hostile or subject to hostile influence. The chief result would be some degree 
of equalization of resources as between the two chief members of the Western 
union. It would also be rather more likely that Europe could remain outside 
the conflicts that are possible in the present age.

Unfortunately, however, Latin union is no more an immediate objective 
than Western union. The latter is suspect to the Russians and the former is 
bound to be viewed askance by the British empire, which is more than ever con
cerned for its Mediterranean bases. At present France is too weak for either 
type of union. There is no general enthusiasm for throwing in our lot with 
Spain and Italy, and we must consolidate ourselves before we can think of 
helping our distracted neighbours to do the same.

Our first and most urgent task is internal reform. A country influences the 
world by what it is, not by the flattering picture that propagandists seek to

3 As editor of France libre, the organ of French exiles in London, Aron had at first 
been sceptical of the idea of supranational union. However, at the beginning of 1944 
he emphasized the necessity of permanent links between the countries of Western 
Europe, especially France and Britain; cf. Guillen, ‘Plans by Exiles from France’, in 
Doc. Eur. Integr., voi. 2, doc. 115.
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present to outsiders. Unless France puts her house in order there will be no 
hope for her, either in alliances or in a Western bloc, because she will have lost 
the ability to exist by herself as a political community. If, on the other hand, 
she recovers her strength and will-power, her efforts and sacrifices will be fitly 
rewarded. She will be able to take part, and a major part, in the work which 
Germany tried to accomplish by inhuman means and which the defeat of the 
Third Reich has bequeathed to us: that of restoring to Europe a sense of unity 
without sacrificing its heritage of rich and fruitful diversity.

France, the first model of the nation state, is now sharing in the decline of 
Europe and of nationalities. Is it not her mission to save the nation states and 
to save Europe, by helping the states to transcend themselves and by helping 
Europe to recover a sense of unity?

To the west of those lands that are governed by Soviet force and prestige 
there is a population of between 200 and 250 millions of the most civilized 
inhabitants of the globe, with huge industrial possibilities. They belong, as we 
know, to different states, some of which are divided by traditional prejudice 
or deep-seated hostility. No miracle is going to substitute order for chaos all at 
once; but to transcend national states without obliterating them is a historic 
task to which France can and should make a unique contribution.

How, and to what extent, this task can be accomplished is a matter for 
another study, to which the present essay may be regarded as a mere introduc
tion. Let us only conclude by saying that constant and trusting cooperation 
between Britain and France will be an indispensable condition. The less we 
speak of a Western bloc, the better: it is an idea that arouses too much passion 
and opposition. But if our two countries can find a means, in practical 
day-to-day terms, of speaking with one voice and acting in unison, then there 
will be a hope of resurrection for our war-torn continent.4 (...)

5. Léon Blum: ‘The Western family’ Aug.-Sept. 1945
(A) Léon Blum, ‘ “L’Étoile rouge” fait fausse route’, Le Populaire, 28. 8. 45, repr. in 

L'œuvre de Léon Blum, vol. VI, Paris, 1958, pp. 175-7 (passage below from p. 177), 
German tr. in Léon Blum, Auswahl aus dem Werk, ed. by Grete Helfgott, Vienna/Frank- 
furt/Zurich, 1970, pp. 294-6; (B) id., ‘The “Western bloc” ’, Daily Herald, London, 
15. 9. 1945 (slightly abridged); original French version in Le Populaire, 16-17. 9. 1945.

In the summer of 1945, after the Axis powers had been finally overthrown, the negotia
tions for the establishment of the United Nations organization resulted in a defeat for the 
supranational principle. Members of the SFIO and like-minded publicists, in search of ways 
to organize peace-keeping on a supranational basis and to combat the tendency towards

4 However, it was part of Aron’s plan for European recovery that ‘France should 
be permanently strengthened vis-à-vis Germany’ (p. 349) by military guarantees, the 
economic integration of the Saar, and deliveries of coal from the Ruhr.
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East- West confrontation, developed the idea of a ‘famille occidentale’ of West European 
states which would stop short of federation and would\ it was hoped' remove Soviet suspi
cions of federalist tendencies.1 Léon Blum, the inter-war Socialist leader; who had been 
enthusiastically welcomed on his return from a concentration camp, warmly supported the 
plan; he also had great hopes of a lead from Britain, where the Labour Party had won a 
sweeping victory in the postwar general election and for the first time had an absolute 
majority in Parliament.2

(A ) .(...) For my part, and I have held this view for many years, I consider an 
understanding with the Soviets and one with Britain as the two complementary 
features of French policy, and I regard the understanding between Britain and 
the Soviet Union as the cornerstone of European politics. Today more than 
ever, the peaceful organization of Europe and the world depends in the 
highest degree on harmony between the British Labour government and the 
government of Soviet Russia, and I would wish that France, as the ally of both 
parties, might help to preserve that indispensable accord. It follows that 
nothing is further from my mind than any idea of a ‘Western bloc5 directed 
against Russia.3 An Anglo-French alliance would certainly exert an attraction 
on the other Western democracies, present and future: it would help them to 
revert to old ways of friendship, and this could only benefit the cause of peace 
in general. But I would be against creating an organic bloc of Western powers, 
because I do not want to divide and mutilate Europe but to restore its unity 
and self-confidence.

In other words, Krasnaya Zvezda is on the wrong track. I would like to think 
I have assuaged its fears, but I am not certain. I sense in its article an undercur
rent of mistrust towards the British Labour Party even more than towards our
selves. But why must there always be mistrust and suspicion? Soviet Russia has 
come triumphantly through the terrible ordeal of its early years and is now 
one of the two great world powers. It is feared and flattered, and its friendship 
is sought. This is no longer a time for the suspicion and touchiness of former 
days. I hope the Soviet Union may become conscious of its greatness and show 
confidence accordingly.

1 E.g. Louis Lévy, ‘Sainte alliance ou révolution?’, Gavroche, 12. 7. 1945; Charles 
Dumas, ‘L’Angleterre vire de bord’, Gavroche, 2. 8. 1945; id., ‘L’entente régionale 
occidentale indispensable’, Le Populaire, 10. 8. 1945; Hubert Beuve-Méry, ‘Fran
ce-Angleterre’, Le Monde, 31.7. 1945 and 8. 9. 1945.

2 Cf. Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 79-83.
3 The Soviet army journal Krasnaya Zvezda (Red Star) had accused the French 

Socialists on 24 Aug. of blocking their party’s union with the Communists in order 
to join with the British Labour Party to form an anti-Soviet ‘Western bloc’; cf. Loth, 
Sozialismus, pp. 82 and 321.
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(B)
I am all in favour of the closest possible cooperation between Great Britain 

and France. There are many reasons which make us desire it. The most impor
tant is that Great Britain and France would be able through their union to 
wield an increased influence on the organization of world peace. This is emi
nently the view of our comrades in the Labour Party. When Mr. Attlee said, 
on the day after the first atom bomb was dropped, that nations must hence
forth unite or perish, this was not mere oratory but expressed a profound con
viction which has become a rule of life for our Labour comrades. They believe 
with all their heart and soul, and so does the rest of Britain, that a new era has 
dawned in the history of the world in which the organization of peace has 
become, in the true sense of the words, a question of life and death.

Joint action by the two great Western democracies is not longer, as it was 
after the last war, the paramount and almost sufficient condition for an 
organized peace. Yet it remains one of its necessary conditions.4

Such action will inevitably result in attracting to a united Britain and France 
all the democratic states of Northern and Western Europe, as well as the 
future Republics of Italy and Spain. More: it will give greater depth and effi
ciency to the affinities of all kinds that exist among nations formed by 
centuries of shared history and civilization. The attraction, the merging of 
which I spoke conform to the natural order of things. They will be facilitated 
by similar material interests and the complementary nature of the various 
economies.

No nation in the north or south of Europe is self-sufficient from the point 
of view of raw materials. Not one of them, not even Great Britain, has a home 
market big enough to absorb the huge production made possible by modern 
standards or to reduce to the minimum the production costs of its exportable 
surplus.

That is how, for my part, I conceive the ‘Western bloc’. I do not conceive 
it as an organic grouping of states. Rather than speak of a ‘Western bloc’, I 
should prefer to call it a ‘Western family’ -  a family of nations particularly well 
suited to developing and spreading the international spirit, because the original 
traits that they would preserve within the future international community 
make them specially qualified for this mission.

Lest this idea should be misinterpreted, I want to make it clear that there 
should be no misapprehension on the three following points:

It must be clearly understood that closer ties within the Western family 
should in no sense whatever have an anti-Soviet character. There is no hope 
of constructing peace in the world without the hearty and trustful cooperation 
of Russia, and more particularly without a sincere understanding between the 
British and Russian governments. The obvious duty of French democracy is 
to contribute to that understanding as much as it can.

4 Blum stayed in London from 5 to 18 Sept. 1945, on the instructions of Prime 
Minister de Gaulle, to establish contact with the new Labour government: op. cit., 
p. 90.
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From the economic point of view it must be well understood that this 
drawing together should in no sense whatever take the character of a self-suffi
cient combination against the US. There is not the slightest hope of 
organizing world peace in a system of closed and prohibitive economies. 
Extension of the Western European inner market must be conceived as a 
means of developing and not hindering the flow of trade between the US and 
Europe.

From a more general point of view it must be well understood that this 
‘family pact’ does not mean in any way an attempt to replace the international 
organization, still less an attempt to contract out of it. On the contrary, it must 
be conceived and practised in an international spirit and an international pers
pective. The international organization must remain the supreme aim -  to be 
achieved soon, I hope -  and an inexorable necessity.

6. Comité international pour la Fédération européenne: pamphlet
Nov. 1945

In the collection of Francis Gérard, Paris;1 here unabridged.
ir

The 'Comité français pour la Fédération européenne’ of which Francis Gérard was the 
moving spirit, was an organizational centre for the forces of the Left which continued after 
the war to concentrate their efforts on European federation. A t the Paris conference of feder
alists in March 1945 it appeared in enlarged forms as the Comité international pour la Fédér
ation européenne ’ and at a general congress in January 1947 it took the name of Comité 
pour une Fédération européenne et mondiale’. The pamphlet distributed in November 1945 
described its aims and methods and appealed for the support of left-wing parties and govern
ments. However; the Committee soon lost its original impetus, as prominent members 
including Robert Verdier and André Ferrât of the SFIO, Maurice Guérin of the MRP and 
Albert Camus (then editor of Combat, which originated as a journal of the Resistance) with
drew from its activities owing to the difficulty; in the immediate postwar period, of finding a 
basis fora realistic pro-federalist strategy.2

Federation: the Only Hope for Europe
How and Why
Most of the great wars that the world has known arose from conflicts among 

European states. In future such conflicts may be the occasion of another war 
which would mean the end of human civilization. This danger can only be

1 Copy in the possession of the late Prof. Walter Lipgens, Saarbriicken.
2 Cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 124-31 and 347-9. For the Committee’s original mani

festo see Lipgens, ‘Ideas of the French Resistance’, Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 1, doc. 108; 
for the conference of socialists in Paris see id., The ‘Union Européenne des Fédéra
listes’, Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 4, ch. I.
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avoided by a federation of European states which is itself part of a world 
system of collective security. Moreover, such a unification of Europe is essen
tial if the reconstruction of our ravaged continent is to take place in an effec
tive and coordinated manner.

European federation means the consolidation of peace and the rebirth of 
Europe.

But federation can only be desirable and effective if it is based on the 
following principles:

Economic unity:
The progressive abolition of customs duties on raw materials and manufac

tures throughout the continent. The economic legislation of European coun
tries must be identical in its broad lines, and there must be a single European 
currency.

Political unity:
Replacement of national armies by a federal police force. National diplo

matic services must be abolished and replaced by a federal ministry of foreign 
affairs. Election of a European people’s assembly.3

Spiritual unity:
Intellectual and artistic cooperation; creation of a European spirit by means 

of academic and professional exchanges, European congresses etc.
But this unification must not be subservient to capitalism.
Consequently the natural wealth of the continent, and all de facto monopo

lies, must be restored to society as a whole.
The federal government will, in the public interest, control major industries 

and national credit institutions.
All European citizens except active supporters of Nazism and Fascism shall 

enjoy the right to vote, press freedom and the right of assembly.
The Committee for European Federation is opposed to the division of 

Europe into spheres of influence and the formation of hostile blocs. It stands 
for a federation of free and democratic peoples, open to a ll, and it hopes that 
those nations which are already prepared to join a European federation will 
take the initiative of bringing it about at once.

To achieve a European federation in the near future, the progressive forces 
of Europe must act at once, either through left-wing governments now in 
power or by exerting pressure on governments in which they are only partially 
represented.

The International Committee for European Federation has set itself the task 
of eliciting and aiding such initiatives.

Do your best to ensure that the organizations you belong to are affiliated 
to the Committee.

3 A ‘basic declaration’ approved by the congress in Jan. 1947 called in still 
stronger terms for a ‘restriction of the functions of national governments to matters 
that do not transcend the national sphere, i.e. those of a purely administrative char
acter’. Text in Le Document Fédéraliste, No. 4, Paris, 1. 7. 1947, pp. 1 f.
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7. Ernest Pezet: Federalist solutions 15 Jan. 1946
Journal Officiel de la République française, Assemblée constituante, Débats, 15. 1. 

1946, pp. 5-8 (extracts)

Sfr

The movement for a federal organization of Europe enjoyed support not only in the SFIO 
but also in the new Christian Democratic party (Mouvement Républicain Populaire -  MRP) 
which came into existence in 1944. The party's initial manifesto of 3 September 1944 already 
declared the creation of an effective ‘international organization' to be a principal aim of its 
foreign policy;1 while the second party congress on 16 December 1945 emphasized that ‘there 
can be no real peace settlement until the dogma of national sovereignty is abolished’ and 
called for an immediate alliance with Britain as the key to international organization.2 None 
the less, the party leadership at the outset was dominated by advocates of a traditional se
curity policy, with ideas similar to de Gaulle's as regards the need to destroy the unity of the 
German state: this was true of Maurice Schumann, the party chairman, and Georges Bidault, 
who was foreign minister almost continuously from September 1944 to July 1948.3 Among 
the MRP politicians who nevertheless consistently called for federal solutions of the postwar 
problems of Europe was Ernest Pezet, whose views are quoted here from his speech in the 
foreign policy debate of the Constituent Assembly in January 1946. One of the MRP's 
leading federalists and the author of pro-federal studies,4 he had for many years been a colla
borator of Marc Sangnier, the founder of Le Sillon, and was chairman of the foreign affairs 
committee of the Senate from 1946 to 1954.

(...) Do we envisage the organization of Europe and of European peace on 
the lines of the treaty of Vienna of 1815, or the Berlin treaty of 1878? Is 
Europe to be built on a system of regional hegemony, the balance of power, 
spheres of influence and intervention -  the system that prevailed for a century, 
till 1919 or a little longer, and which Hitler applied with such cold-blooded 
realism?

If this is what we contemplate, then we must no longer speak of a new spirit,

1 Mouvement Républicain Populaire, Lignes d'action pour la Libération, Paris, n.d.; 
cf. Lipgens, Trench Resistance’, Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 1, doc. 109.

2 IIe Congrès national du M.R.P., 13-16. 12. 1945, Compte rendu sténographique 
(in Fondation nationale des sciences politiques, Paris), pp. 1338 f. The word trans
lated ‘abolished’ reads instauré, but this is clearly wrong.

3 On shifts of influence within the party cf. Michel Brun, La politique du Mouve
ment Républicain Populaire à l'égard de l'Europe de 1945 à 1950, thesis for master’s 
degree, Geneva, 1974, pp. 21-8; W. Lipgens, ‘Innerfranzösische Kritik an der Aus- 
senpolitik de Gaulles 1944-1946’, in VfZG 24 (1976), pp. 136-98, esp. pp. 155, 
163 f., 175, 184 f.; R. Schreiner, Bidault, der MRP und die französische Deutschlandpo
litik 1944-1948 (thesis), Trier, 1981, pp. 52 f. and 139-50.

4 Les relations entre les peuples après la guerre et la politique extérieure de la France. 
Défense du principe fédératif (with Robert Buron), s.l.n.d. (Lille, 1943; clandestine 
pamphlet, cf. Lipgens, ‘French Resistance’, Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 1, doc. 99); Alle
magne-Europe, Paris, 1946.
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a new world, or the organization of a peace which respects the equal rights 
of all nations, large and small.

I hope the Europe of the future will not be organized on the same lines as 
the first League of Nations. We all remember the main causes of the League’s 
failure -  its theoretical universality and real anarchy, the determination of 
frontiers by inappropriate or outdated criteria such as ‘historic’ rights, the 
ignoring of the economic realities by which nations live and which are the true 
substance of international relations, and finally the paralysing unanimity rule.

In the face of all this experience, are we going to see the new Security 
Council frustrated by the great power veto as the League was by the unanimity 
rule? It was that rule which prevented the application of Article 19 of the 
Covenant so that it was impossible to remedy in good time the difficulties 
caused by new situations brought about by the march of events and the evolu
tion of life itself; thus there was no way of resolving conflicts before they 
could lead to war.

I am not one of those who think that the Soviet Union’s opposition to 
regional arrangements necessarily reflects some kind of all-embracing ideolog
ical ambition, or a policy such that European federation must one day take the 
form of a Union of Soviet Socialist Republics extending to the Atlantic and 
the English Channel. But this is what might happen if we abandon the idea of 
Europe organizing herself, starting with the United Nations as a basis and 
working resolutely towards a Europe based essentially on federalism, first on 
a regional and then on a continental scale. (...)

There are de facto associations in Eastern Europe, but we are forbidden5 to 
talk of such associations in the West. It behoves us to argue this matter out 
frankly because, as I shall emphasize in a moment, the best way to create a 
viable organization of United Nations founded on reality is to proceed from 
the simple to the complex, from what is near to what is far away, in other 
words to begin with our own region and end up with continental and intercon
tinental structures. (...)

The whole problem is whether the victors of 1945 can succeed in putting 
a final end to Nazi and Pan-German domination in Europe, which has been 
the main theme of my speech. Can they destroy not only the military power 
but also the system of thought on which it was based? and will they be able 
to replace Hitler’s ‘New Order’ by a genuinely new national and transnational 
order?

I believe that the victors will fail in this essential task, this indispensable 
work, unless they can agree on the principles of a system of thought accepted 
by all, and the ways and means of applying those principles to the politi
cal, economic and territorial reconstruction of Europe.

Yet only if the United Nations can achieve this double success -  a new order 
and a new system of thought -  can we avoid the calamity of exchanging one

5 Sc. by the Russians: cf. doc. 5 above.
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hegemony by another. Only by that success can the long task of resisting Prus
sian and Pan-German hegemony be finally brought to accomplishment.6 (...)

8. La Fédération; policy statement on foreign affairs Feb. 1947
Unsigned leading article (here unabridged) in La Fédération, No. 25, Feb. 1947, p. 1.

La Fédération, the most dynamic of the French federalist associations, was founded in Oct. 
1944, most of its original members belonging to Catholic social organizations. The member
ship grew to several thousands, and it published a monthly journal of high quality. Repre
senting a corporalist-syndicalist tradition and influenced by the Catholic doctrine of natural 
law, it had as its objective the transformation of all fields of life in a federalist sense; a federal 
Europe would, it believed, perform a reconciling function in world politics. Moving spirits 
of the group were André Voisin, Jean Bareth and Max Richard, while among its authors

6 Pezet also argued (in Allemagne-Europe, op. cit., p. 175) for a federal solution of 
the German problem:

‘If this internal reorganization were carried out, one could envisage three states 
at least: (1) the Rhineland and Westphalia, (2) Hanover and Schleswig-Holstein, 
and (3) the provinces east of the Elbe. The ancient kingdom of Saxony could recover 
the parts of its territory annexed by Prussia, and also Thuringia. In South Germany 
one could distinguish three natural elements: Bavaria, Swabia (Baden and 
Württemberg), and Franconia (the last consisting of Hesse, the Prussian province 
of Hesse-Nassau, the Palatinate and the northern part of Baden).

‘If Germany were thus reorganized as a federation of seven or eight Länder, these 
should possess full sovereignty in matters of art, culture, education etc., also local 
police and national defence (the size and equipment of military forces being 
restricted to the needs of a police force). A joint foreign policy, economic union and 
a common code of social benefits would ensure that the federation did not act in a 
way contrary to public welfare.

‘In the view of those for whom I speak here, contrary to that of the German group 
as expressed above, Austria should not be part of Germany but should belong to a 
Danubian federation which would include Hungary, Czechoslovakia and perhaps 
Poland, and would thus counterbalance the German federation in central Europe.

Thus there would be a double safeguard against a revival of German imperialism. 
In Germany itself, a complete reorganization in the political, social and spiritual 
sphere; and, outside it, a Danubian bloc of 50 million inhabitants if Poland were 
included.

‘This solution would make it possible to avoid the artificial dismemberment of 
Germany, which is a national entity based on historical tradition, economic unity, 
intellectual and artistic life and its own language. It would have the same effect as 
dismemberment, but Europe would be preserved from the revolutionary danger of 
a movement to restore German national unity.

‘Such an organization of central Europe would greatly facilitate its cooperation 
with other European countries and its entry into a European union.’
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were Robert Aron, Alexandre Marc, Bernard Voyenne, Gabriel Marcel and Bertrand de Jou- 
venel.1

It is said that a problem correctly stated is half solved. The year 1947 should 
be a decisive one for the peace settlement. Two recent events indicate that our 
representatives in this weary world are, by degrees and in spite of themselves, 
discovering the path of common sense. One of these events is the Franco- 
British alliance, and the other is the organization of federal Germany.

We must distinguish, however, between ends and means. Is the purpose 
merely to protect us against renewed aggression? In that case let us remember 
the tragic farce of disarmament. If a dismembered Germany is surrounded by 
nations jealously preserving an intact sovereignty, she is bound to seek once 
again to recover a brutal unity under Prussian rule. Occupation and coercion 
do not last for ever.

If we set up a federal Germany without preparing to create a federal Europe 
we may gain a precarious insurance against a German war, but we are not 
really building peace. A man like Winston Churchill understands this: he has 
been campaigning vigorously for a United States of Europe,2 though he does 
not always see clearly what kind of institutions will be necessary to further this 
great design.

The very existence of the European peninsula is threatened by the possibility 
of a conflict between the two superpowers, which would turn it into a heap 
of ruins. Moreover, its civilization is threatened by two materialistic cultures 
which are both equally alien to its spiritual traditions -  though the one which 
comes from the West would at least not prevent us from endeavouring to ‘hu
manize’ it.

If Europe is not to disappear, it must unite; and this victory over itself is also 
the greatest favour it could do to the rival imperialisms. The federation of our 
continent is a duty we owe to the peoples of Europe, and still more to the 
world as a whole, because it alone can ensure peace.

Only Europe can bridge the gap between the two empires, and restore bal
ance to a world in which today only strength prevails. Only Europe can save 
the sum of things by recalling to mankind the moral laws which are superior to 
economic or strategic conflicts.

France, which has been invaded and laid waste three times in seventy years, 
is entitled to aspire to security. But our patriotic fellow-citizens who are afraid 
of a recrudescence of pan-Germanism must consider whether, given the 
present state of military technology, a nation of 40 millions can ensure its secu
rity by its own means. What effect would the ‘guarantees’ they call for -  terri
torial pledges, glacis, industrial bastions -  have on the balance of forces?

1 Cf. Alain Greilsammer, Les mouvements fédéralistes en France de 1945 à 1974, 
Paris, 1975, pp. 117-23, 130; Lipgens, History, pp. 349-55 and 625 f.

2 This refers to Churchill’s Zurich speech of 19 Sept. 1946 and subsequent 
activity: cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 317-22.
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We reject narrow-minded nationalism as we reject bleating pacifism. The 
solution we offer is profoundly realistic; it is the only way of establishing order 
and peace with liberty. In the atomic age, the notion of collective security 
comes down from the clouds and becomes sober reality. It must not remain 
simply a sterile leitmotiv of chatter around the conference table, but must be 
embodied in international structures.

If nations cannot bring themselves to obey this imperative, we must revise 
the archaic bases on which their power is founded. Otherwise poor simple 
human beings will impose it on them regardless of frontiers.

Already men are acting. And we ourselves have taken part in the fight and 
often shown the way, because we believe in France’s mission and wish that her 
eternal values may shine forth as they did in bygone days.

Our friends were with us at Luxemburg3 and Hertenstein,4 and we have lar
gely them to thank for the creation of the Union Européenne des Fédéralistes,5 
which includes delegates from seven nations, with Alexandre Marc as its secre
tary-general. They will be assembled at The Hague next spring to broaden the 
scope of their campaign, give it concrete reality and oblige governments to 
take account of their life-giving views.

It is France’s historic role to take the lead in this movement, thanks to all 
that is best in her universal genius and her respect for national characteristics. 
And it is the role of all of us to unite those in France who wish to work freely 
for European order -  that order of which Hitler and his predecessors or 
imitators presented us with a hideous totalitarian caricature in order that we 
might be turned against it for ever, to the delight of all the powers of evil.

9. Cercles Socialistes, Fédéralistes et Communautaires pour une 
République Moderne: basic declarations Feb./Dec. 1947

(A) ‘Ce que nous sommes, ce que nous voulons’: unsigned leading article in La Ré
publique moderne, Suppl, aux Nos. 23-24 (beginning of 1947), p. 2; repr. in Le Docu
ment Fédéraliste, No. 4, Paris, 1. 7. 1947, pp. 2 f.; (B) ‘Le fédéralisme européen’, 
unsigned leading article in La République moderne, No. 41, 15. 12. 1947, p. 2; both here 
unabridged.

Next to La Fédération, the second mass movement in France for integral federalism was 
the Cercles Socialistes, Fédéralistes et Communautaires pour une République Moderne 
(CSFC), which upheld a libertarian socialist tradition and was founded by Claude-Marcel 
Hytte as a continuation of the Resistance group Mouvement national révolutionnaire 
(MNR). With nearly 5,000 members and many links with La Fédération - e.g. Robert Aron, 
Alexandre Marc and Bernard Voyenne wrote for both groups - the Cercles played a major

3 Conference of European and world federalists, 13-16 Oct. 1946; Lipgens, op. 
cit., pp. 310-14.

4 Conference of world federalists, 15-22 Sept. 1946; op. cit., pp. 303-10.
5 At Basle on 9 Dec. 1946: op. cit., pp. 314-16.
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part in setting up the Union Européenne des Fédéralistes (UEF) and its French section, the 
Union Française des Fédéralistes (UFF). Their principles were anti-capitalist, anti-parlia
mentarian and opposed to etatism; their general strategy was pragmatic and gradualistic, 
and they placed their hopes in a popular movement for federalism, over and above existing 
political forces and institutions.1

( A )
The Cercles Socialistes, Fédéralistes et Communautaires pour une Répu

blique Moderne are independent of any political party, and declare themselves 
firmly opposed to etatism in politics as in economic and social affairs.

Their purpose is to work, by means of thought and deed, in favour of a free, 
humane form of socialism based on the communities within which men carry 
on their civic, economic and social activities: the home, the local unit, the place 
of work, trade unions, cultural and intellectual groups and so on.

To the economic centralism whereby the state controls the whole apparatus 
of production and finally becomes the sole employer of the entire population, 
the Cercles oppose the formula of communal enterprise based on the associa
tion of all producers, owning the means of production and working for their 
own benefit as well as that of society as a whole.

Instead of parliament with its bogus form of popular representation, the 
Cercles stand for direct representation in specialized bodies according to 
interests: a parliament of local authorities, an economic parliament, a labour 
council, a consumers’ council and so forth.

The Cercles would like to see this structure extended to the international 
sphere. They therefore call for a federal organization of the continent of 
Europe, sovereignty being ceded to the European Federation as far as neces
sary to enable it to perform functions of concern to all Europeans. This united 
federal Europe should in turn be part of a world-wide organization 
comprising all states or federations of states and thus constituting the United 
States of the World.

(B)The present state of the world appears disappointing from the federalist 
point of view, as it presents not only material obstacles but others which derive 
from the power ideologies by which the world is divided. The opposition of 
capitalism and communism, the democratic left and the autocratic right, is 
secondary: these are effects, not causes. The one fundamental opposition is 
that between imperialism and federalism: between a tiny minority of men and 
forces which govern the world by police methods or financial coercion, and 
the great majority which is subject to them and whose only hope lies in federal
ism.

This is a typical description of Europe, whose peoples, prostrated in a 
common defeat, have lost faith in their destiny. In each country some have

1 Cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 355-8 and 626 f.
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joined the Communist party, while those who fear Communism look towards 
America. In between is a formless mass, already resigned to catastrophe; all 
have so far degenerated that they no longer have an inner light to direct them 
or strength to pursue their aims. Yet the salvation of Europe is a matter for 
Europeans alone: against the division imposed by foreign forces they alone 
can unify Europe by liberating it from American control and Soviet depend
ence.2 Europeans alone must defend and recover their patrimony; they alone 
can re-create and exalt the European spirit, make a stand against disintegra
tion and free themselves from bondage.

In most countries national unity is in shreds, and we seek in vain to make 
up for the loss by joining an alien union in the east or the west. The only unity 
that counts is to be had by transcending, yet at the same time restoring, our 
endangered national unity and the territorial unity of Europe. Europe itself is 
the natural and normal unit, that of a single race, a common cast of mind, a 
composite, polyvalent civilization, from north to south and east to west of the 
continent -  such is the unity that is essentially ours!

We must proclaim Europe to the Europeans, awaken their benumbed con
sciousness, bring into action their unused potential. Both inside and outside 
our borders, all that is not specifically European is working to dismember 
Europe, to disperse its inhabitants and destroy its ancient civilization. All Euro
pean men and women should oppose this destructive work, become conscious 
of their common destiny and combine to offer staunch resistance. We want no 
Communist or American parties, but only the party of Europe. Europe can 
and should be the cradle of an original federation that will awaken enslaved 
peoples throughout the world and will inspire the founders of supranational 
communities everywhere.

10. Léon Blum: ‘European unity’ 25-6 May 1947
‘L’unité européenne’, Le Populaire, 25-6. 5. 1947; repr. in L'oeuvre de Léon Blum, vol. 

VII, Paris, 1963, pp. 20-2 (here slightly abridged).
5*-

In May 194 7, after the failure of the Moscow conference of foreign ministers,, it was grad
ually becoming clear that hopes of persuading the Soviet Union to accept the idea of a federal 
organization of peace were illusory. Meanwhile public discussions were going forward in the 
USA concerning the need for a new programme of aid to European states.1 In these circum
stances Léon Blum set out to persuade his party and the French public that they should no 
longer be deterred from initiatives towards unity by the Soviet veto, and that advantage 
should be taken of the leverage afforded to federalism, in Western Europe at least, by the new 
course of American policy expressed in Secretary of State Marshall's speech of 5 June 1947.

2 The original reads ‘independence’, which is clearly a misprint.
1 For the international background cf. Wilfried Loth, Die Teilung der Welt.

Geschichte des Kalten Krieges 1941-1955, Munich, 1980, 19877, pp. 150 ff.
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However, Blum still shrank from exacerbating the rift between East and West: he wanted 
the promised aid to be administered by a UN body, the Economic Commission for Europe, so 
as to ensure that the door was left open for Soviet participation.2

Wartime Lend-Lease was an arrangement between allies. A peacetime ver
sion must be essentially international. It must reflect the general and perma
nent interest of an international order based on the equality of nations, great 
and small -  the interest of peace based on freedom and justice.

From this point of view and many others it is desirable that relief action 
should be based on overall plans formulated as far as possible in advance, 
rather than bilateral negotiations between the state offering aid and each 
separate recipient. It is clear that the yield and efficiency of a number of 
separate plans will never equal that of a single plan. Moreover, separate agree
ments are most liable to encourage suspicion of aggressive designs or plans to 
acquire undue influence, which it is important to exclude. Furthermore, they 
are apt to arouse a spirit of jealousy and competition among the beneficiaries, 
who ought to stand together in their common interest.

A world plan would no doubt be too ambitious, but it is not too difficult to 
imagine a European plan. The interlocking interests and especially the com
munity of needs among European nations is sufficient for Europe to be 
regarded as a unit vis-à-vis the rest of the world. It would not be impossible to 
draw up a general inventory of Europe’s needs and resources and a general 
plan of European reconstruction, an order of priority and a timetable for sup
plies, works and credits. Such ideas are to a large extent envisaged in the plans 
for federation and for a United States of Europe which have been developed 
in recent months. Mr Winston Churchill, who has made himself the great 
champion of a United States of Europe,3 advocates both political and 
economic unity; M. Paul Van Zeeland, the Belgian ex-premier, confines him
self to the economic side and prefers a kind of federal harmonization rather 
than unification.4 Either way, a general plan for Europe could well serve as a 
basis for the international relief operation.

The first great difficulty is to define what we mean by Europe. Where does

2 At the beginning of his series of articles Léon Blum took issue with the charge of 
imperialism levelled against the US and described the latter’s initiative as a move 
towards the organization of world peace in the spirit of the UN, which was itself 
blocked from acting. The requirement that the participating states should cooperate 
closely together was, in his view, an essential condition of the success of the Mar
shall aid programme. {Le Populaire, 19-23. 5. 1947, repr. in Uoeuvre de Léon Blum, 
voi. VII, pp. 12-22; cf. analysis in Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 144-7).

3 Churchill’s Zurich speech of 19. 9. 1946 had led to the foundation of the United 
Europe Movement: cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 317 ff., and Ch. of the present volume.

4 Van Zeeland was a leading figure in the European League for Economic Cooper
ation, which first came into public view with a ‘Preliminary Memorandum’ on 
7 March 1947; Lipgens, op. cit., pp. 334-41.
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it begin and end? Where are its frontiers? Does it include Britain or not? Does 
it include the USSR and its vassal states? Does it include Germany? When 
these questions are put, one sometimes gets the answer: £The USSR is no more 
part of Europe than the USA/ Others would reply: ‘The union or federation 
excludes nobody: it is open to any state that belongs to ancient historical 
Europe and that wishes to join it/ Those who take the first view exclude the 
Soviet Union a priori; in the second case, it is supposed that the Russians 
would stay out of their own accord. But then what of their client states? 
Again, a Europe which included Germany but not the USSR would be para
doxical, to say the least. But if Germany too were excluded, would not Europe 
be reduced to what has been called the ‘Western bloc’? I mention all these 
objections here, but shall not attempt to answer them.

Let me be frank: it is not entirely impossible that one day or another, in the 
field of international organization or the organization of Europe, we may 
have to put up with the absence or aloofness of the USSR, just as in French 
internal affairs we have had to accept the voluntary withdrawal of our Com
munist comrades. But that is a last resort and one which, in my view, we 
should do everything possible to avoid. It would only be a conceivable solu
tion if it were demanded by circumstances, that is if there were absolutely no 
other way to cope with urgent and manifest necessity, as was the case in 
France a few weeks ago. In the case of European planning there is no such 
dilemma. There exists a body naturally qualified for the task, one of which the 
USSR and the USA are an integral part and to which all European members 
of the UN belong, since it is itself a UN agency. I refer to the Economic Com
mission for Europe which has just met at Geneva5 (...).

The ECE is the expression of a great idea, and may itself do great things, 
as it should. If the relief operation were carried out by the international com
munity itself, embodied today in the UN organization, the ECE would 
certainly be the obvious agency to research, advise and execute the plan. As 
the US in this case have adopted the role of the UN, why should they not pro
ceed in the same manner and make use of the same agency? Would not that be 
the way to smooth over most of the difficulties and get round the suspicions 
and fears of every kind that threaten to impede the US initiative? It will be 
seen that all my remarks tend in the same direction. We have here a national 
initiative which should be internationalized. It should be animated by the inter
national spirit, subject itself to international principles, and as far as possible 
make use of international institutions. This will ensure its full efficacy and 
complete its greatness.6

5 On 3 May 1947.
6 In conclusion Blum appealed to the socialist parties of Europe to agree on a 

common strategy to further the success of the project:
‘I now turn to my socialist comrades, and especially to the great European parties, 
calling their attention to the urgent necessity of adopting a common attitude towards 
these great problems, so that international socialism may speak with one voice. On 
the question of a new American Lend-Lease offer, of the United States of Europe,
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11. Charles de Gaulle: Europe against the Communist danger
29june/9july  1947

(A). Speech delivered at Lille, 29 June 1947; Charles de Gaulle, Discours et messages, 
vol. 2, Paris, 1970, pp. 80-9 (extract below from pp. 86-8); (B) Address to members of 
Anglo-American Press Association, Paris, 9 July 1947, ibid., pp. 89-94 (extract below 
from pp. 91 f.).

General de Gaulle exercised a profound influence on French political thinking as president 
of the Provisional Government from 1944 to January 1946 and, from April 1947, as leader 
of the oppositionist RPF (Rassemblement du peuple français). A t all stages of his political 
career he showed an ambivalent attitude towards the problem of European union. On the 
one hand cune certain idée de la France ' was the ultimate reference-point of all his actions, 
and he was basically unable to conceive of an integration of the French nation state into a 
larger whole; but on the other hand he had an instinctive perception of political develop
ments which pointed towards a closer association among European states.1 Thus in the libera
tion period, on economic grounds and in order that Europe might hold its own vis-à-vis the 
new world powers, he envisaged a West European association which he did not define more 
closely, but in which France would play a leading part assisted by the economic potential of 
defeated Germany.2 From the spring of 1947 onwards, influenced by fear of Soviet expan
sion and Communist subversion, he appealed to Western Europe to unite against the Com
munist danger; but it was still not very clear what form of unity he desired, though he spoke

of European federation and the ECE, it would be deplorable if our respective parties 
in Europe took up different positions in the press, in parliament or in government. 
The Zurich conference that is to meet soon shold give this matter very serious con
sideration.’ {Le Populaire, 27.5. 1947, repr. in L'oeuvre de Léon Blum, vol. VII, 
pp. 22-4 (this extract, p. 23)).

1 Cf. documentation in Edmond Jouve, Le Général de Gaulle et la construction de 
l'Europe 1940-1966, 2 vols., Paris, 1967; interpretations, with varying emphasis, in 
Stanley Hoffmann, ‘The Hero as History: De Gaulle’s War Memoirs’ in World 
Politics 13 (1960-1), repr. in Stanley and Inge Hoffmann, Decline or Renewal? 
France since the 1930's, New York, 1974, pp. 187-201; W. Lipgens, ‘Bedingungen 
und Etappen der Aussenpolitik de Gaulles 1944-1946’, VfZG 21 (1973), pp. 52- 
102, esp. pp. 64-70 and 78-82; Wilfried Loth, ‘Die Franzosen und die deutsche 
Frage 1945-1949’ in Claus Scharf and Hans-Jürgen Schröder (eds.), Die Deutsch
landpolitik Frankreichs und die Französische Zone 1945-1949, Wiesbaden, 1983, 
pp. 23-44.

2 In reply to a question by Pierre Mendès France about European unity the 
General declared in the spring of 1944: ‘Europe? Certainly we must “make Europe” . 
With Belgium, Holland and Italy to begin with. Spain will come later, when she has 
got rid of Franco. Germany? There won’t be one Germany, but several. We can see 
what to do with her when she is partitioned and the Ruhr handed over to the 
victorious powers. Britain? No, I don’t see her joining in an European enterprise. In 
any case, to have a federation you must have a federator. That federator will be 
France, and the group thus formed will enable us to preserve our independence of 
the American-Russian condominium.’ Cited in Jean Lacouture, Mendès France; 
Paris, 1981, p. 159.
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in rather more positive terms than previously about the integration of the defeated enemy 
into Western Europe.3

*

(A)
(...) In today’s world everything forms a single whole. We cannot imagine 

our own affairs being considered and handled in the abstract, without regard 
to the world as it really is. In fact there are no economic, social, financial or 
imperial questions, there are not even, I assure you, any problems of produc
tion, prices, taxes, loans, strikes in our homeland or unrest overseas, which do 
not to a large extent have their causes and repercussions beyond our frontiers. 
If we have such difficulty in restoring our internal situation, the chief reason is 
that it is linked with a dangerous international situation which, to say the least, 
is not getting any better.

The fact is that the exhaustion and dislocation into which Europe has been 
plunged by the terrible upheaval of war has upset the balance of our old con
tinent. Russia, which was already highly powerful by reason of her natural 
resources, the number of her inhabitants and the valour of her people, is now 
much more so on account of the enfeeblement of other states and in spite of 
the losses she has undergone for the common cause. As a result of victory she 
occupies half of Germany, Hungary, Rumania and part of Austria; she has 
annexed the Baltic States and large areas of Poland, Rumania, Finland and 
Prussia; she controls Warsaw, Belgrade, Sofia and Tirana by dint of external 
pressure and some devoted aid from inside those countries, and by the same 
means she exerts influence over Czechoslovakia. Altogether at the present 
time Russia dominates two-thirds of our continent. In addition, her 
materialistic ideology of general mechanization and suffocation of the 
individual -  that ideology which has so far been the psychological mainspring 
of those who govern Russia, and, according to its first champions, was sup
posed eventually to conquer the world -  finds faithful adherents everywhere, 
and certainly not least among our own people. It is these devotees who seek by 
every convenient means to establish a public or camouflaged dictatorship over 
the body and soul of their own country in order to harness it to the gigantic 
enterprise which attracts them and governs their actions.

I am certainly not saying that the present masters of that huge agglomeration 
intend in the near future to conquer the world by violence. In the government 
of nations there are internal and external conditions that often defeat the 
appeal of the most ambitious ideologies. One may even hope that in the last 
resort the supreme interest of mankind, namely cooperation, will prevail in 
everbyody’s mind and therefore in the policies of all nations. But the fact

3 On the RPF in general see Jean Touchard, Le Gaullisme 1940-1969, Paris, 1978, 
pp. 96-133; for the statements of early summer 1947, ibid., p. 113. For the develop
ment of de Gaulle’s ideas and those of the RPF on Europe in 1949-50 cf. docs. 26, 
32 and 35 below.
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remains that at present we detect in Europe the latent elements of a hegemony 
which, if it were to take definite shape, would be as dangerous a threat to the 
independence of nations as any there has been since the dawn of history. For 
France in particular -  the Atlantic headland of the old continent, the gateway 
to Africa, the centre of intellectual and moral influence -  the future is, from 
this point of view, beset by the darkest anxiety.

The other great world power, that is the USA, naturally draws the approp
riate conclusions from this state of affairs in Europe. The US, with their 
abundant resources and capabilities, inspired by a burning ideal of freedom 
and democracy, having discovered in the recent war the basis and advantages 
of military strength, and being now in possession of fearful means of destruc
tion, are alarmed by the nature of Russian expansionism as they perceive it. 
This growing rivalry between the two great masses threatens to lead sooner or 
later to a colossal conflict from which, this time, no nation and no human 
being would be safe.

No one can master fate, but each of us helps to bring it about. Although 
France’s power may be momentarily weakened, she can and must play a major 
part in this formidable situation. She can and must do so, first of all, by 
standing forth in her own character as she is and always has been, that is to say 
a Western power. That means that she will not on any account allow herself to 
be subjected, by weariness or deceit, to a regime or influences which, leading 
from one upheaval to another, would enslave her soul, destroy her features 
and sooner or later engulf her in a system that would be alien in every respect. 
Once she has obtained the reparations and guarantees that she requires after 
so many trials -  that is to say the addition of the Saarland to her territory, the 
international control of the Ruhr, coal deliveries of at least a million tons a 
month from that area, the abolition of the Reich and a French presence on the 
Rhine -  she can and must assist the recovery of Europe by every means in her 
power. I am speaking of a Europe of free men and independent states, organ
ized as a single system which can withstand any possible claim to hegemony 
and provide what is essential to peace, namely an element of a balance 
between the two rival masses. It is for France to take the necessary initiatives 
in this all-important sphere. And it goes without saying that she must take part 
in every form of international cooperation -  political, economic, social and 
intellectual -  by which our poor, strife-torn world may seek to build up its 
future unity. (...)

(B)
(...) It seemed to me, as it still does, that it is necessary above all to re-create 

the old Europe and to do so on a basis of solidarity, especially as regards its 
reconstruction and economic recovery, on which all else depends, with the aid 
of all those who are able and willing to help and who remain loyal to the con
ception of the rights of peoples and individuals from which our civilization 
derives and on which it rests. In this way and in no other can we establish a 
system capable of restraining on its own ground a hegemony that is urgently 
tempted to expand westward in response to the disorder and disunity that it
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finds there. In this way and in no other can there be created, alongside the two 
great powers, an element of balance without which the hope of peace would 
be frustrated in advance.

The reestablishment of such a Europe, united by the spirit of liberty and true 
democracy, forming a unit for economic, social and cultural progress in its 
own lands and its overseas dependencies, and so organized as to ensure the 
observance of the treaties governing its existence -  all this is a task requiring 
several conditions.

In the first place, this Europe must be large and prosperous enough not only 
to survive but to be a force of attraction. This means that it must not be closed 
to any nation that adheres loyally to the ideal of Europe and the organization 
on which it is based. It means, too, that this Europe must constantly appeal to 
those continental countries that leave it of their own accord or are forced to 
do so, to return to the fold. Even the conquered nations may find a place there 
when they have discharged the obligations and furnished the reparations and 
guarantees that must be required of them. As regards those states that take the 
place of the former German Reich, justice, prudence and the lessons of history 
demand that measures be taken to prevent their committing aggression ever 
again; but I am not one who would exclude them for ever from that Europe 
of which they are the children. Italy today must pay for the misdeeds of those 
who led her into a disastrous adventure, but I for my part will never conceive 
of a Europe without Rome. Hungary, Rumania and Bulgaria are today feeling 
the cruel consequences of their unfortunate alliance with the Axis, but I am 
not one to recommend that free Europe should exclude them from its embrace 
if they should ever seek it.

The second condition of the restoration of Europe is that it should be helped 
out of its destitution and division by those who can afford to do so, in other 
words by the Americans first and foremost. (.. .)4

12. Maurice Duverger: ‘No Europe without Germany’
9 Sept. 1947

‘Pas d’Europe sans l’Allemagne’, Le Monde, 9 Sept. 1947 (slightly abridged).

After the US decision to press on with the reconstruction of the Western zones of Germany, 
the political writer Maurice Duverger in a leading article in Le Monde urged the necessity 
of integrating Western Germany in a federal community of Western Europe. He was at pains 
to combat the widespread illusion that a ‘renaissance allemande5 with equality of rights for 
Germany could in the long run be prevented.1

4 As further conditions de Gaulle listed cooperation with Britain and the internal 
strengthening of France.

1 On the prevailing tendency to envisage the integration of Western Germany on 
unequal terms cf. Loth, ‘Die Franzosen und die deutsche Frage’, p. 43f.; also docs. 
7, 11 and 14 below. On Maurice Duverger see also doc. 33.
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When Europe is being reconstructed under the Marshall Plan, Germany is 
not represented at the sixteen-nation conference; when Germany is being 
reconstructed under the aegis of General Clay, the Sixteen are not consulted 
and there is no representation of Europe. Can it be that the French are not the 
only nation to be ‘ignorant of geography’ and that the Americans are no better 
in this respect than we, in spite of the progress made of late by their geopoliti
cians? Germany is part of Europe, and one cannot be rebuilt without the 
other. Without German industry, Europe can only be an American colony; 
without the hope of belonging to Europe, Germany can only dream of 
revenge or fall into a nihilistic mood that would throw her, and Europe along 
with her, into the arms of Russia. The destinies of Germany and Europe are 
irrevocably linked, and Europe cannot be reborn without Germany.

The rebirth of Germany’ -  I pondered over this word and hesitated for a 
long time before writing it, knowing as I do what distress and indignation it 
will arouse in many minds. The name of Germany is associated, for us in 
France, with so many deaths, so much suffering, humiliation and grief. Is it 
not a supreme act of madness on the victim’s part to enable the would-be 
murderer to grow strong again?

But I would ask my readers to stifle their resentment, justified though it may 
be, and consider the question without any kind of passion: for it is too serious 
to be approached in any but the calmest spirit.

Germany exists. Seventy million human beings live in a narrow space 
between the Elbe and the Rhine. They are hard-working, brave and prolific. 
One solution, of course, would be to destroy them: no doubt this could be 
done with a few well-placed atom bombs. But it may be doubted not only 
whether this is a moral policy, but also whether it is realistic: for it would be 
hard to know who should take over German territory, or how it should be 
repeopled. A third world war might well be the price of solving this question. 
Therefore Germany must continue to exist, whether we like it or not.

One may also think of an ostrich-like solution: to let the seventy million 
Germans stagnate in ruin and despair under the indifferent eye of the occupa
tion forces, and try to rebuild devastated Europe without them. As I have 
already said, I do not think Europe can be rebuilt without the aid of German 
industry. But supposing for a moment that it can, would the Germans put up 
with being kept in a state of quarantine and chaos when they could see a light 
shining through the dark night -  that of the red star in the Kremlin sky?

If Germany is deprived of any other kind of future, she can always turn to 
Communism; and what European nation is better fitted to endure the iron dis
cipline, and profit by the meticulous organization, of Stalinist neo-Bolshe
vism? You need only change the colour of the shirts, the design of badges and 
the form of salute, and the Nuremberg stadium will echo to the cheers of the 
very same delirious crowds.

Let there be no illusion as to the present state of German opinion, and in 
particular its fear and hatred of the Soviet Union: that fear and hatred is purely 
irrational and is due only to the memory of the first weeks of Soviet occupation 
and its atrocities. But nations are quick to forget, especially when their interest
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commands it. And if Germany had nowhere else to turn, it would be in her 
interest to turn towards Russia. (...)

But a Communist Germany would very soon mean a Communist Europe, 
and that would soon mean a third world war, since the Americans would judge 
-  whether rightly or wrongly does not matter -  that their own security was 
threatened.

The solution that the Americans seem to be adopting today, and that Europe 
is passively accepting, is no better. To reconstruct German industry in the 
Western zones so that their inhabitants can make a living and the British and 
Americans can trade with them, without paying any heed to the political reor
ganization of Germany, is really showing an excess of the spirit of trial and 
error and disregard of consequences. Once economic power is restored, politi
cal power must be restored also. Willingly or not -  and more probably not, 
which makes things worse -  the result would be a central government of 
Western Germany, which would eventually secure the withdrawal of the occu
pation troops and the progressive weakening of Allied controls.

Germany’s neighbours and victims -  France, Czechoslovakia, Belgium, 
Holland and the rest -  would protest in vain. Germany reconstructed in a 
nationalist spirit would raise more loudly than ever the outcry against an arbi
trary frontier: she would resort to any means of abolishing that frontier and 
recovering her eastern territory. And would not her leaders judge that the 
only certain way of achieving that result would be to provoke a conflict 
between the US and the Soviet Union? In the face of the von Paulus solution, 
it was on this reversal of alliances that the Nazi generals pinned their hopes 
during the death-throes of Hitler’s regime. Even if, in the present instance, 
Germany did not at once achieve her ends, what a fearful threat it would be to 
peace if we left a nation with no alternative to war as its supreme hope!

There is only one true solution to the problem. Instead of rebuilding Europe 
without Germany, or rebuilding Germany and the other European nations 
separately, all in their old rigid attitudes of national egotism, we must rebuild 
Germany and Europe together, within a framework of progressive federal
ism. German industry will then not be controlled by the Allies, that is to say 
the conquerors, in such a way as to perpetuate the rivalry and hatred born of 
war: it will be controlled, like the rest of European industry, by a European 
technical commission in which Germany will take part on the same footing as 
the other associated nations, in accordance with federalist principles. 
Germany’s coal output will not be disposed of arbitrarily by the occupying 
powers but similarly by a European federal commision, in the same way as Bel
gian, English and French coal and that of the other European nations; and so 
on for all other raw materials. No doubt some priority must be given to the rep
aration of damage caused by the aggressor armies. But the peoples of Europe 
will also be entitled to expect American aid in rebuilding towns that the US air 
force had to destroy for the sake of world freedom.

Thanks to this collective organization in economic and technical matters, 
the European nations will come to realize their profound solidarity and will 
acquire the habit of collaboration: slowly but surely, the federal spirit will be
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born. Then Germany will not have to choose between Communism and 
nationalism, but will share the same hope as other European countries: the 
construction of Europe itself, a Europe independent of Soviet ideology and 
of American products, and thus able to ensure peace between the two empires 
in the same way as she maintains it on her own territory.

We must make our own choice. We can have peace of a traditional kind, 
with a dictat by the conqueror causing the vanquished to thirst for revenge and 
thus sowing the seeds of another war -  a peace which is no more than a truce, 
the kind of peace which has given us centuries of war. The alternative is peace 
of a new kind which, while duly providing for reparations, would replace the 
ideas of ‘conqueror’ and ‘conquered’ by that of a common effort to enable 
mankind to live properly once more -  a peace which would put an end to inter
minable national rivalries and establish true collaboration among nations, a 
peace which would at last shut up the gates of war.

This is the choice we must make, knowing that on it depends not only the 
future of civilization -  a large term, and also a somewhat vague one — but 
also the future of each one of us.

13. August Pinton: in favour of a ‘Marshall Plan5 Europe
18 Sept. 1947

Radical Republican and Radical Socialist Party, 39th national congress, 18-21 Sept. 
1947, stenographic record (in Fondation nationale des sciences politiques, Paris), 
pp. 81-6; extract from ‘Report on foreign policy’ by August Pinton.

Once the Marshall Plan was launched' if not earlier; the opposition of Radicals to a closer 
association of European nations gave way to enthusiasm for the integration of western 
Europe in harmony with US policy. Edouard Herriot became honorary president of the Con
seil français pour lEurope unie, and Paul Bastid one of its vice-presidents. Pierre de Félice, 
Félix Gaillard and other Radical deputies joined the European Parliamentary Union, 
inspired by Count Coudenhove-Kalergi, and the federalist group in the French Assembly.1 
At the 1947 party congress Senator Auguste Pinton, the rapporteur for foreign affairs, gave 
reasons for the change of attitude and urged that the Marshall Plan should be used as a means 
of putting federalist principles into action.

&

There remains this last condition, and I do not underrate the immense diffi
culties to which it gives rise. We must ‘make Europe’, that is to say a European 
federal system which, while preserving necessary differences and respecting

1 O’Neill, French Radical Party, pp. 17, 22, 27-9. On the parliamentary group of 
federalists cf. below, introduction to doc. 16; on the European Parliamentary Union 
see Lipgens, Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 4, ch. II.
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the independence and spirituality of all its members, will enable us to create a 
single unit no less rich in economic potential than either of the two others, and 
probably superior in intellectual and moral influence. I know only too well 
what anxieties may be aroused in each of you by the sweeping statement I have 
just made. I feel them myself; I well know what sacrifices the new policy may 
involve, what changes in the structure of human society, what mental revolu
tion on the part of those who accept it. But, alas, we must either overcome our 
feelings or perish.

And I wish to rebut the accusation, of which we hear so much, that this is 
some kind of plot to create a western anti-Soviet bloc. It is pointless to talk 
of being against the formation of blocs, for they already exist and confront 
each other, to the peril of our lives and civilization. This being so, may it not 
be our best course to prevent Europe being, as hitherto, a stake in somebody’s 
game or, before long, a prey to be disputed? We have no intention of being 
the stalking horse of either antagonistic group, still less a battleground 
between them.

I will go further. If this European federation could be brought about, would 
it not be an element of equilibrium and peace between the two rival forces? 
-  and assuredly each of its members has paid a dear enough price for the right 
to aspire to peace and uphold it with all its might.

Let no one think the task is easy. The difficulties are innumerable and at first 
sight almost insurmountable -  this I know too well. In saying this I may be 
offending your deepest and most creditable feelings, but in our situation we 
must do or die -  and our nation cannot die. (...)

The Radical Party gratefully welcomes General Marshall’s speech of 5 June. 
It believes that the offer contained therein is of vital interest to European 
nations, especially France, and also that it is perfectly compatible with the inde
pendence of the countries which would benefit from it. While regretting that 
Soviet intransigence has led to some European nations standing aside, the 
Party is ready to cooperate to make the plan a success and will not be 
deflected from its task by what it hopes is no more than a temporary rupture. 
But it believes that success depends on two main conditions:

1. Each of the beneficiaries must make an intense effort towards recovery. 
This will require of France a policy of courage, hard work and authority, 
which the Radical Party believes to be compatible with respect for republican 
interests and democracy, and with which it wishes to be associated, but which, 
to its regret, no government of this country has really displayed since the Lib
eration.

2. The plan will only succeed if each European nation is prepared to make 
the necessary sacrifice of sovereignty and to take the first steps towards a 
European federation. This does not mean that France intends to join one or 
other of the antagonistic 'blocs’, but on the contrary that she desires, in a 
world that is more and more merciless to the small and weak, to help in the 
creation of a great political reality, equal to the others in economic strength 
and superior in its spiritual resources, and capable of providing the element of 
stability that is so essential to the maintenance of peace. (...)
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14. Gaston Palewski: organs of European federation 17 Feb. 1948
Speech at the Vélodrome d’Hüver, Paris; the following extract published in Le Ras- 

semblement, 28 Feb. 1948.
if1

Although de Gaulle at no time committed himself unequivocally to the federalist prin
ciple, he accepted as members of the Rassemblement du Peuple français (RPF) politicians 
who, while in exile in London and Algiers, had already been convinced of the need for 
supranational solutions and who, in the days of the cold war, joined the campaign for a large 
measure of federalism in Europe. Among them were René Capitant, Michel Debré, Louis 
Joxe, Gaston Palewski and Jacques Soustelle.1 This enabled de Gaulle to enlist as much as 
possible of the opposition on to his side and also to force a breach with Great Britain, which 
he was confident would not accept any form of federalist integration. Early in 1948 Palewski 
proposed to the RPF the outline of a union which presented clearly federalist features and 
indicated more closely how Germany might be integrated in Europe, in terms that were 
acceptable also to de Gaulle.

Europe will not be created by means of privileged powers offering bilateral 
pacts, but on a basis of international democracy -  that is to say, by a 
multilateral pact ensuring the political independence and strategic security of 
Europe.

How Europe will be federated
Representatives of all the countries concerned -  and all European countries 

are still invited -  could meet in Paris to set up a regional organization of the 
kind envisaged in Article 52 of the UN Charter, to be known as the European 
Federation.

The Congress of the Federation will appoint a governing body, an 
Economic Council and a Court of Arbitration.

Extent of powers
The member states will guarantee one another’s territorial integrity and 

political independence. The powers of the federation, involving the limitation 
of the sovereign rights of states, will be confined to defending member states 
against external aggression and to necessary measures of economic coopera
tion and the harmonizing of legislation.

Economic cooperation
Two sets of negotiations which involve much detailed work may be started 

at once:

1 For the war period cf. Pierre Guillen, ‘Plans by Exiles from France’, Doc. Eur. 
Integr., vol. 2, pp. 279-352, and also the work by Michel Debré and Emmanuel 
Monick, published under a pseudonym: Jacquier-Bruyère, Demain la paix, Paris, 
1945. For 1948-50 see Philippe Manin, Le Rassemblement du peuple français 
(R.P.F'.) et les problèmes européens, Paris, 1966, pp. 102-6.



I. French Political Parties and Pressure Groups 57

1. For the establishment of a single customs tariff.
2. For the subsequent reduction and ultimate abolition of customs duties.
For this purpose a joint tariff will first be agreed upon for a certain number

of key products that play the major part in West European trade.

The question of Germany
To organize the future of Germany it is important to determine without 

delay the frontiers of the new German states on former Reich territory in the 
West: the Rhineland, Bavaria, the Palatinate, Baden-Württemberg, Lower 
Saxony, Hesse-Nassau, Schleswig-Holstein and -  under a special regime -  
the state of Westphalia, including the Ruhr district.

These states shall determine their own institutions and leaders by referen
dum. They should, without delay, be linked with other West European states 
by economic agreements.

The state of Westphalia shall be directly administered by the Directorate of 
the European federation.

Clearly the organs of this federation must function under Allied control. 
The German states must for a time continue to be protected by the occupying 
powers till they gradually attain independent status. But they will achieve that 
status if they act in a European spirit.

Why must France be the centre of the federation?
Because France is disinterested, and has neither the power nor the desire to 

exercise hegemony, openly or otherwise. In addition she is better able than any 
other European power to help supply Western Europe with iron ore, bauxite 
and phosphates, and above all with food products from metropolitan France 
and Africa. Thus under the leadership of France -  united to Britain by sisterly 
ties but not, like her, distracted by the needs of a world-wide empire -  we may 
hope to see the creation of Europe, the second strongest economic power in 
the world, and a necessary stabilizing factor if the threat to peace is to be 
averted.

15. Michel Mouskhely and Gaston Stefani: ‘Draft of a European 
federal constitution’ 5 March 1948

MS in the Archives of the European Movement in Bruges, UEF Documents;1 hecto
graph copy in Andrea Chiti-Batelli, Progetti di costituzione per una Unione europea, 
Rome, 1978, pp. 139-45; German tr. in Walter Lipgens (ed.), 45 Jahre Kampf um euro
päische Verfassung, Bonn, 1986, pp. 229-235. The translation below is unabridged.

This outline of a European federal constitution was drawn up in the spring of 1948 by 
Michel Mouskhely and Gaston Stafani, two professors of jurisprudence at Strasburg

1 I am indebted to the late Prof. Walter Lipgens for providing me with this MS.
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university who were members of the UEF and at that time held visiting professorships in 
Cairo. In the second half of the year the draft was submitted to the International 
Coordinating Committee of the Movements for European Unity, but had no direct effect on 
the latter's work. François de Menthon, leader of the MRP parliamentary group, used it as the 
basis for a text which was presented in September 1948 to the EPU congress at Interlaken, 
and thus became part of the general discussion within the unification movement.2

Preliminary Consideration
The authors of this draft have been obliged to take account of certain polit

ical, economic and social realities, the neglect of which would in their opinion 
be prejudicial to the formation of European union.

1. The first of these is the existence of national sentiment and the national 
particularism of all European peoples, which accounts for their stubborn 
determination to maintain their sovereign independence at all costs. There is 
no doubt that this sovereign independence becomes more illusory every day, 
as the history of the last thirty years has shown, while economic independence 
is already no more than a myth. Although the peoples of Europe are more or 
less aware that there cannot be true political independence without economic 
independence, they none the less continue to think and act in ‘national5 terms. 
No plan for European unity can succeed if it ignores this basic fact.

2. It is also a fact that many European states are and have long been linked 
to non-European communities by legal or political ties which they will not 
willingly renounce in favour of a European federation. Therefore such a fed
eration must not interfere with existing ties and must respect these particular 
solidarities -  the maintenance of which can, moreover, only facilitate the geo
graphical extension of a federal union of nations. Care must be taken that 
existing relationships are fitted into the framework of a European association 
in a federalist spirit.

3. Attention must be paid to the diversity of the economic and social struc
ture of the European countries which it is sought to unite, and the divergent 
theoretical conceptions that they express. Given this reality, it would be prema
ture and imprudent to seek to impose on all European states a uniform eco
nomic and social system inspired by an a priori doctrine, or to apply such a doc
trine from the outset against the certain opposition of many states. At the same 
time it may be necessary here and now to envisage the harmonization of eco
nomic and social regimes in accordance with federalist principles.

4. At a time when the peoples of Europe, exhausted by two wars and con
cerned above all with their material existence, seem to have lost faith in a 
national renaissance and in the future of their continent, only the federalist 
doctrine can restore their confidence and revive their energies, by making

2 Cf. W. Lipgens (ed.), 45 Jahre Kampf, op. cit., pp. 243-262. A year later the 
authors developed their ideas in book form: Michel Mouskhely and Gaston 
Stefani, LEurope face au fédéralisme, Strasburg and Paris, 1949.
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them understand that their countries cannot recover without the rebirth of 
Europe and the adaptation of their institutions to federalist principles.

Such are the real factors that must always be borne in mind if a European 
federation is to be created and maintained. Efence the present draft, without 
proposing too severe restrictions on national sovereignty, does contain provi
sions that would strengthen the federal bond and so increase the power of the 
federal state.

I. Preamble
In the light of these general considerations, the authors believe that the 

objectives of a European federal constitution should be as follows.
E Political

(a) To guarantee the political independence and territorial integrity of each 
member state.

(b) To provide each state with aid and assistance for the purpose of main
taining internal peace and order.

(c) To ensure that individuals are permitted to exercise the political rights 
and freedoms provided for by the constitution of their respective states.
2. Economic and social

(a) To promote economic development, ensure the prosperity of states and 
promote the general welfare of all inhabitants of the federation.

(b) To guarantee that individuals and groups are permitted to exercise the 
economic and social rights provided for by the constitution of their respective 
states.

(c) To ensure peace and social security and provide conditions of life for 
individuals and families, consonant with human dignity and respect for the 
human person.

Note: For the reasons indicated in ‘Preliminary Considerations’ the authors 
think it preferable not to formulate in more detail the federalist principles on 
which this draft constitution is based.

II. Charter of Federal Rights
For the same reasons it seems better for the present not to embody a 

‘Charter of the rights of man’ in the federal Constitution. Undue haste on this 
point is not desirable: it is preferable to allow each state to maintain its own 
system, in the hope that a single system will one day result from the closer asso
ciation of peoples and the reinforcement of their solidarity within the federa
tion.

On the other hand, the federal Constitution should contain a ‘Charter of 
federal rights’. As opposed to national rights, which derive from the constitu
tion of each state, federal rights are those that are conferred or recognized by 
the federal Constitution and may only be exercised within the limits fixed 
by it.

The federal state being an association of individuals and states, federal 
rights must be accorded to individuals and states.



60 Documents

1. Federal rights of individuals
(a) The right of suffrage for the purpose of electing certain organs of the 

federal state.
(b) The right to federal nationality
(c) The right of direct access to organs of the federal government
(d) The right to move freely within the territory of the federal state
(e) Equal treatment in respect of civil rights (as opposed to political rights) 

in each member state, as compared with the latter’s citizens: freedom to work 
and trade, freedom of civil, commercial and professional establishment etc.
2. Federal rights of states

(a) The right of sovereignty within the limits of the federal Constitution.
(b) The right, under the supervision of the federal state, to exercise powers 

of administration in non-European territories already under their authority 
and to maintain their political or juridical unions with foreign communities in 
so far as they do not tend to prejudice the federal link or jeopardize the inter
ests of the federation.

(c) The right to participate in international unions or organizations whose 
purposes are not contrary to the principles of the federal Constitution, pro
vided they respect the interests of other members of the federation and do 
nothing that may directly or indirectly compromise the federal link.

(d) The right to maintain independent diplomatic relations in so far as the 
federal Constitution allows them to conclude treaties with foreign states.

(e) The right to conclude treaties:
(i) With foreign states. Any member of the federation may conclude treaties 

with non-member states concerning neighbourly relations and frontier police, 
saving the rights of the federation and other member states.

Those states which already belong to the political or juridical unions 
referred to in (b) above, and they alone, may conclude treaties with foreign 
states for the preservation of such unions, subject to the approval of the 
federal government.

(ii) With other member states. Any member state may conclude conventions 
with another member state for purposes of legislation, administration and jus
tice, with the approval and under the supervision of the federal government.

(f) The right of a member state to defend itself by force against aggression 
by a foreign state, provided the federal government is at once informed.

(g) The right to participate in the organization and functioning of the 
federal state.

(h) The right of direct recourse to federal organs for the settlement of dis
putes with another member state or its nationals.

Note: It may appear surprising that this Charter speaks of the sovereignty 
of member states. It is important to note that they no longer enjoy sovereignty 
as of right: the federal Constitution does not ‘recognize’ it but confers it upon 
them, within the limits fixed by itself.

It may also appear surprising that so large a measure of international com
petence is left to member states. This, however, is not contrary to the essence 
of federalism, which is capable of respecting particular solidarities and
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adapting itself fully to the complexity of real situations. In present 
circumstances it is evident that a European federation is only possible if states 
are allowed a certain international competence and are allowed to go on 
administering territories already subject to their authority. Moreover, if states 
are allowed to remain members of certain unions or join new organizations, 
this can only be favourable to the geographical extension of the federal link.

III. Fundamental Constitutional Provisions
Believing that it is premature to go into details of constitutional organiza

tion, we only indicate here certain basic principles.
1. Organization of the federal state
Three organs: legislature, executive and judiciary
A. The legislative organ
Legislative power resides in a federal Assembly consisting of a Federal 

Chamber and a Chamber of States
(a) The Federal Chamber or House of Representatives
The Federal Chamber is intended to represent the people of the federation, 

in the same manner as the lower house in unitary states. It must therefore be 
elected by direct and universal suffrage, each state having a number of repre
sentatives proportionate to its population. The Constitution must determine 
the electoral quota, the duration of the mandate, the method of re-election, 
the conditions of election and eligibility. The application of these provisions 
will be governed by a federal electoral law.

(b) The Chamber of States
Whereas the Federal Chamber represents the people of the federation, the 

Chamber of States represents member states directly. Each should have the 
same number of members, to be laid down in the Constitution, and should be 
free to choose its own representatives.

The Chamber of States should play the same part in federal government as 
the Upper House in a unitary state. This should be the criterion for 
determining the duration of the mandate of members of this Chamber (longer 
than for the Federal Chamber) and the method of its renewal (by a half or 
one-third at a time).

(c) Provisions concerning both Chambers
1. Competence, (i) To pass federal laws on matters of federal concern; (ii) 

To approve certain treaties concluded by the federal government; (iii) To pass 
the federal budget; (iv) To elect members of the federal government.

2. No law or measure may be adopted except with the consent of both 
Chambers, debating separately and by absolute majority of members present.

3. There might be provision for a plenary session of both Chambers for cer
tain questions such as the election of members of the federal government etc.

4. Legal status of members of the two Chambers: incompatibility of func
tions, immunities, salaries etc.; the application of these provisions to be laid 
down by federal law.

B. The executive organ: the Federal Council
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(a) Composition: 10 members at most, elected by the Federal Assembly for 
the same term as members of the House of Representatives, by a procedure 
to be determined.

Not more than one representative per state. At least three Council members 
should belong to countries with a population of over 20 million.

The Council should elect its own President for a term of one year, and 
should decide the allocation of ministerial duties.

(b) Powers of the Council:
1. To execute federal laws and decisions of the Supreme Court
2. To negotiate and conclude treaties
3. Control of the federal armed forces
4. To maintain order and security within the federal state
5. To organize and coordinate the technical bodies set up by the Federal 

Assembly
6. To appoint all civil servants of the federation. However, appointments of 

judges of the Supreme Court and federal diplomatic representatives must be 
approved by the Chamber of States.

C. Judiciary organ: the Federal Supreme Court
(a) Organization
1. Number of members: 11 to 15
2. President appointed by the Federal Council or elected by the other 

members of the Court
3. Judges’ tenure: until retirement age (65 or 70)
(b) Competence
The Court is competent to pronounce on all disputes arising from the appli

cation, interpretation and execution of the Constitution and federal laws.
Note: This formula is intentionally couched in very broad terms. The 

authors are aware of the importance of the Supreme Court’s role in a federa
tion, but prefer that the Court should itself determine the limits of its compe
tence, having regard to the degree of strength of the federal bond.

The Court might also be empowered to judge crimes and misdemeanours 
committed by senior officials of the Federal government in the exercise of their 
duties.

2. Powers of the federal state
A. The federal state shall have power to:
(a) Maintain diplomatic relations with member states
(b) Ensure the defence of the federal territory, and for this purpose to 

organize a federal army, possess armaments factories and supervise the arms 
factories of member states

(c) Establish trade relations with member states and regulate trade within 
the federation

(d) Establish a single system of weights and measures
(e) Institute a federal monetary system and federal banks
(f) Contract loans
(g) Fix customs duties
(h) Make use of the revenue contributed by member states in proportion to
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their national income, also customs receipts and all other assets produced by 
enterprises or economic institutions created or managed by the federal state.

(i) Take part in the organization of international transport and regulate 
transport within the federation

(j) Regulate communication by post, telegraph, telephone and radio with 
foreign states and among member states of the federation

(k) Regulate immigration and emigration
(l) Enact legislation concerning nationality and passports
(m) Regulate the production and use of atomic energy, and control or 

supervise the use of hydraulic energy and mineral wealth.
B. All powers that are not delegated to the federal state by the Constitution, 

or expressly withdrawn from member states, shall be exercised by those states.
3. Relations between the federal state and its members
(1) Federal law shall take precedence over the national law of member 

states.
(2) Principle of mediate administration: decisions by all organs of the fed

eral state shall be carried out under its supervision in each member state by 
agents or officials of that state.

(3) Citizens of the federal state shall have dual nationality: that of the feder
ation and that of the member state to which they belong. As federal citizens 
they shall enjoy the rights granted by the Constitution in all parts of federal ter
ritory. In no case may they claim the political rights that a member state grants 
to its own nationals.

Acquisition of the nationality of a member state shall confer full entitlement 
to national citizenship.

4. General provisions
A. Admission of new members
(a) Any European state may become a member of the federation provided 

its form of government is democratic and representative and that its constitu
tion contains nothing contrary to the federal Constitution.

(b) States shall be admitted by a decision of the Federal Assembly taken by 
an absolute majority after separate deliberation by the two Chambers.

B. Revision of the Federal Constitution
(a) A total or partial revision of the Constitution may be requested either 

by the Federal Council or by a two-thirds vote of either Chamber, or by two 
thirds of the member states.

(b) Revision must be approved by an absolute majority of both Houses and 
ratified by two thirds of member states.

C. Participation of the federal state in international unions and organiza
tions

The federal state may join with other states or groups of states to form 
international unions or a world federation.

A/ote.*The above statement of basic principles is neither definitive nor com
plete. It will no doubt provoke discussion and criticism, in the light of which 
the authors will develop and modify the substance and/or form of their pro
posals. Only after this can they usefully draft the preamble and interim mea-
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sures necessary for the entry into force and operation of the federal Constitu
tion.

16. National Assembly: motion for the convening of a European 
Constituent Assembly 19 March 1948

A. National Assembly, Annex to record of the session of 19 March 1948, No. 3889, 
repr. in Edouard Bonnefous, L'Idée européenne et sa réalisation, Paris, 1950, p. 190; B. 
ibid., pp. 190-2; both texts here unabridged.

A. Motion by 169 deputies
In June 1947 there was formed a \groupe parlementaire fédéraliste français' including 

Deputies of all parties except the Communists. Besides convinced federalists its members 
included some sceptics and pragmatists who leant towards unionist or functionalist solu
tions; all\ however; thought it desirable for the French government to take bolder initiatives 
to bring about a measure of West European unity. The chairman was Paul Rivet (SFIO); 
the vice-chairman included Edmond Michelet (MRP), Edgar Faure (Radical), Edouard Bon
nefous (UDSR: Union Démocratique et Socialiste de la Résistance); and René Coty (Indé
pendants).1 On 19 March 1948, by which time the Marshall Plan had taken concrete shape, 
while the dramatic events in Czechoslovakia had greatly increased fears of Soviet expansion
ism, the group moved a resolution drafted by Bonnefous, Rivet and the two MRP repre
sentatives François de Menthon and André Noël, calling on the government to ‘work for the 
early convening of a European Constituent Assembly '. The motion, which was concerted 
with similar initiatives in the British and Dutch parliaments,2 was signed by 169 deputies 
including: for the SFIO, Gérard Jaquet, Pierre-Olivier Lapie, André Philip, André Le Tro
quer and Paul Ramadier; for the MRP, Alfred Coste-Floret, Jean-Paul Palewski, Marc 
Sangnier, Marc Scherer, Maurice Schumann and Louis Terrenoire; for the Radicals; Jean- 
Paul David, Yvon Delbos and Edgar Faure; for the Indépendants, André Mutter.3

Preamble
The need for an economic and political association of the countries of 

Europe is no longer questioned by anyone in France. In many other European 
countries opinion is moving in the same direction.

The fate of Europe as a whole will depend on the success or failure in the 
next few months of the work of unification that has already begun. 
Considerable obstacles remain to be surmounted. No one disputes that there 
must be transitional arrangements to reconcile national interests and that a

1 Cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 601-5, with a list of all members up to July 1947. For 
the fact that many members were less than fully attached to federalism cf. doc. 18 
below and O’Neill, French Radical Party, pp. 27 f.

2 Cf. below, doc. 113 (Netherlands) and doc. 206 (Great Britain).
3 For a full list of signatories see Bonnefous, L'Idée européenne, p. 189; and, for the 

general context, Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 206 f.
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permanent association of European countries can only be achieved by 
degrees. In view of these difficulties and delays, it seems to us that the efficacy 
and prudence of diplomatic action must be reinforced by direct intervention 
and organized collaboration by the democratic representatives of the respec
tive nations. The dramatic urgency of the task calls for exceptional procedures 
and for a decisive manifestation of popular support.

It is essential for such an initiative to be taken by the French parliament, and 
we therefore move the following

RESOLUTION
The National Assembly calls for the early convening of a European Constit

uent Assembly to establish the permanent institutions of a democratic Euro
pean federation.

The Constituent Assembly shall be composed of representatives of the par
liaments of all nations prepared to join together in a European federation.

The National Assembly invites the French Government to approach Euro
pean governments urgently for the purpose of negotiating an agreement on 
the composition and convening of the European Constituent Assembly.

B. Report of the foreign affairs committee
The motion was referred in the first instance to the Foreign Affairs Committee of the 

Assembly. The Committee was for the most part doubtful of the possibility of achieving unity 
by convening a constituent assembly; and this proposal failed to gain a majority. However; 
on 28 July 1948 the Committee adopted by 21 votes to 6 (Communists) a report drawn up 
by Marc Scherer (MRP) recommending that the plenary body pass a resolution in favour of a 
consultative assembly.4 It proved unnecessary for the assembly to debate this report, as on 20 
July Bidault, the foreign minister (who was manoeuvring to maintain his position in the cur
rent governmental crisis) proposed to the Council of the Brussels Pact countries that a 'Euro
pean parliamentary assembly' be convened to ‘exchange views' on the problems of European 
union. On 18 August the new government under André Marie repeated the proposal that 
members of the Pact should discuss the creation of such an assembly2

Although the draft resolution speaks of a constituent assembly, your Com
mittee considers it preferable not to use this specific term. Desirable as the 
idea of a European constitution may seem to everyone, it is not clear to all that 
it is likely to be realized in the near future. In Europe as it still is, the old preju
dice of the absolute sovereignty of states is far from having lost all its viru
lence, despite repeated proofs of how harmful it can be. In consequence it is at 
least doubtful that a European assembly, however noble its intentions, could

4 L'Année politique 1948, p. 126; Bonnefous, L'Idée européenne, p. 190.
5 Cf. Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 211 f., and Geoffrey Warner, ‘Die britische Labour-Re - 

gierung und die Einheit Westeuropas 1949-1951’, VfZG 28 (1980), pp. 310-30, esp. 
pp. 317 f.
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succeed in drawing up a political charter to which all countries and govern
ments would subscribe.

[ The report went on to specify the object of the future assembly ;]
What should be the tasks of an assembly of this kind, which should not be 

regarded by anyone as a mere academy of parliamentarians? In the first place 
your Committee suggests that, in addition to economic and cultural coordina
tion, the European assembly should draw up an international declaration of 
the rights of men and nations. This is not a new idea: it has already been the 
subject of a motion in our own Assembly proposed by MM. François de Men- 
thon and Edgar Faure, and reported on by M. Alfred Coste-Floret on behalf 
of this Committee. But no agency would seem better qualified to draw up and 
proclaim such a declaration than an assembly of delegates of all the 
democratic nations of Europe.

[ The Assembly should be, first and foremost, a means of coordinating all existing 
agreements among Western nations.]

It would be one of the ambitions and tasks of the European assembly to 
coordinate all these elements by studying and proposing a general plan of 
economic organization, and perhaps political and military as well, which 
would enable Europe to take a great step forward towards union, prosperity 
and peace.

The essential role of the assembly would thus be to work out and propose 
overall plans in all fields so as to reinforce the union of European nations.

In the economic sphere, scarcely any objection is now raised to the coordi
nation of customs systems so as to minimize restrictions on trade. It would be 
for the European assembly to proceed further on these lines by putting for
ward, if required, a plan for the rationalization of European production and 
the coherent organization of markets in Europe and elsewhere.

In the social and cultural sphere -  and it is here that tangible results can no 
doubt be attained most speedily -  the authority of the European assembly will 
be of importance in ensuring that social progress continues equally in all 
countries and that the free movement of persons and ideas is facilitated to the 
utmost, this being the only way to consolidate the essential values and defence 
of our civilization.

In the political sphere -  which is, as we have said, a more distant objective 
-  it will certainly be necessary in due course to draw up a federal constitution 
for a European federation of nations, defining the powers, institutions, organs 
and arbitration procedures of a European union. Only a European assembly 
is competent to draw up and propose such a constitution.

[Finally the Committee proposed the following resolution;]
The National Assembly invites the Government to take urgent steps to 

negotiate with the governments of nations prepared to join together to form a 
European union, for the purpose of convening a European Assembly of parlia
mentary representatives, whose tasks should be :

1. To draw up and proclaim an international declaration of the rights 
of man.

2. To coordinate measures for European recovery.
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3. To coordinate and complete existing agreements among countries 
belonging to the Committee of European Economic Cooperation.

4. To study and put forward any plans for the purpose of reinforcing the 
union of European countries in all fields, so as eventually to make it possible 
to draw up a federal constitution for the democratic nations of Europe.

17. MRP: ‘Foreign policy motion’ 10 May 1948
Fourth national congress of the MRP, Toulouse, 6-9 May 1948, stenographic record 

(in Fondation nationale des sciences politiques, Paris), pp. 1222 f.; published in L'Aube, 
11 May 1948 ; repr. in part in Alfred Grosser, La IVe République et sa politique extérieure, 
Paris, 1961 (3rd edn, 1970); here slightly abridged.

As the cold war grew in intensity, federalist tendencies became stronger within the MRP.1 
The concluding resolution of the third national congress in March 1947 spoke clearly for the 
first time of the need to ‘take immediate steps towards the establishment of a European feder
ation; however; there was as yet no majority for a proposal to integrate the three western 
zones of Germany in the federation, which would have meant a definite breach with Gaul- 
list foreign policy.2 A t the fourth national congress in May 1948 a majority was in favour of 
German integration; it was not clear, however; whether Germany was to be a single entity 
or whether the historical German lands' were to be integrated separately, as second-class 
members of the proposed federation. It was also a matter of debate whether the main purpose 
of integration was to unite the West or to interpose a united Europe between the two world 
powers; however; both schools of thought came together in opposition to the pronounced 
anti-Communism of the European policy of their Gaullist rivals.3

The Congress of the Mouvement Républicain Populaire (...) takes note of 
the refusal of Soviet Russia to take part in the rehabilitation of Europe as a 
whole in accordance with the reconstruction plan put forward by Mr. Mar
shall, and regrets that the USSR has forced several nations of Central and 
Eastern Europe to forgo the opportunity of recovery that would be afforded 
by Europe pooling all its resources. The Congress considers that in spite of the 
division imposed by the enforced absence of the countries of Central and 
Eastern Europe, those countries of the continent which remain free and at
tached to the principles of democracy and international collaboration should

1 On tendencies within the MRP from 1945 to 1947 cf. doc. 7 above.
2 Third National Congress of MRP, 13-16 March 1947, stenographic record (in 

Fondation nationale des sciences politiques, Paris), pp. 659-67 and 757 f.; cf. 
Wilfried Loth, ‘The West European Governments and the Impulse given by the Mar
shall Plan’, in Lipgens, History, pp. 488-507, esp. pp. 497-9.

3 Cf. speeches by Marc Scherer (stenographic record, pp. 1065-1105) and Ernest 
Pezet (pp. 1131-60), also summary of debate in L'Aube, 11 May 1948.
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organize themselves economically and politically so as to hasten European 
reconstruction and counter attempts at domination inspired by the Kremlin.

The Congress is of the opinion that Benelux, the Committee of European 
Economic Cooperation, the Franco-Italian customs union and the Brussels 
Treaty organization are elements favouring the consolidation of Western 
Europe and constitute the beginnings of a European union. It hopes that these 
initiatives will be progressively coordinated in the spirit of Chapter VIII of the 
UN Charter concerning regional arrangements, so as to prepare the way for 
a European federation which may be joined by countries that are not now 
members of the Committee of European Economic Cooperation.

The Congress also believes that if the organization of Western Europe is to 
be economically viable and to have full significance in terms of human civiliza
tion, it must be able to draw on all the resources of the overseas territories 
under the authority of member countries of the CEEC (...)• Thus the federal 
organization of Europe will be accompanied and reinforced by a federation of 
overseas peoples spontaneously associated in the cause of peace. (...)

The Congress considers that the future status of a truly democratic Ger
many can only be established within the framework of a federal Europe which 
would preclude its being a cause or occasion of war. It points out that M. 
Georges Bidault4 was the first statesman to embark on international negotia
tions in accordance with this view.

At the same time, the federal organization of Germany will not be possible 
as long as the country remains artificially divided geographically in conse
quence of military operations. The historical German Länder should be revived 
in order that they may be federated and become members of the European 
union. This federal organization should take account, firstly, of the economic 
union of the Saar with France, a measure which cannot henceforth be called 
in question, and secondly of the special status of the Ruhr district, whose 
resources must be treated as the common property of European nations.

The Congress holds that the creation of a West European federation must 
not be animated by a negative spirit of anti-Sovietism, which would be prejudi
cial to peace. Although, by Soviet Russia’s decision, several European nations 
are at present outside the scope of a general union of the continent, the Con
gress hopes that their absence will be merely temporary and that the peoples 
whose liberty of action is thus restricted will one day join the other democra
cies in a European federation. (...)

18. Édouard Bonnefous: ‘Towards a united Europe’ June 1948
Vers l’Europe unie’, Révue politique et parlementaire, year 50, vol. 195, June 1948, 

pp. 236-44 (abridged).

4 Bidault was still foreign minister at this time (until July 1948).



I. French Political Parties and Pressure Groups 69

The adoption of the Marshall Plan gave a further boost to the forces whose support for 
the idea of a European community was based especially on economic grounds. Like many 
other liberal politicians, Edouard Bonnefous, leader of the parliamentary group of the small 
Union démocratique et socialiste de la Résistance5 (UDSR) and chairman of the foreign 
affairs committee of the National Assembly, favoured unity as a remedy against the decline 
of the national economies; however; he warned against too strict political federalism and 
advocated decisive but limited measures in the economic field. Accordingly he was one of the 
first who in 1949 supported the plan for a European coal and steel authority, and after the 
Schuman plan was launched in 1950 he favoured a European high authority for transport 
and communications. René Pleven, the UDSR party leader; took the same line on several 
occasions as a member of the cabinet.1

&

The end of the eighteenth century and the beginning of the nineteenth were 
marked by the invention of the steam engine and the advent of commercial lib
eralism, which together ushered in the industrial revolution. The great nations 
of Europe were in the forefront of that revolution, and were thus able to gain 
a head start on potential rivals and establish their hegemony. France, Britain 
and Germany built factories, railways and iron and steel works and flooded 
the world’s markets with their goods. Their superiority was not seriously con
tested until what may be called the technological revolution came to alter the 
conditions and profitability of human labour. This second revolution, which 
originated in America, was based on the rationalization of effort and on 
increasing the coefficient between labour and its results. Standardization, Tay
lorism and planning had immediate effects in eliminating shortages and 
liberating manpower for other jobs, thus inaugurating an era of prosperity 
and increasing welfare of which we see the chief examples in the USA. In 
Europe, however, the technological revolution has hardly begun. Our conti
nent has not adapted itself to an idea that orginated outside its territory, and 
political concerns caused it to neglect the modification of its economic struc
ture.

Faced with competition from younger nations, Europe responded not by 
exerting its imagination but by setting up a huge system of customs barriers. 
France’s Meline tariff in 1891 erected an almost impregnable Wall of China 
around her frontiers. The harm would have been only temporary if, behind 
that wall, French agriculture and industry had worked together to modernize 
themselves and cope with new needs as quickly as possible; but they did not do 
so. Lulled in false security, cut off from the rest of the world, our business men 
took the easy way, relying on the state for protection that became more and 
more necessary as their backwardness increased.

We are now at the beginning of a third revolution, this time the scientific

1 Cf. Loth, Sozialismus, p. 241; Pierre Gerbet, ‘Les partis politiques et les commu
nautés européennes sous la Quatrième République’, in Joël Rideau and others (eds.), 
La France et les communautés européennes, Paris, 1975, pp. 77-99, esp. p. 87; also 
Édouard Bonnefous, LEurope en face de son destin, Paris, 1953.
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one due to the discovery of new sources of energy. Europe must adapt herself 
to it, but to do so successfully she must first create,the right framework.

What prevented the harmonious development of Europe at the end of the 
nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth was above all the undue 
fragmentation of her economic space. In 1914 there were over 25 European 
states; then the number rose to 35 until 1939, and now there are 27 occupying 
a territory of 5,710,000 square kilometres, not counting the USSR. This is only 
43% of the area of the USA and 26% of that of the Soviet Union. The territory 
is small enough to start with, and in our opinion the way it is parcelled into 
fragments lies at the root of the European economic crisis. Only with a large 
market and by harmonizing production can there be an effective rationaliza
tion of industry and a sensible distribution of raw materials. Large countries 
have the advantage of possessing on their own territory both a commercial 
outlet and a source of supply of the products necessary to their industry and 
agriculture. Thus the huge US output is almost entirely absorbed by the home 
market, foreign trade being no more than a subsidiary benefit or a means of 
regulation; and the same is true of the USSR.

Because Europe failed to understand this geographical imperative, her peo
ples5 standard of living has declined and she has become a relatively less impor
tant factor in the world economy. In 1913 Europe produced 51% of the 
world’s coal; in 1925 this fell to 47%, and in 1946 to 35.5%. In 1880 Britain, 
France and Germany accounted for 66% of the world’s cast-iron production; 
in 1933 the figure was 33%, and in 1946 the whole of Europe produced only 
half as much as the US alone. The same is true in other branches of the iron 
and steel industry. In agriculture things are still more serious. Between 1938 
and 1947 the old continent’s output of breed grains went down by 40%, while 
that of the USA doubled. In 1914 Europe produced 37% of the world’s wheat 
and rye; in 1938 the figure was 33%, and in 1946 barely 24%. In 1938 Europe 
produced 5 million metric tons of fats, which was 26% of the world output 
and 30% more than that of the US. This did not cover local needs, but in 1946 
the amount was only 15% of world output and 58% of that of the US. 
Such examples could be multiplied indefinitely. European trade and food 
supplies are highly dependent on available shipping capacity: the worldwide 
tonnage of merchant ships went up by 20 million between 1938 and 1947, 
but Europe’s share decreased by 33% between these dates.

It is time, therefore, for Europe to organize itself and think of its future.
For a long time politicians, philosophers, lawyers and economists have held 

that Europe’s difficulties can only be solved within a federal system like that 
of the US or Switzerland. Without seeking to trace the history of the federalist 
movement, it can be said that during the nineteenth century political consider
ations prevailed over economic ones. The idea of European solidarity was 
seen as a means of creating a super-state rather than merely pooling resources 
and needs. This was the viewpoint of Emile de Girardin, Michel Chevalier, 
Edouard Talbot and even Ernest Renan. Without underrating the depth and 
generosity of their ideas, we may wonder whether they did not in fact do a 
disservice to European union. It was easy to see how the federal system
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worked in the US, where the absence of local traditions and vested interests 
made such a solution appear normal, but in Europe the creation of such a 
system would give rise to objections of all kinds.

What we must do is to reverse the priorities, starting with more limited aims 
and looking first to an improvement of economic conditions. (...)

Europe must not fall into defeatism: she must become aware of her strength 
and her economic and demographic potential, which if rationalized would be 
enormous even compared with the vast possibilities of the Russian and 
American empires. Western Europe has 247 million inhabitants, as against 
310 in the USSR and the East European countries and 142 million in the USA. 
She produces 550 million tonnes of coal a year, as compared with the eastern 
bloc’s 222 million and America’s 550 million, and over 25 million tonnes of 
steel, which is half the US output and about twice that of the USSR. Europe is 
also well off for electricity, producing over 130 milliards of kilowatts per 
annum compared with a figure of 270 for the USA and barely 55 for the 
USSR. As regards trade the comparison is still fairly encouraging: despite the 
present stagnation, Europe accounts for 20% of world exports as against 
America’s 13% and Russia’s 1.5%. These are hopeful figures, but they prove 
once more that only a combination of the West European countries is capable 
of outclassing Russia and America in many spheres. Apart from oil, which 
remains a problem, Europe can satisfy all her own agricultural and industrial 
needs, provided she organizes herself properly. At present trade and the flow 
of raw materials are hampered by tariffs and political frontiers, and in spite of 
an excellent rail and road system, the most extensive in the world in propor
tion to area, the movement of goods is incredibly slow.

This splitting of the European market into fragments had an adverse effect 
on the spirit of initiative and enterprise, which is discouraged in advance by 
the administrative difficulties raised by the slightest problem. Some form of 
union is imperative. The Americans have succeeded in modernizing their 
economy and producing vast quantities of goods because their business men 
and farmers had access from the outset to a huge market where their goods 
could be sold without restriction. The Benelux agreement, the Brussels treaty, 
and the Franco-Italian customs union are all stages on the way towards the 
single European market that economists dream of. All this is a beginning, but 
it is not enough. (...)

Europe, ravaged and mutilated, wants to preserve what she has gained 
through centuries of civilization. Only a union of nations can enable her to 
draw level with the economic groupings which at present outclass her in many 
fields. But this union must take place on the basis of freedom and respect for 
the human personality.
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19. Union Française des Fédéralistes: resolutions passed at the First 
National Congress 13 June 1948

(A) printed in La Fédération, No. 42, July 1948, p. 9; Italian tr. in Europa Federata, Bol
lettino del Movimento Federalista Europeo No. 1, Rome, 6 July 1948, p. 4; (B) roneo- 
graphed in UEF Bulletin No. 3, June 1949;l both texts here unabridged.

The Union Française des Fédéralistes (UFF) was joined by La Fédération, the Cercles soci
alistes and several smaller French federalist groups when the decision was taken in December 
1946 to set up the Union Européenne des Fédéralistes (UEF) on an international basis.2 A t 
its first national congress in Paris on 12-13 June 1948 the UFF supported the campaign fora 
European Constituent Assembly5 in a resolution which threatened that revolutionary Euro
pean ‘states-general’ would be called if national parliaments failed in their duty in this 
respect. 1948 was a year of encouragement for the idea of European union, and the UFF dele
gates believed that a genuine popular movement towards federation was under way. The 
resolution also pointed out the need for the integration of Germany and demanded that the 
Ruhr question (then the subject of negotiation between the Six Powers in London) should 
be settled in such a way as to form the basis of a European raw materials authority.

A. Resolution on general policy
The Congress of the Union Française des Fédéralistes,
Desiring to pursue the work begun by the European Congresses of Mon

treux4 and The Hague,5
Taking note of the first steps undertaken by governments in the direction 

of a European economic union,6 but convinced that these are insufficient to 
ensure peace and prosperity,

Declares that only a European society based on federal principles is capable 
of resisting the arbitrary power of nations or parties and the pressure of eco
nomic feudalism, and

Recalls that such a society implies the transfer by member states of part of 
their sovereignty to a supranational authority.

The Congress accordingly proclaims that:

1 I am indebted to the late Professor Walter Lipgens for this document.
2 For the French associations cf. docs. 8 and 9 above, also Lipgens, History, 

pp. 349-61 and, for the foundation of the UEF, pp. 361-9.
3 Cf. doc. 16 above.
4 UEF Congress, 27-30 Aug. 1947, which decided to support the process of 

unifying Western Europe: cf. texts in Lipgens, Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 4, ch. I (in prep
aration).

5 Congress of the European Movement, 7-10 May 1948, at which a European 
Consultative Assembly was proposed: cf. Alan Hick, The European Movement’, 
Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 4, ch. V (in preparation).

6 The OEEC, the Franco-Italian customs union, and the preamble of the Brussels 
Treaty concerning economic cooperation.
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Europe can only be founded on respect for the rights of man and of com
munities, recognized in a Charter to be promulgated before any political struc
ture is set up.

This Charter must be guaranteed by a supreme Court of Justice, superior 
to all other national or federal powers, and to which individuals and corporate 
groups shall have direct access.

This supreme Court must be one of the principal organs of the European 
federation, which should also comprise assemblies representing peoples and 
groups, and a system of functional bodies constituting the federal executive.

These institutions must be embodied in a European constitution which shall 
define the limits of federal powers.

In order to achieve these aims, the Congress calls for the early convening 
of a European assembly with full powers to proclaim the European federation 
and to draw up a plan for the organization of European institutions, to be sub
mitted for the approval of each country concerned.

The Congress invites Parliament to vote before the next recess a resolution 
expressing France’s readiness to take part in such an assembly and authorizing 
the government to make contact for this purpose with the governments of 
other European countries.

The Congress requests Parliament to determine the composition of French 
representation in the European Assembly, to designate its representatives and 
to designate the economic groups, trade unions, cultural associations and ter
ritorial units to which seats should also be allocated. The Congress emphas
izes that these groups should then be enabled to choose their own repre
sentatives.

The Congress declares that, if the European parliaments should delay the 
constitution of a European Assembly, the federal associations are prepared to 
convene European states-general, capable of constituting a permanent pre
liminary parliament.

B. Resolution on Germany and the Ruhr
Considering that the organization of Europe without Germany cannot be 

conceived politically or economically, the Congress believes that a federation 
of European states is necessary to put an end to Pan-German attempts at 
hegemony. Consequently French federalists proclaim the necessity for a 
federal Germany in a federal Europe, and reject the idea of a centralized Ger
many in a disunited Europe.

At the same time the Congress is of the opinion that the sources of energy, 
raw materials and key industries of European countries should be under the 
control of one of the specialized European bodies envisaged in its resolution 
on general policy. Accordingly it considers that the Ruhr basin should forth
with be constituted so as to become the nucleus and point of departure of a 
European economy, and that a similar regime should be applied as soon as pos
sible to other sources of raw materials in Europe.
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20. Paul Reynaud: acceptance of the London recommendations
16 June 1948

Journal Officiel de la République française, Assemblée nationale, Débats, 16 June 1948, 
pp. 3579-81 (extracts)

Among the conservative Deputies, the Indépendants and Modérés, it was most notably 
Paul Reynaud who took the view that the changed international situation after the war 
called for the integration of Western Europe. As premier in March-June 1940 he had been 
impressed by the plan for Anglo-French union that Churchill put forward with the aid of 
Jean Monnet. In 1946, being once more a member of parliament, he criticized Bidault's old- 
style German policy, and from the spring of 1947 onwards he worked for the integration of 
Western Germany into Western Europe. However; most of his fellow party-members dis
agreed with him: the traditional nationalism of a Louis Marin, Pierre André or General 
Aumeran prevailed over the European' approach of such as André Mutter or Antoine Pinay.1 
In June 1948, when the London recommendations for the establishment of a West German 
state came up for ratification by the Assembly, Reynaud secured the necessary majority (by a 
narrow margin) by appealing to his colleagues' sense of reality,2 and in so doing gave a 
decided further impetus to the efforts to create a West European union.

(...) There are many, no doubt, who still hesitate to support this motion, 
and for perfectly honorable reasons. There is a connection in their minds 
between the treaty of Versailles and the London proposals of 1948. In 1919, 
such people remember, the Americans made promises that they did not keep. 
They gave us guarantees of security, and those guarantees evaporated. This 
time we must be more exacting. When our friends are wrong we are entitled to 
tell them the truth; and were they not wrong when, after the First World War, 
they backed out of the League of Nations and financed German industry?

Perhaps the doubters also say to themselves: ‘If the troubled times for which 
we are headed lead to catastrophe, at least it will not be my fault/ Some of 
our colleagues do think or talk in this way, and I can understand their feelings. 
But I think they are overlooking the fact that there is no relation between the 
state of Europe in 1919 and the position in 1948.

Remember how things were in 1919: America and Russia pulled out of 
Europe, and ravaged France was left face to face with unscathed Germany, 
where not a house had been destroyed or a factory chimney knocked down. 
Then, twenty years later -  thanks, as I have said, to American finance and the

1 Cf. Grosser, Quatrième République, pp. 132-4, and Gerbet, ‘Partis politiques’, 
pp. 87 f.

2 Ten Indépendants voted in favour, 12 Indépendants and 31 members of the Parti 
Républicain de la Liberté voted against; the government motion was passed by 297 
votes to 289. Cf. Gerhard Kiersch, Parlament und Parlamentarier in der Aussenpolitik 
der IV. Republik (thesis), Berlin, 1971, pp. 207 f. and 321; for the context ibid., 
pp. 189 f., and Loth, ‘Die Franzosen und die deutsche Frage’, p. 39-46.



I. French Political Parties and Pressure Groups 75

development of German industry, and to Hitler’s magnetism which galva
nized German youth -  Germany unleashed the Second World War.

Today Germany is destroyed, cut in two: the two giants who have emerged 
from the war each occupy one half of the country and are doing their best to 
win its favours. It is not France and Germany that are face to face this time, 
but Russia and America; and moreover humanity has entered a new era, that 
of atomic power. (...)

I must confess that I do not admire our Allies5 policy -  nor, to be perfectly 
frank, do I admire French policy, or rather policies. The foreign minister said 
just now that time had been constantly working against us. That is true, and 
what was our fundamental mistake? It was to put forward and maintain 
demands for two or three years when we knew that all along there was no 
chance of their being agreed to. (.Applause from the centre and left and from a 
few right-wing members). Those demands were opposed by the Russians, the 
Americans and the British. They were a revival of Richelieu’s policy of 
dividing Germany into several parts, of which we have heard much in this 
debate -  and, I may say in passing, this is a little unfair to Henry II, whose 
policy it was in the first place. (Amusement). But we isolated the German 
problem and forgot about the rest of the world. We asked for what Clemen- 
ceau could not get in 1919, namely bits of Germany’s western territory. And 
on 1 October 1945, if I remember rightly, in the Control Council in Berlin we 
vetoed the plan to set up central economic and monetary institutions in Ger
many.

This, I consider, was a dangerous policy. Once it was certain that Germany 
would remain divided in two -  and that was a good while ago, because even 
before the Moscow conference I pointed out in this House that it seemed 
obvious to anyone familiar with German affairs -  and when the British and 
Americans were anxious for an early solution to the West German problem, 
while East Germany was firmly held in the Soviet grip, the right course was 
surely to create a Western Germany that was a going concern, that appeared 
viable and could provide a living for its people. That was when we should per
haps have started informal discussions with the British and Americans for the 
purpose of organizing West Germany, instead of waiting for our Zone to run 
up a deficit of 100 million dollars, which everyone knows we cannot make 
good. (...)

However, what is done is done. I believe that now we must rise to the level 
of the general interests of Europe. That is what is expected of France. (Applause 
from the left).

If we leave West Germany in its present chaos it will be sucked into East 
Germany, where there is no chaos. (...)

I believe the problem today is to reduce the number of frontiers, to obliterate 
them rather than create new ones. (Some applause from the right, centre and left).

In the great adventure that lies before us -  for, whatever else one may say 
of the present age, it cannot be denied that it is of absorbing interest -  it is for 
France to act as a guide; and, if only because of the hesitations of our British 
friends, who are attached to their economic relations with their Dominions
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and do not realize that that is not the whole answer -  perhaps one day they 
will -  we may now say that if France does not take the lead, then in a few years 
Germany will do so. (Applause from the centre and from some members of the left 
and right). And once that happens, Germany will dominate Europe. (...)

Here, then, are the conditions we are asked to put forward -  there are quite 
a number.3 By all means let us safeguard the future as far as we can. But, 
instead of remaining stuck in a negative policy, let us try to understand what 
the future will really be. We must work for our recovery so that, when the 
time comes, we may speak in loud and virile tones. (Lively applause from the 
centre and left and from some members of the right).

21. Marceau Pivert: ‘Socialism will make Europe’ June-July 1948
‘Le socialisme fera l’Europe’, La Revue socialiste, No. 22-23, June-July 1948, 

pp. 18-23 (extracts)

The commitment of the SFIO to the idea of European unity was made considerably easier 
by the fact that the declared Marxists in the party's ranks were for the most part also declared 
internationalists. In close affinity with Trotskyist groups, they considered that given the 
extent to which national economic interests had become interwoven, revolutionary change 
was only possible on an international and in particular a European basis, and accordingly it 
should be the primary aim of the socialist movement to revolutionize the international 
system in a federalist sense. Marceau Pivert, whom we select as a representative of this 
tendency of the French left, had in 1938 founded the Parti Socialiste Ouvrier et Paysan 
(PSOP), a rival organization to the SFIO, as a protest against ‘reformism '. After the war he 
once more became chairman of the Fédération Seine of the SFIO and collaborated with the 
Independent Labour Party (ILP), the left wing of British Labour and various French leftist 
groups to form the Comité international pour les Etats-Unis Socialistes de PEurope, of 
which he was also chairman from June 1947 to June 1948. After a temporary doctrinal diver
gence from the general integrationist movement, this Committee evolved in November 
1948 into the Mouvement Socialiste pour les Etats-Unis dEurope (MSEUE).1 The distin
guishing feature of Pivert's position was that while he tried to fit the problem of European 
integration into Marxist categories he was quite willing in practice, despite his 
revolutionary viewpoint, to work for unity with people of all schools of thought.2

3 The government was enjoined inter alia to maintain demands for the internation
alization of the Ruhr, control of German industrial potential, reparations and the 
prevention of a centralized Reich; also to continue efforts to achieve agreement 
among the four victorious powers and to increase its efforts to bring about the eco
nomic and political organization of Europe. Journal Officiel, 17 June 1948, p. 3578.

1 Cf. Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 164 f. and 199-201; all important texts in Loth, 
‘MSEUE’, Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 4 (in preparation); cf. also doc. 24 below.

2 On Pivert and the tendency represented by him in the French socialist movement 
cf. Jean-Paul Joubert, Révolutionnaires de la S.F.I.O., Paris, 1977.
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(...) Unfortunately ever since the Liberation socialist and trade union 
movements have been too slow in dissociating themselves from the ideologies 
and perspectives of their own dominant classes, and also in dissociating them
selves from Stalinism, as they confused socialist ideology with the bu
reaucracy and technocratic propaganda of the Russian state. That is why 
today they are powerless and disoriented. The socialist offensive will only be 
possible after these mistakes and confusions have been overcome.

Three stages and three functions
1. The first phase of the development of the socialist movement was that of 
the basic opposition between the proletariat and bourgeois capitalism in 
modern nations that were in course of being industrialized. The steady 
growth of the capitalist economy, the conquest of new territory, the policy of 
remedying the fundamental internal imbalance by external compensation in 
the form of investment and colonial exploitation -  these factors allowed the 
workers’ movement in Western Europe to indulge in reformist illusions, and 
created favourable conditions for inter-class collaboration. But this meant 
sacrificing the international function of socialism. There was no true inter
national solidarity of the exploited: the ‘fellowship and international action of 
the workers’ remained a phrase from the party statutes, a pious aspiration 
with no real content.

It was this first phase, none the less, which saw the creation of habits of 
political and trade union democracy and the formation of great mass move
ments of the working class which are still characteristic of the European pro
letariat.

2. The second phase began with the splitting of the international front of 
the dominant classes -  who, since the time of the Commune, had constantly 
aided one another to block any attempt at a proletarian revolution. In October 
1917 Lenin and Trotsky introduced a form of action which shifted to the level 
of an international struggle the ideologies and methods that had originated on 
the barricades of the first workers’ riots. Thus the phase of reformist develop
ment was succeeded by a phase of conscious insurrectionism, which first took 
shape in Eastern Europe under special circumstances independent of the 
democratic and working-class experience of the West.

The international function of the proletariat came into view in Russia, but 
was soon subordinated to national needs, so that its extension to the West was 
neutralized. The complacently mechanistic view of certain pseudo-Marxists 
gave place, in the proletariat mind, to the ardent subjectivism of Leninists who 
believed they could create a social structure to match their theoretical schemes. 
Thus the democratic function of socialism was sacrificed in its turn, and 
impotence was dramatically illustrated by counter-revolutionary events in 
Italy, Germany, Austria, Spain etc.

3. The third phase of the socialist movement is the one that now confronts 
us. After two incomplete attempts, the product of relatively localized circum
stances in Western and Eastern Europe respectively, our task is now to work 
out collectively a common political consciousness for the worldwide proleta-
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riat, whatever form of exploitation it may be subject to. The socialism of 1948 
must be more successfully democratic than social democracy was before 1914, 
and more successfully revolutionary than the Leninists were in October 1917. 
Above all, it must be internationalist, and this must be the distinguishing mark 
of the next stage of development. The internationalist function of the 
workers’ movement is beginning to be tangible and is no longer merely a 
vague aspiration. A century of trial and error in relation to the industrializa
tion of Europe has made this advance possible. Democratic international 
socialism is advancing from infancy to adolescence because it has at last found 
the material and economic framework within which its civilization can 
unfold, that is to say Europe.

The European idea and socialism
Thus there are many reasons why it seems necessary today to create a Euro
pean federation. The existence of two great antagonistic powers polarizes the 
world and prevents a return to the normal conditions of international trade. 
Such trade is absolutely indispensable to all: without a reconstructed Europe, 
integrated on a scale comparable to the other two groups, the US will not have 
the partner which they need for their booming economy and Russia will not 
be able to find her way towards liberty, which presupposes a certain level of 
economic and social development.

We need not touch on all the other arguments for European economic inte
gration: the party’s technical experts, its steering committee and the inter
national conference of sixteen socialist parties3 have already provided the 
essential background. Europe will come into existence. But if it is to be a 
Europe which, as in the past, initiates and presides over great historical pro
cesses, it must organize itself ahead of the two systems that are fighting to 
secure control of it. The only way it can create a basis for its own economic 
and political independence is to reconcile the requirements of planning for a 
population of 250 million and the free development and welfare of every indi
vidual, every nation and ethnic minority, as well as of this vast community as a 
whole.

The only power capable of creating such a Europe is international demo
cratic socialism, mobilizing all freedom-loving and proletarian social forces. 
This alone can conceive and forge the new economic structures, those of the 
twentieth century, working with one accord towards world unity. (...)

Conditions
But there must be a complete break with the political continuity that has so 
far existed. There can and must cease to be contradictions between the theo-

3 The conference, held in Paris on 24-5 April 1948 at the instance of the SFIO, 
was attended by representatives of the socialist parties of all countries participating 
in the Marshall Plan. It did not, however, succeed in working out a specific ‘Euro
pean’ strategy for international socialism. Cf. Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 208 f., and ‘So
cialist International’ in Doc. Eur. In tegrvol. 4.
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retical principles of international socialism and the actual policy of socialist 
parties in each country. The constructive power of the democratic socialist 
movement must be vindicated within the workers’ movement itself. Europe 
will not be most durably constructed by governments, even socialist ones, but 
by direct contact and coordination of effort among all European socialists. 
The Marshall Plan gives them a chance to work together for the planning and 
international socialization of key industries and for the creation of a distribu
tive economy. There must be a decisive struggle to resist attempts at militariza
tion and financial infiltration of an imperialist kind. With such objectives and 
on particularly favourable ground, the battle for a socialist Europe must be 
won before World War III can break out.

If socialists do not hesitate to take the lead in a vast popular democratic 
European movement, they can probably gain the support of considerable 
forces -  federalist, pacifist, trade-unionist and so on -  as has been shown by 
the International Committee for the Socialist United States of Europe. Such a 
movement should be able successfully to demand the convening of a Euro
pean constituent assembly. (...)

It remains for socialists, present and future, to show themselves worthy in 
all respects of the new civilization of well-being and freedom that circum
stances invite them to build. The socialist movement is necessary if we are to 
create Europe; Europe is necessary if we are to create a free socialist society.

22. SFIO: ‘Resolution on international action’ 4 July 1948
Adopted by the 40th national congress of the SFIO, held at the Palais de la Mutualité, 

Paris, 1-4 July 1948; published in Le Populaire, 6 July 1948, and in Bulletin intérieur du 
Parti Socialiste, No. 35, July 1948, and No. 42, May 1949; here slightly abridged.

A t its 40th congress in July 1948 the SFIO confirmed its support for West European inte
gration under the Marshall Plan and the NATO alliance that was then in course of forma
tion. Since the Soviet rejection of the Marshall Plan in July 1947 this had been the line taken 
by the party's leaders: Léon Blum, Vincent Auriol (President of the Republic from January 
1947), Paul Ramadier (premier in October-November 1947), André Philip (minister for 
economic affairs), and Guy Mollet, who became secretary-general of the party in opposition 
to Daniel Mayer in 1946. The Congress decisively voted down those who advocated a ‘neu
tralist’ Europe between East and West, but continued to hope that a united Western Europe 
would help to bridge the gap between the two blocs. It approved the London agreements of 
18 June 1948 which prepared the way for the creation of the Federal Republic of Germany, 
regarding these as a step, albeit insufficient, towards a socialist solution of the German prob
lem. The resolution on these points was passed unanimously, in contrast to the sharp disagree
ments which marked other aspects of the congress.1

1 The rapporteur for the resolution was Léon Boutbien, who belonged to a group 
which in general strongly opposed Mollet and especially the ‘government wing’ of 
the party in the name of Marxist-socialist principles: cf. Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 195-9.
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(...) Europe, devastated by the war, cannot prevent the collapse of its 
standard of living, which is already too low, without assistance from outside. 
Marshall aid will avert imminent catastrophe and will give Europe time to 
afford the means of its own salvation. But:

(a) Marshall aid will only be acceptable if it respects the democratic right 
of the peoples of Europe to choose their own economic and social policy.

(b) It can only be effective if the peoples of Europe use the time granted to 
them so as to increase output by creating new industries capable of low-cost 
mass production for a continental market.

The economic unification of Europe cannot be achieved simply by 
abolishing customs barriers. It requires the concerted organization of produc
tion, the planning of exports and the internationalization of key industries. 
This means that there must be a political union under a supranational body 
with effective powers and supported by public opinion, the first foundation of 
a future United States of Europe.

Concerning the German problem, the Congress reaffirms the socialist posi
tions that have been constantly defended since the Liberation and that recent 
events have vindicated. It remains opposed to any annexation, dismember
ment or attempt to impose a particular political structure on Germany from 
outside. It considers that the Franco-German problem can only be solved by 
integrating the German economy into the new European structure.

Taking note that the London agreements have for the first time instituted 
a system of controlling the distribution of basic products from the Ruhr, the 
Congress declares that such control can only be effective if it is extended to 
cover production and eventually international management, the first realiza
tion of a public service.

The Socialist Party is determined that its continued efforts to bring about 
the United States of free Europe should not be diverted in favour of either of 
the existing blocs. Europe, united and independent, remains open to all nations 
of the continent and stands ready to develop commercial exchanges with the 
countries that have not yet joined it.

The socialist parties of Europe must be in the forefront of this creative work. 
(...) By uniting all men of good will for this ideal, European unity will save 
democracy and organize peace.

23. Jean-Marie Domenach: ‘What kind of Europe?’ Nov. 1948
‘Quelle Europe?’, Esprit No. 150, Nov. 1948, pp. 639-56 (extracts).

As the fear of Soviet expansion increased after the winter of 1947/8 advocates of a ‘Third 
Force’ came more and more to envisage a West European union as a defence against the 
USSR, and accordingly they worked for a close connection between it and the USA. In the 
conflict of aims as between security from Soviet designs and the creation of socialist institu
tions in Europe, a minority gave priority to the latter objective, either because they took a
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less apprehensive view of Soviet expansionism, or because they feared that links with the US 
would be especially dangerous to European socialism. This gave rise to a ■neutralist' 
tendency, which, however, was not a movement with a unified strategic concept. Some 'neu
tralists' confined themselves to complaining at the form in which European unity was devel
oping; others redoubled their efforts to secure a federalist Europe as the only means of reduc
ing, even if not abolishing, Europe's dependence on the US; others again reverted to a policy 
of supporting national structures as a defence against international capitalism.1 One member 
of the last group was Jean-Marie Domenach, who in Esprit for November 1948 reversed his 
previous commitment to a united Europe.2

(...) European federalism, as it is expounded by the associations concerned 
and by their leaders, does not entail the transformation of the economic struc
ture of Europe. The measures proposed in the economic resolution of the 
Hague Congress, such as the free circulation of capital and the convertibility 
of currencies, are in general designed to give more freedom to European capi
talism, but the first and most necessary of all requirements is said to be £a 
common programme of industrial and agricultural production5. Who is to 
carry out this task of planning for Western Europe? We are not told, but the 
answer is very clear. The technocrats of federalism have ambitious dreams: 
instead of European capitalism being obstructed by frontiers, caught up in the 
contradictions and barriers that it has made for itself during the past century, 
they see it resuming its organizing and conquering role in a Europe which has 
all of a sudden become a new America on a scale suited to the modern business 
man. Once frontiers are done away with, competition will bring about a vast 
new order; backward economic units will collapse and be replaced by better- 
equipped ones, and masses of workers will be shifted from one country to 
another according to need; industry and labour will regroup all over Europe 
under the beneficent rules of competitive capitalism. Such absurd ideas as 
these are openly put forward by federalists, some of whom are high up in the 
councils of our Republic. (...)

The fact is that if we leave it to the capitalists to plan Europe as a means of 
avoiding war, we shall simply have the same causes of war within wider 
frontiers, and what difference is there in today’s Europe between a foreign war 
and a civil war? Our federalists think the failure of the League of Nations was 
nothing but a victory of nationalism over an ineffectual European organiza
tion. But fascism and Nazism, which are the causes of war, are political 
regimes that were only made possible by the contradictions and inefficiency of

1 For the origin and variations of ‘neutralism’ cf. Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 188-95 
and 230 f.; for the group connected with Esprit ci. Michel Winock, Histoire politique 
de la revue ‘Esprit' 1930-1950, Paris, 1975, pp. 275-8.

2 A year previously he had joined with Claude Bourdet, Albert Camus, Emmanuel 
Mounier, David Rousset, Jean-Paul Sartre and others in signing a manifesto calling 
for a ‘socialist Europe’: ‘A divided Europe may be a source of war; a united Europe, 
a source of peace.’ Cf. Winock, op. cit., pp. 388-91.
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postwar capitalism. If European capitalism were united and regrouped it 
might avoid disastrous internal quarrels, but if it did away with war among 
nations there would still be war between capitalism and humanity.

In any case we are exaggerating its powers. European capitalism today is 
incapable of planning for Europe, or at least it cannot do so alone. It needs 
American aid, and the Marshall Plan comes just at the right time to give it a 
shot in the arm. It is probable therefore, and perhaps historically necessary, 
that this decadent capitalism will have a fresh lease of life, but it would be 
absurd to regard it as an organizing force. (...)

The question today is whether Europe will fall under the control of 
American finance, accompanied -  there are already signs of this -  by political 
and intellectual subjection. This is a question for us all, but especially for those 
who make much of the unique humanistic values of old Europe and who never 
cease talking of ‘European independence1. In fact this is a gigantic swindle: we 
are told that ‘European independence’ will be ensured by a more or less com
plete merger of present-day European states and by giving European 
capitalism political and economic opportunities that it did not have before. 
But what this will really do is to present American finance with a kind of ‘free 
zone’ with the tremendous advantage of being under a single authority -  in 
fact, a free zone which is indirectly an ‘occupied zone5. (...)

Let us be on our guard. We are at a turning-point of European history. Up 
to now the federation of European peoples and the abandonment of national 
sovereignty was among the boldest dreams of the Left: it inspired the men of 
1848 and the Commune, the syndicalists, Jaurès and Briand; moderates 
decried it as utopian, just as Victor Hugo’s predictions were laughed to scorn. 
We have all shared in this dream, and Esprit proclaimed it as a supreme protec
tion against the threat of war. But today the United States of Europe have the 
whole army of reactionaries on their side, from General de Gaulle to Winston 
Churchill, and federalism is being financed by European capitalism. The 
slogan which has inspired so much idealism in the past is used to comfort the 
well-intentioned and win over part at least of the European left. This is the 
biggest ideological manoeuvre that capitalism has ever attempted: it is an 
amazing volte-face, brilliant in its audacity. Before the war, when the poet Va
léry saw Europe falling into disunity, he wrote: ‘Clearly Europe aspires to be 
governed by an American high commission. All its policy points that way.’ 
Those who had no words harsh enough for federalism when it could have 
saved Europe from a suicidal conflict are all for it today. Is it because they 
have seen the light and are repenting their mistake? No, it is because we 
already have an American high commission in Europe.

European federalism means abandoning national plans in favour of a Euro
pean plan. This is fine in theory, but in practice it means giving up the victories 
over national capitalism that have been won here and there, for the sake of a 
European supercapitalism controlled by American finance. (...)

It is not the case that any sacrifice of national sovereignty in favour of a 
united or federated Europe is necessarily a step forward. Hitler’s Europe was 
not a step forward. Europe is more than a mere sum-total of sovereignties. It
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owes its features, all its greatness and all its misery to capitalism, to which it 
gave birth and which it has exported throughout the world. To federate it 
without first changing it would be to ‘freeze’ European capitalism in a state of 
decadence from which it could only hope to recover by means of a political 
and human regression of which we have had a foretaste in the fascist move
ments. Europe thus federated would be a fortified bastion protecting America 
against the USSR: that is not the way to peace or liberty, and it is not the way 
to make Europe. It may be an objective for the military or for ambitious men 
of business -  nothing could be more natural -  but it is scandalous to make 
people of good will believe that something is revolutionary when it is the con
trary of a revolution.

Certainly it is easy to proclaim, as some socialist leaders do, that national 
problems have become inextricable and can nowadays only be solved at the 
European level. For too many people, federalism is a convenient alibi; but cer
tain painful aspects of the Hague Congress ought to teach them that dreams 
do not come true simply by being enlarged to European dimensions. We too 
believe that European frontiers are out of date, that national sovereignties 
must gradually give way to superior authorities, that the whole trend of our 
century is towards international federation; and we shall not turn into chau
vinists merely because capitalism is becoming internationalistic. But let us 
repeat clearly: although national sovereignties are not an end in themselves, 
they may once more become a stronghold of liberty and a weapon against 
oppression, as they were between 1940 and 1945. If we gave them up for the 
sake of another sovereignty, this time an extra-European one, we would not 
be paving the way for European unity but for fresh international conflict and a 
historical reawakening of retrograde nationalism. To unite the European 
countries in a strategic bloc would be one way of starting Hitler’s work all 
over again: as Proudhon once forcefully put it, we should be making a coali
tion and not a federation.

Unlike most federalists, we want the whole of Europe. What the others are 
trying to unite is only one half of Europe, which would soon be arrayed against 
the other half. Today Marshall aid gives Western Europe an appearance of 
unity which comes from outside. When this aid comes to an end -  probably 
sooner than people imagine -  the problem of the European economy will have 
to be faced squarely, and it will be seen that its Western and Eastern parts are 
complementary. Already there is anxiety lest Western Germany, over-industri
alized and cut off from its agricultural lands in the East, may turn into a 
second Britain. Of course there are political realities that cannot be changed 
overnight. But why should we, in the name of Europe, press on in such a way 
as to endorse and aggravate the division of Europe? The true Europeans 
today, it seems to me, are those who do their best to preserve areas of contact, 
however tenuous, rather than those who go along, even for a short distance, 
with international financiers, reactionary politicians and fire-eating soldiers, 
and who organize political refugees with an eye to reconquering territory in 
the East. In this situation we would do better to throw in our lot with the 
world federalists, transcending Europe and its problems and going straight
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for a world federal government and economy. This is a noble aim, distant 
though it may seem, and to work for it is undoubtedly to work for peace.

Europe in breadth, but also Europe in depth -  that is the ideal we set up 
against the advocates of a federal ‘bastion’. To rope together the capitalist 
states of Western Europe and give them common institutions is not ‘making 
Europe’. The first thing to do is to let the people share in the famous European 
humanism. Not all of them have yet seen their portion of the inheritance, so 
it is not surprising that they don’t feel part of the family. Europe will be ‘made’ 
in opposition to capitalism, by a profound modification of its structure. The 
way to work directly for Europe is to work for a socialism that can reconcile 
efficiency and discipline with a sense of humanity. There are some federalists 
who understand this, who do not draw a line between the fight for socialism 
and the fight for federalism, and who dissociate themselves from murky alli
ances. The socialists who refused to go to The Hague understood it too; and 
we may hope to see before long a new type of federalism, with the courage to 
be anti-capitalist, and above all directed towards peace. (...)

24. Mouvement socialiste français pour les États-Unis d’Europe: 
the crisis in the negotiations for a European Assembly

25 Jan. 1949
Statement of 25 Jan. 1949 by the executive committee of the French section of the 

MSEUE, published in Le Monde, 26 Jan. 1949 (here unabridged).

sf-

The negotiations for a European assembly, proposed by the French government on 18 Au
gust 1948,1 were initiated at the end of November. However, in the following January they 
ran into a crisis, as Ernest Bevin, the British foreign secretary, disavowed the compromise 
that had been reached for a Council of Ministers and a Consultative Assembly and would 
only agree to a conference of delegates from European parliaments, voting as directed by 
their national governments.2 Among the critics of this British move was the French section of 
the MSEUE, which had just been reorganized with support from the leadership of the SFIO.3 
The French group tried to explain to their British Labour colleagues that the capitalist domi
nation of Europe could only be averted by mobilizing mass opinion in favour of European 
union.4

1 Cf. doc. 16 above.
2 Cf. Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 221-3.
3 Ibid., pp. 225 f.
4 Two days after this statement was adopted Bevin conceded the position at a 

meeting of the Consultative Council of the Brussels treaty organization. It was thus 
possible to announce that the Council of Europe would be set up in the immediate 
future and that the parliamentarians who formed the Consultative Assembly would 
be free to debate and vote as individuals: cf. Loth, Sozialismus, p. 223.
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In view of the failure of the last meeting of the intergovernmental committee 
on the question of European federation, the French Socialist Movement for 
a United States of Europe reiterates that the only effective political step 
towards the unification of Europe is the election of a European constituent 
assembly by direct universal suffrage.

While the proposal by the French and Belgian governments for an assembly 
representing national parliaments5 would be an improvement on the present 
situation, it would in practice inevitably be watered down to the British 
formula of a governmental compromise, which is no more than a caricature of 
federal organization.

The anxieties of British Labour, though marked by a degree of traditional 
isolationism, are understood and to a large extent shared by progressive ele
ments on the Continent. Both sides are concerned to preserve and enlarge 
social achievements and prevent an aggressive revival of international capital
ism. But the only effective answer to such fears is to appeal confidently to the 
enthusiasm of the European masses, who are better aware of their real com
munity of interest than are their governments or even their representatives, 
and are less amenable to the influence of the old governing classes.

Only the determination of the European peoples can solve democratically 
on a continental scale the political and economic difficulties that cannot be 
solved by national states.

25. Raymond Aron: a realistic view of Britain 26 Jan. 1949
Raymond Aron, ‘L’échec des négociations franco-britanniques sur l’Assemblée 

européenne’, Le Figaro, 26 Jan. 1949 (extract).

As compared with committed socialists and advocates of a 'third force3, liberal and conser
vative elements were far more ready to contemplate a union of the West European countries 
without British participation, or at least to go ahead without Britain at the outset. By the 
same token they were able to assess British problems more realistically. Raymond Aron, who 
in 1948 had spoken in favour of uniting Western Europe against Soviet expansionism,1 was 
now the first to advocate concentrating on continental unity without Britain; in line with 
Churchill's views, he attached particular importance to a Franco-German alliance. He saw 
the crisis in the negotiations for a Council of Europe, which caused the socialists to appeal 
anxiously to their British colleagues,2 as clearly indicating that it was no use hoping for 
British participation.

5 I.e. the Franco-Belgian proposal of 18 Aug. 1948, laid before the Consultative 
Council of the Brussels treaty powers on 25-6 Oct. 1948.

1 Cf. doc. 4 above, n. 2.
2 Cf. doc. 24 above.
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(...) Let us make no mistake: the British are against the European Assembly 
because it would be administratively ineffective, but also because it might be 
morally more efficacious than they wish.

This is the root of the matter. At the present time neither the British govern
ment nor British political parties contemplate embarking on a course that 
would eventually lead to the creation of a federal authority to which national 
governments would surrender part of their sovereignty. The road from a Con
sultative Assembly to a federal government is a long one, but it is also direct. 
The British refuse the former because they do not want the latter. In this they 
are much more logical than the French negotiators who hoped to obtain, in 
detail and in an attenuated form, what the British had refused in principle.

The reasons for their attitude have been discussed in this column. They 
include consideration for the Commonwealth, a dislike of decisions whose 
scope cannot be foreseen, and misgiving at the political and economic confu
sion of the Latin countries. As long as it is a question of organizing Western 
defence or harmonizing, more or less completely, economic plans that have 
been framed independently of one another, the British government is whole
heartedly in favour. When it comes to political union, on the other hand, the 
British reply is an equally emphatic No. An organic alliance of a more or less 
permanent kind is one thing; a federation, quite another.

There are those who think that this resistance can be overcome little by lit
tle; that the military experiment of Fontainebleau and the economic experi
ment of the OEEC will dissolve suspicions, and that practical cooperation will 
in time amount to the same thing as the undertaking which the British govern
ment at present refuses to give. I confess that I am not so hopeful. The inter
national dirigisme of the OEEC -  an unexpected product of American eco
nomic liberalism -  will have a hard enough time ensuring that planning on a 
national basis does not foster the kind of autarky that it is supposed to be com
bating. What it will not do is to create a single large Europe.

In fact one can only see two possible lines of action. The first, which will 
most likely be followed in practice, is to go on talking about European unity 
and hope that, thanks to the functioning of international bodies and the lapse 
of time, national states will one day discover that they have crossed the 
Rubicon unawares. Meanwhile we must pray to heaven and Stalin that Europe 
will be left alone to pursue her prudent course.

The alternative course would involve France first recovering her moral unity 
and political stability. European federation cannot do without British approval\ 
but equally there is no chance of British participation, at the outset anyway. 
Economically, if not politically, the continental countries are more likely to 
reach agreement among themselves than with the British democracy, which is 
unique in its virtues and its methods. Another condition is that there should 
be a new spirit in French diplomatic dealings with Germany. Circumstances 
have never been more propitious than they are now for the settlement of an 
age-old quarrel; Germany will never be more powerless, France will never 
have a more favourable chance of taking a historic initiative.

Winston Churchill, after all, in the speech at Zurich in which he launched
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the idea of European union, urged the need for Franco-German reconciliation. 
A Europe united on any other terms, with its frontier on the Rhine, would be 
a wretched caricature of a great design.

26. Rassemblement du peuple français: Between federation and 
confederation February 1949

R.P.F., Assises nationales de Lille, motion on ‘international questions’, published in Le 
Rassemblement, 9 Feb. 1949 (here unabridged).

The RPF took a long time to decide what kind of European union it favoured. A t the 
beginning of 1948 Gaston Palewski embarked on a campaign for a federal Europe,! while in 
December of that year the national council of the movement declared for an 
‘intergovernmental council> not only advisory but with powers of decision', plus a common 
defence system and a European economic union.2 A t the Assises nationales in February 1949 
the powers of the proposed council were more closely defined[ but it was not made clear 
whether it should be a federal body taking decisions by majority vote or a ‘unionist5 one with 
its members taking instructions from national governments; while the European parliamen
tary assembly was to be consultative only.3

The RPF reaffirms its view that the federal organization of Europe is an 
imperative necessity for the maintenance of peace and the safeguarding of the 
essential values of civilization, as well as for the future of France and the 
French Union.

In its ultimate form such an organization should involve some restriction of 
national sovereignty and the establishment of common agencies under the 
direction of an intergovernmental council which should have powers of deci
sion and should be empowered to manage the interests of the European com
munity in every field. These bodies attached to the intergovernmental council 
should consist basically of an economic council and a general staff on the one 
hand, and a court of justice on the other. Finally all participating states should 
be represented in a consultative assembly.

The RPF considers that, having regard to the limitation of existing possibili
ties, the initial objective should be to form a West European group including 
the African extension of Europe; it should also include the German people, 
which should itself likewise be organized on federal principles.

In the military sphere, in cooperation with the US, to which we are linked 
by a shared conception of liberty, a strategic system must be created so as to 
ensure the immediate and automatic defence of each of the states concerned 
and also of the group as a whole, with France at its geographical centre.

1 Cf. doc. 14 above.
2 Published in Le Rassemblement, 8 Jan. 1949.
3 Cf. Manin, Rass emblement, pp. 107 f.
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From the economic point of view the RPF is in favour of friendly arrange
ments between the various states and, where appropriate, bilateral agreements 
for the preliminary harmonization of production conditions. This should facil
itate a progressive return to the free circulation of goods and a common mone
tary system, as well as the creation of autonomous bodies that will, inter alia, 
make it possible to exploit for the benefit of Europe as a whole the mineral 
and metallurgical wealth of the Ruhr and the hydraulic energy of the Alpine 
region.

Until such arrangements are agreed upon, at all events in principle, there 
can be no hope of setting up truly effective joint institutions.

For the rest, the RPF points out again that nothing can be achieved until 
France, responding once more to General de Gaulle’s appeal, endows herself 
with institutions appropriate to the part she is called upon to play for the gen
eral welfare of Europe, whereof she is the natural centre.

27. André Philip: ‘The economic unification of Europe’
March 1949

‘L’unification économique de l’Europe’, Cahiers du Monde Nouveau, vol. 5, No. 3, 
March 1949, pp. 32-8 (here unabridged).

The most discerning analyses, from a democratic socialist point of view, of the economic 
problems of union were produced by André Philip, a leading member of the SFIO concerned 
with economic and foreign affairs, who held the portfolio of finance or that of national 
economy in the first postwar cabinets. From 1947 onwards he was head of the French delega
tion to the UN Economic Commission for Europe at Geneva, and from September 1949 also 
president of the Mouvement Socialiste pour les Etats-Unis dEurope (MSEUE). Philip 
emphasized the importance of a common market for the sake of European prosperity and 
autonomy; he was also one of the first French statesmen to argue for a European coal and 
steel authority as the key to a durable solution of the German problem.1 An impassioned 
advocate of union, he was also impressed by the initial difficulties that attended the realiza
tion of the Marshall Plan: a far more severe shortage of dollars in Europe than had been 
envisaged at the planning stage; together with a recession leading to protectionist tendencies 
in the US.2

1 He put forward his ideas in the National Assembly on several occasions in 1948 
(Journal Officiel, Débats, 12 June 1948, pp. 3491-7; 6 July 1948, pp. 4345-52; and 
30 Nov. 1948, pp. 7312-16) and also at national congresses of the SFIO (27-8 April 
1948), Compte rendu sténographique (in the Secrétariat national du Parti Socialiste, 
Paris), pp. 22 f.; 1-4 July 1948, vol. I, pp. 434-47; 13-14 Nov. 1948, pp. 94-113), 
before summarizing them concisely in the present article. Cf. Loth, Sozialismus, 
pp. 187 f. and 358.

2 Cf. Joyce and Gabriel Kolko, The Limits of Power. The World and United States 
Policy 1945-1954, New York, 1972, pp. 453-76.
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Europe was much more weakened and devastated by the Second 
War than by the First. There are three main reasons for this.

(1) Destruction was more severe and spread over a wider area. It was con
centrated on industrial targets and gravely impaired the productive capacity 
of several countries.

(2) During the Nazi occupation most countries in Western and Eastern 
Europe suffered a decline in production either because the best equipment 
was captured or diverted from its normal use, or because it was subjected to 
excessive wear and was not properly maintained or replaced. The capital loss 
due to this wastage, in agriculture as well as in industry, was even greater than 
the effect of actual destruction.

(3) Finally, Europe came out of the war with its economic equilibrium com
pletely upset, especially by the loss of its former overseas investments. This 
was especially the case with Britain, but the consequences were felt all over 
Europe. Before the war Britain had a permanent balance-of-payments deficit 
of over 600 million dollars per annum vis-à-vis the rest of Europe. Germany in 
particular could only exist by means of a triangular system of exchanges. She 
imported some of the food she needed and paid for it by exporting manufac
tured goods to Britain or to other European countries which themselves 
exported to Britain. Thus it was ultimately due to British investments abroad 
and the dollars thereby obtained that a multilateral trade balance existed as 
between all the European countries.

Today all that is destroyed. Last year Western Europe as a whole had a 
deficit of 7,500 million dollars in its balance of payments with overseas coun
tries. This was partly due to exceptional circumstances, i.e. the need of US 
imports for the reconstruction of the continent, but even when reconstruction 
is complete and the exceptional circumstances disappear there will be a per
manent deficit of over 3,000 million dollars. To restore the balance Europe as 
a whole would have to import one-third less than before the war and to 
increase its exports by rather more than two-thirds.

This situation almost led to a catastrophe for all our countries in the winter 
of 1947-8. All of us together were unable to pay for more than 15% of our 
purchases in the US, and the position was in sight when France’s dollar deficit 
would have cut our imports of raw materials by 60%, with incalculable effects 
on production, employment and the workers’ standard of living. By good for
tune the Marshall Plan brought Western Europe the aid it needed, not by 
giving us anything new but by enabling us to go on buying from the US in the 
same way as we have been doing since the end of hostilities. Thus the Plan 
does not solve our problems, but it averts an immediate catastrophe and gives 
us time to work out our own salvation. We have four years in which to make 
the necessary productive effort so as to bring about a new economic balance 
among all the European nations. During those four years we must be content 
with a modest standard of living; we must control and limit consumption and 
devote all our efforts to increase investment and develop our exports. France 
has been doing just this since the Liberation, with remarkable consistency and 
by imposing heavy sacrifices on the population. Ports have been rebuilt, roads
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and railways restored; new dams have raised the output of electrical energy to 
more than 50% above the prewar level; investments in coal, iron and steel 
have raised our general industrial production to more than 16% above 
prewar. But clearly all this is not enough, and we cannot hope to recover com
pletely in four years if we continue on a strictly national basis. The problem is 
this: at the present time a European workman produces, in a 45-hour week, 
one-fifth as much as an American workman in 40 hours. This is partly because 
America has better equipment and greater sources of energy, but above all 
because American industry serves a market of over 200 million, so that invest
ments can be rapidly amortized and costs reduced. We in Europe could do the 
same if we did away with the present barriers between our countries. Western 
Europe from Iceland to Sicily could be a single huge market of over 250 mil
lion people, more than the US and nearly as many as the USSR -  richer than 
Russia in raw materials, and almost equal to the US in economic power. The 
urgent need is to create this single market so that large basic industries can be 
developed. If we continue to be restricted to small nations of 30 or 40 million 
people, the scale of production will be insufficient to achieve the necessary re
covery.

How can we create this internal market most quickly? Conservative advo
cates of a free economy think it would suffice to abolish the customs barriers 
and quotas that now impede the movement of goods and persons in Europe as 
a whole. Two attempts have been made in this direction: Benelux, and the 
negotiations for a Franco-Italian customs union. Both have encountered deci
sive obstacles. The three Benelux countries opted for a customs union and 
abolished tariffs, but the differences between their economies are such that 
they have had to maintain most of their import prohibitions; they are now 
coming to see that a long period of adaptation will be necessary before they 
can allow goods to circulate freely. Similarly the Franco-Italian negotiations 
finally led to a decision that the business men of both countries should meet to 
determine, in each category of industry, how to specialize enterprises in the 
respective countries and achieve the optimum division of labour. Without 
such preliminary adaptation the free movement of persons and goods would 
be impossible. Italy at present has nearly two millions out of work; if they 
were allowed to pour into France there would be a flood of cheap labour and 
a fall, in the already wretched living standards of our workers. The unification 
of the labour market must take place gradually by a succession of agreements, 
introducing limited but increasing numbers of workmen and guaranteeing to 
Italian immigrants the benefit of French wage levels and social security.

In the same way there would be inevitable crises of adaptation of tariffs were 
suddenly abolished and goods allowed to circulate and compete freely. High- 
cost enterprises would be driven out of the market, while those better 
equipped would take time to expand production and supply the former’s cus
tomers. Meanwhile labour and capital would stand idle, which would be a 
waste of resources for all concerned. Hence it is clear that a customs union 
must be an end and not a beginning — it must be the end result of a* policy of 
economic unification pursued systematically in all fields at once. In the Fran-
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co-Italian negotiations, as we noted, the business men of the two countries 
were invited to agree on the specialization of their industries. But experience 
shows that when industrialists get together in a private cartel the result is 
usually not increased production and a lower cost price, but an agreement to 
maintain profits and restrict production, while raising prices so that marginal 
businesses can survive and others do extremely well. It follows that European 
industrial agreements must not be independent but subject to government con
trol. This requires European legislation on cartels and the creation of a public 
body to supervise them, either on the former German pattern of a cartel 
tribunal or in the form of an administrative body similar to the US Federal 
Trade Commission.

In other words, economic unity presupposes the creation of European 
public authorities. This seems essential when we consider the status of the 
great basic industries on which the economic life of our continent depends.

It is natural to raise in this connection the problem par excellence, that of the 
economic and legal status of the Ruhr. It is our policy, subject to all necessary 
precautions, to recognize the right of the German people to its own life and 
political liberties. We know the extreme hardship that West Germany is at 
present undergoing: cut off from the agrarian lands of East Germany, she 
needs to import more food than ever before, and can only pay for it with 
manufactured products. Hence Germany must develop the Ruhr in order to 
restore her balance of payments, and we have no intention of stopping her. 
But it is also a fact that the Ruhr, with its mines and steelworks producing 
largely for export, is an industrial complex on which the whole economic life 
of Western Europe now depends. Before the war, despite all attempts at inter
national control, it became the military arsenal where the power of Nazism 
was forged: it imposed that power first on Germany by the agreement 
between Hitler and Hugenberg, and afterwards on the rest of Europe when 
Germany unleashed the war.

Apart from its military importance, the Ruhr is an instrument of economic 
domination. Even before Hitler, the suspension of steel deliveries by the Ruhr 
industrialists was used as a means of pressure by the German government in 
its negotiations with the small countries of central and Eastern Europe. That 
must not happen again, and therefore it is important that the Ruhr collieries 
and steel works should henceforth be placed firmly under European manage
ment.

I would stress the word ‘management5. Ownership in itself does not seem 
to me of great importance; I would hope that it would be collective, however, 
so that the profit from these industries does not go to private capitalists but 
is devoted wholly to Germany’s future balance of payments. But the propor
tion of output that is to be exported, the type of goods to be manufactured for 
this purpose, their prices and allocation among the principal purchasing coun
tries, should all be decided by an international authority. What France 
requires at present is that the allocating Commission set up by the London 
agreements, on which all the countries of Western Europe will be represented 
including Germany, should have authority to fix prices, organize sales
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services and draw up production programmes for the coal mines and steel 
works.

It will no doubt be asked, how can Germany accept that industries vital to 
her existence should be permanently subjected to an exceptional regime as 
regards the use made of their products? However, I am not suggesting that it 
should be an exceptional regime: on the contrary, I believe that this first exper
iment in creating an international allocation authority in the Ruhr should be 
extended forthwith to the whole of Western Europe. For instance, the 
authority which decides on the allocation of coal must also have power to allo
cate British coal exports as between the different countries, and the body con
cerned with steel should have the same power as regards French steel exports. 
In short, we should create a coal and a steel cartel which would not be private 
institutions as before the war, but would cover the whole of Western Europe 
and would organize the allocation and sale of coal and steel over the whole 
field of European exchanges. What we are suggesting for the Ruhr, therefore, 
is not an exceptional regime but the cornerstone of a collective European 
organization of the two great basic industries on which the economic life of all 
our nations depends.

What I have just said of coal and steel also applies to other basic industries. 
At present electrification is going ahead vigorously in many places: experts 
have drawn up a programme for Europe, based on utilizing the whole of the 
Alpine region, which looks promising at first sight and which would involve 
joint production of electrical energy by Northern Italy, Switzerland, France, 
Austria and South Germany. Here again a public inter-European agency 
would be best able to make the necessary investments and create a distribution 
system to satisfy the needs of all.

Again, it has been pointed out that nearly all countries now have national 
air lines which compete with one another, all operate at a loss and are a heavy 
burden on national budgets. Here too a public inter-European agency con
trolling both rail and air transport would bring about normal and profitable 
conditions.

The creation in this way of a large European market, which, as I have tried 
to show, is an indispensable condition of economic recovery, cannot in my 
opinion be achieved by the methods of economic liberalism and free trade. It 
requires an overall policy of economic unification and the collective inter-Eu
ropean management of the great basic industries.

I do not believe, moreover, that this economic unification can be achieved 
solely by experts or by negotiations among individual governments. The 
present discussions among Marshall Plan beneficiaries show what difficulties 
are bound to arise. When it was only a question of apportioning credits under 
Marshall aid, agreements of a sort were possible. But now that a long-term 
programme has to be worked out and the various national plans coordinated, 
it is clear at once that each country has approached the problem from its own 
point of view and that the various proposals are in complete disharmony.

As I have pointed out, before the war all European exchanges rested on a 
deficit of some 600 million dollars in the British balance of payments with the
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rest of Europe. The Cripps plan today is an attempt to turn this into a positive 
balance, but it would put the other European countries in an impossible posi
tion, since they aim to export the same types of products as the UK. If we 
allow conflicting national plans to coexist as before we shall not be creating 
Europe -  we shall evolve, without realizing it, in the direction taken by 
socialism in a particular country which, alas, is not so far removed from 
national socialism as may be thought. There must therefore be an authority to 
arbitrate disputes, to adapt national plans to one another, to carry out the 
necessary specialization and work out a genuinely European programme of 
imports, exports and investments, looking beyond particular interests to those 
of our continent as a whole. This can only be performed by a political assem
bly, and accordingly France has emphasized the need for a preliminary con
vention of delegates elected by national parliaments. It does not matter if the 
assembly is only consultative at the outset or has only limited powers -  the 
important thing is that it should exist, that there should be an authority com
posed of men who can rise above national interests, ‘think European’ and, in 
the event of a conflict of interests, appeal beyond governments to the public 
opinion of the whole international community.

At this point a question must arise in the reader’s mind. I have spoken of 
Europe, but what Europe do we mean? Which countries should it include? My 
answer is that at present I do not know. I do not much like the term ‘Western 
Europe’, and would rather speak of a Federation of Free Europe, thus 
indicating that for the present we wish to exclude any country in the West that 
is under dictatorial rule, while also leaving the door open for East European 
countries that may one day recover their freedom.

As a starting-point for the political assembly we have the signatories of the 
Brussels treaty: Britain, France and Benelux. Later, no doubt, Italy will wish 
to join; West Germany must do so when it possesses representative institu
tions, and other nations may apply to become members also. In any case, some 
nations may at the outset take part in specialized European agencies without 
being members of the political organization. Austria, for instance, will cer
tainly wish to take part in the inter-European organization of electrical 
energy; the Scandinavians, including Sweden, hesitant though they are in 
some respects, will no doubt be glad to join in the organization of transport 
and especially civil aviation. We must proceed on the basis of concentric cir
cles, trying to gain the adherence of as many countries as possible for each par
ticular problem. Moreover the door must always remain open for the coun
tries of Eastern Europe, especially the Balkan and Danubian regions; and, 
while Western Europe is unifying itself economically, it must also endeavour, 
through the ECE at Geneva, to increase multilateral trade with the Eastern 
part of the continent. We have in fact already worked out an agreement 
whereby the Western countries are to supply lorries and sawmill equipment in 
return for larger deliveries of East European timber or pulp. Limited agree
ments of this kind are possible in spite of current economic difficulties, 
because they reflect economic necessities and are in the interest of both sides.

But, more broadly, what kind of Europe do we want to create, and what
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do we expect of it? Firstly, we wish to create a large market which will be our 
only hope of economic salvation after the Marshall Plan comes to an end. But 
we also expect to create something else: an international third force, which 
alone can save world peace. At present the diplomatic scene is dominated by 
the conflict between Russia and the US. Perhaps we are now headed for a 
period of greater calm, an armistice of a few months’ duration in this new 
‘phony war’. But if there are only two powers left facing each other in the 
world, sooner or later the conflict will break out and our civilization will be 
engulfed in a final cataclysm. The only hope for peace is to interpose between 
Communist Russia and the capitalist US a democratic and socialist Europe, a 
third force equally independent of both, strong in its traditions and striving to 
realize the ideal of freedom and justice that our ancestors have bequeathed 
to us.

From the very beginning I was one of those who worked actively in the 
resistance to Hitler. In acting as we did in 1940, we did not expect any success. 
For a moment everyone thought Hitler had won the war and that Nazi domi
nation would overspread the whole of our unfortunate continent; but some 
men in our country stood up and said No, at the risk of their freedom and 
their lives. Even when we had no hope we went on saying No, because we 
believed above all that the freedom of the mind must be affirmed and pro
claimed in the face of brute force. We said No because we believed that a 
man’s dignity consists in seeking after truth with humility and declaring it fear
lessly when he thinks he has found it. We said No because, apart from the 
immediate consequences, it was a question of saving the honour of mankind, 
respect for the dignity of thought and action. The spirit that prompted men in 
various countries to resist Nazism should today inspire our efforts at recon
struction. We want to create a Europe free and independent of all, strong in 
the traditions of two thousand years of Christianity and the critical spirit -  a 
Europe that can survive and constitute a third force, to restore the balance 
between the other two and prevent the world being engulfed by another war. 
Citizens of the new Germany are free, like all others, to become members of 
this Europe, provided they too abjure the spirit of narrow nationalism and 
domination and are prepared to give themselves completely to the ideal of 
freedom and justice in our common European fatherland.

28. Union Française des Fédéralistes: Resolutions of the Second 
National Congress 16 June 1949

Roneographed in UEF Bulletin No. 3, June 1949; printed in Les Documents Euro
péens, No. 4, 1949, pp. 16 f. (Text A abridged, text B unabridged).

At its second annual congress the French section of the UEF1 confirmed its approval of 
the early admission to the Council of Europe of the West German state then in process of

1 Cf. doc. 19 above.
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formation. It also repeated its call for a ‘third force' to relieve the antagonism of rival blocs, 
but did not express any criticism of the North Atlantic Organization which had come into 
being in the mean time. With regard to the forthcoming session of the Council of Europe, 
which it was still expected might lead to the drafting of a European constitution, the Con
gress laid down guidelines for such a constitution on a federal basis.

(A) Resolution on general policy2
The federation of Europe will not be complete until it extends to the whole 

of Europe. Hence the union of ten states3 that is now being constituted is only 
a step towards a true federation.

The federation must be permanently open to all European countries which 
are unable or unwilling to join at the outset, provided only that their internal 
regime is not incompatible with the European charter of rights. In particular, 
federal Germany should be integrated into the European federation as soon 
as it possesses normal constitutional authorities. Meanwhile relations and 
exchanges with such countries should be maintained and developed as much 
as possible.

In this way Europe, avoiding a policy of blocs and fulfilling the conditions 
of its independence, may serve as a link between West and East and contribute 
to the maintenance of peace.

In a world in which nations are more and more interdependent, federal 
Europe must not be inward-looking but must serve as a model for regional 
groupings in the rest of the world. By virtue of its spiritual and social influence 
it will be an essential factor in a world confederation. (...)

(B) Outline of a constitution4
I. Principles of Organization: Charter of Rights and Supreme Court

1. The European federal society, like any other federal society, must be 
based on recognition of the inalienable rights of man. These rights are not only 
political but economic, cultural and social; they include collective rights as well 
as those that pertain to individuals and families.

2. The rights of man must be recognized in a Charter, any modification of 
which should be subject to even stricter safeguards than the rest of the con
stitution.

3. As in any federal society, rights will be mainly guaranteed by the normal 
operation of institutions, and the federal judicial authorities will only have to 
intervene in their stead in exceptional cases.

4. Such institutions presuppose the recognition of the autonomy of all 
natural or voluntary groups, in accordance with the Charter. Each collectivity

2 Part 1 follows. Part 2, omitted here, consisted of resolutions and requirements 
for a closer organization of the UEF.

3 The initial members of the Council of Europe were Britain, France, the Benelux 
countries, the Republic of Ireland, Italy, Denmark, Norway and Sweden.

4 The UFF resolved, with three dissenting votes, to instruct its Committee to 
submit the programme to the UEF for adoption.
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must be fully autonomous in its own sphere, subject only to the Charter of 
Rights, the autonomy of other groups, and agreements freely concluded with 
them.

5. The institutions that are closest to the individual shall enjoy the maximum 
authority compatible with a just overall balance of powers.

6. So-called higher institutions must not encroach on the rights of so-called 
lower ones when the latter are fitted and able to perform their functions prop- 
erly.

7. Methods of institutional cooperation and direct management by those 
concerned are preferable in all spheres, given equal efficiency, to methods of 
centralization, fusion and bureaucracy.

8. Observance of the Charter of Rights and the authority of federal struc
tures shall be guaranteed by a system of institutions under a Supreme Court.

9. The judgements of the Supreme Court shall be mandatory and the court 
shall have sufficient power to enforce them.

10. The Supreme Court shall be wholly independent of governmental influ
ence. It shall be so composed as to reflect as far as possible the whole of the 
European community, based on the latter’s federal structures.

II. Federal assemblies
11. Powers of legislation and control shall be vested in a Parliament 

consisting of three Assemblies: a Federal Assembly, a Council of States and an 
Economic and Social Council. Each Assembly will have equal authority in 
respect of the powers and functions assigned to it.

12. The Federal Assembly shall be composed of representatives elected by 
the European nations in proportion to their population. The elections shall be 
free and democratic and shall enable all elements of the population to vote in 
accordance with a system ensuring the representation of communities and ter
ritorial units.

13. The Council of States shall consist of an equal, or approximately equal, 
number of delegates for each member state.

In whatever way the members of the Council of States are appointed, it 
should be noted that the application of principles of federalist organization to 
national communities implies that the latter shall retain their ‘sovereign’ 
powers in all matters within their competence, provided they conform to the 
Charter of Rights and the federal constitution, but that they shall delegate 
those powers to the federal authorities in all matters outside their proper field: 
that is to say, whenever coordination at a supranational level is necessary for 
the welfare, development and security of the federation as a whole.

14. The Economic and Social Council shall consist of representatives elected 
by the different economic and social communities and groups according to a 
method which will ensure the equitable representation of the active elements 
of society.

15. Executive power shall be exercised by a Federal Council which shall 
provide a guarantee of continuity and be responsible to representatives of the 
people. For this purpose there must be a healthy dualism between a presidential
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collegium of assured stability and a cabinet of ministers controlled by parlia
ment.

16. Without going into details of powers and functions, or the constitutional 
relationships between different institutions, it should be indicated here that 
these relations must be such that

(a) the role of the Supreme Court is not only to protect effectively the rights 
of individuals and groups, but also to ensure respect for the federal constitution 
and, by virtue of its authority, to discourage partisanship and partisan groups.

(b) Appointments to the Supreme Court and the Assemblies should be based 
on organized universal suffrage and should thus ensure a high level of compe
tence in parliamentary, political, cultural, economic and social matters.

(c) Each of the representative Assemblies should embody a distinct reality, 
so that the principle of the separation of powers is subsumed in the wider 
principle of the balance of functions.

(d) All institutions should cooperate at all levels in the work of elaboration, 
orientation and control. This work will be greatly facilitated by the pyramidal 
structure of federal institutions, whereby the federal parliament is only 
required to deal with problems that it has not been possible to resolve at a 
lower level.

(e) The articulation of these autonomous instances and echelons in the 
sphere of their competence and responsibility will also facilitate governmental 
action properly so called, restricting its scope and increasing its efficiency.

(f) The whole complex of federal institutions, whatever their constitutional 
interrelations, will preserve the organic, integral and human quality without 
which there cannot be a federal polity.

III. Economic and social principles
17. The European economy must be based on the following principles:
(a) The planning of structures, together with a radical déconcentration of 

economic powers at all levels.
(b) Freedom of movement, to be achieved gradually, for persons, goods and 

capital, within the framework of these planned structures and of an economy 
based on competition.

(c) Harmonization of the economic and social legislation of member states.
(d) Abolition of all forms of parasitic income, i.e. such as does not corre

spond to a present or past service to the community, at all events a virtual one.
(e) The direction and control by the federal authorities of arms production 

and the arms trade, also the production of atomic energy, subject to undertak
ings of a worldwide character.

18. In order to perform these functions the federal authorities must have the 
right to control, in accordance with the aforementioned principles, the mone
tary system -  in particular by creating a federal currency, to be secured and 
protected on a federal basis, trade within the federation and outside it, the free 
movement of persons, goods and capital, communications, and the levying of 
resources necessary for the functioning of the federal Union and the carrying 
out of large public works of general interest.
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19. In order to abolish income that does not represent a service, the federal 
authorities must have the necessary powers to prevent or put a stop to all 
monopolistic combinations, whether state or private, all exploitation of 
others’ labour, and all economic or social privilege.

20. Federalism implies that workers of all categories -  and, if appropriate, 
users and consumers -  shall participate actively and responsibly at all levels in 
operating the economic and social system.

Such participation is to be achieved by transforming the basic structures of 
the enterprise itself, thus affording scope for the free commitment of all con
cerned while avoiding any technocratic tendency.

The Charter of Rights and the institutions established under it, the au
tonomy of communities and local groups and their rights of repre
sentation, together with the economic measures described above, will make it 
possible to achieve the supreme social objective of federalism, namely the 
abolition of proletarianism.

29. Paul Bastid: Confederation or federation? 9 July 1949
Journal Officiel de la République française, Assemblée nationale, Débats, 9 July 1949, 

pp. 4463-6 (extracts).

Although the Radicals accepted the supranational principle and repeatedly urged that 
advantage should be taken of the Marshall Plan to bring about a union of Western Europe,1 
they still disagreed as to whether the West European community should be truly federal or re
stricted to cooperative links. The party's chief ‘Europeanists’ - Paul Bastid' René Mayer, 
Henri Queuille, Félix Gaillard and others - took a pragmatic and gradualistic line in the 
hope of liberalizing the European market as far as possible while appeasing critics of federa
tion within the party. A t the same time they agreed with Edouard Herriot, the party leader; 
that special measures must be taken to guard against a recurrence of the German threat: a 
majority of the party wanted a probationary period of indefinite length before the new West 
German state was admitted to the Council of Europe. Both these policies were reflected in 
Bastid's motion for the ratification by the Radical parliamentary group of the treaty by 
which the Council was set up.

(...) Clearly the agreement reached with so much trouble falls far short of 
what the Hague Congress called for. It does not so much create a European 
union as make it possible to do so. But even that is something, and indeed it 
is quite a lot. (...)

1 Cf. doc. 13 above.
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From the political point of view it would certainly be rash today to predict 
the future shape of Europe -  will it be a more or less loose confederation or 
a truly federal state? It would be premature to say. (...)

The problem of the political constitution of Europe will certainly arise; no 
one can prevent the Assembly at Strasburg from forming its own views on the 
subject, this year or next, and expressing ideas and wishes that will affect 
public opinion.

We must not force the pace, but equally no development should be excluded 
a priori.2

But at this point people object: £What kind of a Europe do you want? The 
Europe you have in view is only a partial one: important states that you will 
find in any atlas are outside it.5 And, we are told, bringing this fragmentary 
construction into the world will only be the cause of fresh trouble.

It is a short step from that attitude to claiming that our European union is 
a threat and a challenge to those states which remain outside it -  and this step, 
as you well know, is easily taken.

But the statute of Europe does not in fact exclude anyone, just as the OEEC 
did not. What it does is to assume the existence of a common ideal of de
mocracy, a common spiritual patrimony based on Christian civilization and 
the principles of the French Revolution.

(...) There is one delicate point whose importance and gravity I do not 
minimize. (...) I refer to the question of the place that Germany is to occupy 
in the European organization. It is expected that she will be admitted, though 
this is not formally stated. (...)

There is undoubtedly a strong movement in favour of immediate admission. 
It is argued that Europe cannot be viable without Germany, and that the only 
way to educate Germany in a democratic spirit is to make her part of a 
continental union from the very beginning. The European Movement has 
expressed itself almost unanimously in this sense.

We do not underrate these arguments, and I am the first to concede that 
some hope must be held out to the vanquished. It would be neither humane 
nor wise to keep them systematically at arm’s length, under a cloud of eternal 
suspicion. Nevertheless, one cannot throw prudence to the winds in a burst of 
enthusiasm. We do not know how the Bonn constitution will work. I wish it 
well, but I shall wait to see if it fulfils its promise.

German democracy is still at the planning stage. It does not seem too much 
to ask for a trial period. The period need not necessarily be very long, but no 
one wants united Europe to be the springboard for a revival of Nazism. I know

2 The former prime minister Edouard Daladier took a similarly pragmatic line in 
an article published in the spring of 1948. ‘Clearly the structure of the economic 
union and the political federation of Europe will require long debates and delicate 
compromises. But we must not delay the proclamation of the desire of European peo
ples to unite and work together, or we shall increase their sufferings and aggravate 
their economic and social chaos.’ (Edouard Daladier, ‘Vassalité ou fédération’, 
Revue Hommes et Mondes, June 1948, pp. 169-76; this passage, p. 175).



100 Documents

that if Germany failed to keep her engagements she could be made to withdraw 
under Article 8 of the Statute. But it would be dangerous to admit a state one 
day and expel it the next. (...)

30. Florimond Bonté: ‘Against the colonization of France’
9 July 1949

Journal Officiel de la République française, Assemblée nationale, Débats, 9 July 1949, 
pp. 4470-6; extracts from pp. 4471, 4472 and 4476.

From the end of the war onwards the French Communists fought against the formation 
of a Western bloc and for the restoration of the French national state. Neither they nor the 
Kremlin could imagine a European federation as anything but an outpost of American capi
talism.1 After the Soviet leaders rejected the Marshall Plan and obliged their satellites to do 
likewise, the Communists in France and elsewhere in Western Europe did all they could to 
whip up nationalist and anti-capitalist emotion against the idea of Western union, though 
there was no real prospect of their being able to reverse the trend of events.2 Florimond Bonte 
proclaimed the Communist case in the National Assembly debate on the ratification of the 
Statute of the Council of Europe.

*

(...) £We must build a new Europe! Europe, awake!’ These, we cannot 
forget, were favourite slogans with which the criminal gang of Hitler, Goring 
and Goebbels, the traitor Laval and all the collaborationists sought to justify 
their misdeeds and confront us with a false dilemma: either France must take 
her place in the European ‘new order’ or she must resign herself to the collapse 
of her civilization.

We know what that word ‘civilization’ stood for: a regime of murder, mas
sacre and savage oppression. But, happily for mankind, for Europe and espe
cially for France, the glorious epic of Stalingrad and the victorious onrush of 
the Soviet armies from the Volga to Berlin put a stop to the hellish designs of 
those who sought to build a new Europe by enslaving the European peoples, 
ground down by the ‘master race’ and by monopoly capitalism. (.Applause on 
the extreme left).

Today the concept of Europe has come alive again. True, it presents itself 
in a different guise. But, if we cease to reason in the abstract, in terms of a

1 Cf. A. Grosser, IVe République, pp. 104-7; Jacques Fauvet, Histoire du parti com
muniste français 1920-1976, Paris, 19772, pp. 375-7;forthe strategie background see 
Wilfried Loth, ‘Frankreichs Kommunisten und der Beginn des Kalten Krieges’, 
VfZG 26 (1978), pp. 9-65, esp. pp. 12-24.

2 Loth, ‘Frankreichs Kommunisten’, op. cit., pp. 61 f.; Gerbet, ‘Partis politiques’, 
pp. 97 f.; for a later period see also Rubens Pinto Lyra, Le Parti communiste français 
et l'intégration européenne (1951-1973), thesis, Nancy, 1974.
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mythical and unreal notion of Europe; if instead we analyse closely the main 
objectives of those who have set up the Council of Europe; if we consider the 
origin and quality of its parents and godparents, who have had it blessed at 
baptism by the Pope and cardinals, and remember that what unites them all 
is hatred of Communism -  then we are bound to realize that the Council of 
Europe has been created and put into the world to deceive and dupe the 
masses. While its authors proclaim the necessity of uniting Europe they are in 
fact aggravating its division. They are obliging the West European states that 
have signed the NATO pact to adapt their economies and policies to the 
narrow and selfish strategic plans whereby the Anglo-American bloc hopes to 
gain the mastery of Europe. (Applause on the extreme left).

The object of the Council of Europe is to come to the aid of the capitalists 
of Western Europe, who do not feel capable of resisting the pressure of the 
working masses without help from outside, by providing them with a kind of 
mutual insurance society and the support of a cartel of capitalist powers pre
venting social progress. In fact the slogan of European unity is used to achieve 
what was recently the object of the supreme ruler of the Third Reich -  to 
defend the scandal of capitalist privilege.

The bourgeoisie was patriotic when it was still a young and rising class, but 
today things are not the same. We have come to the imperialist stage, where 
the domination of industrial capital gives place to that of finance capital. (...)

At the present time, the strongest imperialist state -  namely the USA -  needs 
to get rid of its huge surplus of accumulated goods and maintain the produc
tivity of its industrial plant, which has been modernized and improved thanks 
to the war. Consequently the Americans take the view that national 
sovereignty and national independence -  those of other people, that is, not 
those of the US -  are nothing but national prejudice, an incurable disease that 
took root in old countries at a crude, benighted period of their history. The 
maintenance of national frontiers and the protection of national economies 
are simply an obstacle to American expansionism. Hence the American impe
rialists, who are jealous enough of the absolute sovereignty of their own state, 
intend to subject the war-torn countries of Europe to their own domination, 
in economic matters and therefore politically as well. That is why their press 
and radio cry up the idea of a West European community; and they find 
accomplices in the big business men of Western Europe, who fear they can no 
longer hold out against the legitimate claims of the masses within the frame
work of a sovereign nation. (...)

It was the true internationalists, those of the proletariat, who heroically 
resisted the invader and defended our country when the bourgeois nationalists 
became tools of the criminal purposes of the invading armies. (.Applause on the 
extreme left).

Today the bourgeoisie, finding that the nation is no longer a sufficiently 
large framework for its activities, calls on nations to renounce their sovereignty 
simply in order that capitalism may survive a little longer. Consequently the 
peoples, headed by the working class, are continuing to defend national sov
ereignty and independence as a means of preserving their right to life and
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liberty and ensuring progress. The bourgeoisie gained that independence for 
them when it was itself struggling for supremacy, but is now abandoning it 
because it has become a factor working against capitalism.

Today national feelings and the love of national independence stand in the 
way of plans for enslavement: they prevent nations becoming an easy prey for 
monopoly capitalism. That is why, far from national sovereignty being reac
tionary, outmoded, or a formalist and antiquated notion, it is essentially pro
gressive. (Laughter and exclamations from the centre benches). (...)

To fight against the colonization of France by American bankers means 
fighting against a double form of colonial exploitation, which would oblige 
French workers and the French people to render tribute to French bosses and 
to American banking magnates as well. It means fighting against a crushing 
fiscal burden which is the direct result of maintaining an army of footsloggers 
and an outsize apparatus of police repression in the service of international 
reaction.

Today, still more than when Saint-Simon coined these words, ‘The national 
party is the party of those who live by the sweat of their brow, and the 
antinational party is that of the capitalist parasites who live by exploiting oth
ers’ labour.’ (.Applause on the extreme left).

My party intends to remain faithful to these teachings, which have been 
proved by history. (...)

31. Pierre-Henri Teitgen: Between Britain and Germany
9 July 1949

Journal Officiel de la République française. Assemblée nationale, Débats, 9 July 1949, 
pp. 4483 f. (slightly abridged).

The dilemma facing advocates of union, who from the winter of 1948-9 onwards formed 
a majority in French political life, was clearly expressed in a speech by Pierre-Henri Teitgen 
in the debate in the French National Assembly on the ratification of the Statute of the 
Council of Europe. Teitgen was one of the group of MRP specialists in foreign affairs who 
had been advocating West European integration since 1947.1 On the one hand, in view of 
the British distrust of federalist solutions it was desirable to proceed slowly if Britain was 
ever to be induced to join an eventual federation; but on the other hand it was urgent to 
solve the German problem, and this called for the immediate creation of federal structures. 
Teitgen, like many of his colleagues, was tom between the two objectives and could not for 
the time being see a way out of the difficulty.1

jj.

1 Cf. docs. 7 and 17 above.
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(...) We intend to create Europe by means of a democratic union with the 
free adherence and consent of all the nations concerned. What form should 
this union take?

We had a choice before us, and still have it to some extent, as we have not 
yet finally exercised it. Our choice lay between two formulae. (...)

The first alternative was to try to create Europe by means of a more or less 
intricate and complicated system of agreements and conventions. These could 
be given some cohesion by a kind of overall pact defining general aims and 
attempting to harmonize them in detail.

The second alternative was to create an organized Europe with a structure 
similar to that of a state with mandatory powers, leading eventually to a con
federation or, better, a federation of Europe.

We must now consider which of these types of structure to aim for.
The first has evident advantages. It permits of successive adjustments that 

are necessary in troubled times like ours, which are full of unexpected events 
and in which it is difficult to bring plans to fruition.

But unfortunately there is another side. A system of this kind must be based 
on consent, and that consent must be permanent. Its most typical expression 
is in the kind of contract represented by the UN Charter or the Covenant of 
the former League of Nations. But in the eyes of all observers and all histo
rians, such associations are eminently fragile. The agreements they are based 
on are precarious and constantly in danger of being undermined.

In such organizations states are bound by the statutes of the society or asso
ciation as long as they remain members, but they have a very simple means of 
throwing off their obligations. As soon as the duties of membership seem to 
them to outweigh the benefits, they can withdraw from the organization. That 
is what happened with the League of Nations, and it is an undeniable flaw in a 
system of this type.

If the new Europe is to become an institution which can truly embody the 
general welfare it must possess the power to apply and execute decisions. It 
is no use expecting this of a system that is manifestly precarious and liable to 
constant shocks. Hence the other type of structure necessarily suggests itself, 
and we are led to contemplate setting up a federal Europe.

A federal Europe will not enable us to avoid obstacles and conflicts or to 
overlook divergences of interest, but it will make it possible to arbitrate them, 
to relegate secondary matters, however worthy of consideration, to the second 
rank and to ensure that the general welfare is put first.

For these reasons the right course must be to devote all our efforts to 
realizing the second alternative. (...)

We cannot immediately set up the federal Europe which is our ideal. We 
must be content to advance more slowly and accept even such imperfect 
organizations and structures as those that are now offered us. Certainly we 
can and should do this, but -  and this is the main point I would make -  we 
must be firmly resolved not to rest for too long on the present formulae but to 
work with all our might to bring about the federal structure we desire.

We could perhaps afford to rest content with what we now have if all the
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members of the European union were states whose sincerity was beyond 
doubt, so that there was no fear of their relapsing into old ways. We might con
tent ourselves with a £fair play’ relationship with Britain, Scandinavia, Bene
lux and Italy; but Germany is quite another matter.

I shall not start a debate here on whether or not Germany is to be integrated 
into Europe. To my mind that is an evident necessity. We must in the end inte
grate Germany into Europe because this is not only the solution of the Euro
pean question but also the true solution of the German question. The only 
way, I believe, to put an end to the Franco-German duel that has been going 
on for centuries is to integrate Germany into Europe -  but what kind of 
Europe? This brings us back to the question of structure.

Certainly we shall be brought to allow Germany to sit at a corner of the 
table; but let us take care that that situation does not last too long. Unless Ger
many is so integrated that she can no longer disengage herself, she may use 
her sojourn in Europe merely in order to recover her potential, economic and 
otherwise, and then bid us good day -  more or less politely -  and resume per
fect freedom of action.

A recrudescence of the German peril might result from an imprudence of 
this very sort. We must therefore see to it that if Germany enters a European 
union, that union is so constituted that she cannot acquire within it the 
authority and independence that would enable her to evade her obligations in 
this way. (...)

32. René Capitant: For a federal Europe 9 July 1949
Journal Officiel de la République française, Assemblée nationale, Débats, 9 July 1949, 

pp. 4495-7 (abridged).

After the creation of the Council of Europe, which rather disappointed hopes of an early 
advance towards federal union, statements by the RPF1 were of predominantly federalist 
character. In the National Assembly René Capitant sharply criticized the provisions of the 
statute of the Council of Europe. His colleague Michel Debré} rapporteur of the foreign 
affairs committee of the Upper House, spoke of the 'pressing need' for a federal union of the 
free nations of Europe’.2 A t the beginning of 1950 he published the draft of a 'pact for the 
union of European states \ in which executive power rested with a directly elected 'arbiter’.3

1 Cf. docs. 11, 14 and 26 above.
2 Journal Officiel de la République française, Conseil de la République, Débats, 

21 July 1949, pp. 2098-2101.
3 The Union, by authority delegated by each member state, shall have authority 

and power to ensure (...) the defence of members of the Union (...). Responsibility 
for the Union shall be entrusted to an Arbiter elected for five years by universal suf
frage of all men and women who can read and write.’ Michel Debré, Projet de Pacte
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(...) For my part I would criticize the statute of the Council of Europe for 
the opposite reason to those who have spoken for the Communist party. What 
I complain of is precisely that it does not infringe the sovereignty of European 
states. This can be seen by reading its text, but also from the government’s 
explanatory statement and from what the foreign minister has just told the 
Assembly -  though I am not sure whether his words were meant as a commen
dation or an apology for the Convention he is asking us to approve.

In any case the fact is clear: the proposed statute does not in any way 
infringe national sovereignty, and that is just what is wrong with it. Unless 
there is some restriction of national sovereignty such as the preamble to our 
constitution binds us to accept on a reciprocal basis,...

M. Maurice Schumann: Hear, hear!
M. Capitant:... there can be no progress towards a European organization. 

Without such restriction there can be nothing but a deceptive façade masking 
the consolidation and permanence of the old order, from which the world has 
suffered enough and which it is today our mission to transform.

What is the problem of European union? Is it simply to bring about free 
cooperation among states that remain fully sovereign? Is it to induce them 
spontaneously to harmonize their policies? No! Such cooperation and har
monization was what people hoped for and tried to secure in the nineteenth 
century and the first half of the twentieth. It has been the basis of alliances and 
treaties, the League of Nations Covenant and the UN Charter. But all this is 
quite clearly out of date and inadequate to the danger that threatens us all.

M. Edouard Bonnefous, chairman of the Committee: Quite right!
M. Capitant: As M. Fienri Teitgen said just now, this attempt may succeed 

for a moment, but it is bound to be precarious and limited in time. Moreover 
it is, I think, inadequate in a still more radical way, for today’s world is no 
longer that of the nineteenth century. In the heyday of liberalism it was still 
possible, within and despite national sovereignty, to form economic units on 
a basis of free trade among sovereign nations, and thus create a kind of Euro
pean community over and above the state. Today we are faced with the 
inevitable progress of etatism -  which is largely inherent in the nature of 
things and which we must put up with, whatever our liberal or dirigiste 
prejudices...

M. Pierre-Henri Teitgen: Hear, hear!
M. Capitant: ... and, such being the nature of the modern state, clearly 

national sovereignty isolates peoples much more. It destroys the economic 
unity that was once possible and creates much greater risks to prosperity and 
peace than those our fathers knew and tried to combat.

M. Bonnefous: Hear, hear!
M. Capitant /Today, if we want economic unity, or solidarity in defending 

our independence, or a political community we must set up European agencies,

pour une Union d'Etats Européens, Paris, 1950, cited from Grosser, Quatrième Répu
blique, p. 140. Cf. also de Gaulle’s statements on the constitutional question in doc. 
35 below.
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not merely advisory bodies but with executive functions and power to take 
decisions.

This will happen gradually, no doubt, for no one can imagine that the 
United States of Europe will arise all of a sudden like the USA. No one says 
that, or predicts it, or can possibly believe it. Certainly we must advance by 
stages. Certainly there must be a first confederal phase before we can hope for 
a true European federation. But the essential thing, it seems to me, is to realize 
that this is the path to follow and that there is no salvation except by restricting 
national sovereignty...

M. Alfred Coste-Floret: Hear, hear!
M. Capitant: ... and by establishing European political organs. (...)
The problem is to create a European community with institutions whose 

authority will no doubt be limited at the outset but which will have some 
powers of decision. This is a clear necessity from the point of view of 
defending European independence. Who can doubt that that independence is 
threatened by the wave that has already submerged half of Europe and seems 
as if it might engulf our countries also? We are threatened not only by the mil
itary build-up in the East but also by penetration on the home front. Everyone 
knows this: it has been pointed out many a time from this rostrum, and I shall 
not dwell on it further. (...)

There must therefore be a single army, but also a political union, because, 
as I have said, military and political questions, problems of national defence 
and political organization, are today so inextricably mixed that they cannot 
be separated in the quest for solutions.

Let us consider for a moment the prosperity and economic recovery of 
Europe. Does not the experience of the Marshall Plan teach us that mere coor
dination is insufficient? Having all along had this foreboding, do we not now 
regret having missed an opportunity?

When America offered aid it was not to a divided Europe; nor was it Amer
ica’s purpose to divide Europe, though at the same period the USSR was 
doing its best to divide the East European countries so as to keep them in a 
state of subjection to itself. When America, unlike the Soviet Union, offered 
us aid on a collective basis, did we not miss a chance to unite and receive Amer
ican aid collectively, by creating a sounder and more united European agency 
than the OEEC? Do we not see today that for lack of such an organization 
and because we allowed Marshall aid to be split up into bilateral pacts, the 
Plan tends to reinforce national autarky instead of weakening it, so that in 
1952 Europe may be in a worse state of economic imbalance than it was at the 
beginning?

Yes, it is clear that there can be no valid solution for Europe, especially in 
the long term, without a proper European organization. All we have otherwise 
is expedients which may bring relief for a time but cannot solve any of the 
problems of the future. (...)

I shall end, as some other speakers have done, by saying a few words about 
the German problem, which is at the centre of the European problem. I fully 
agree with what many have said, that the only solution is to integrate Germany
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in Europe. The question is, what Europe? Is it to be a Europe still governed 
by national sovereignties, still divided as it is today and as it will still be after 
this Convention has been adopted? If so we should be simply giving Germany 
back her sovereignty in a Europe of sovereignties. Such is the contradiction 
that alarms many and makes it hard for them to see the road ahead. But if on 
the contrary we have in mind an organized Europe, federal or at least confed
eral, then the integration of Germany into Europe takes on quite a different 
significance. It becomes a possible solution for the future of Germany and for 
French and European security, because the controls to which, for the time 
being, she is rightly subjected by the victor nations can in this way be absorbed 
into the normal authority of the federal power over all European states, so 
that Germany too is solidly attached and integrated into Europe. Thus the old 
demand for ‘equal rights’, which Germany is clearly only too ready to revive, 
may be satisfied without plunging Europe into anarchy or slavery.

I am grateful for the Assembly’s attention to these few points, which I have 
no doubt enumerated too rapidly.

I think I have shown that there can today be no salvation outside a European 
organization, and that the text presented to us does not offer even the sketch 
of such an organization.

The Foreign Minister said this afternoon that a European federation was 
impossible at the present time. Sheltering behind public opinion, he declared 
that we must first educate the public and create a European spirit before we 
could set up European institutions. May I reply that it is my profound convic
tion that public opinion today is well ahead of governments? The public in 
West European countries realizes the danger that threatens it. (...)

33. Maurice Duverger: ‘The birth or burial of Europe?’
9 August 1949

‘Naissance ou enterrement de l'Europe?’, Le Monde, 9 Aug. 1949 (here unabridged).

In this leading article in Le Monde, written at the beginning of the first session of the 
Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe at Strasburg, Maurice Duverger joined issue 
with those Europeans' who regarded the formation of a union as more or less identical with 
the creation of a Western bloc against the Soviet threat. He stressed that attempts to create 
European institutions should not be submerged in the creation of a Western community. In 
actual fact the European idea did not advance beyond declamations in the Council of Europe, 
whereas the Western community took on concrete shape at this time with the formation of 
the North Atlantic alliance.

As the first European Assembly meets at Strasburg, there is a strong tempta
tion to honour it with a paean of victory! We have come a long way since 
1945, when only a few spoke out in favour of European unity -  faint voices
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indeed amid the din of nationalism aroused by the war and the Occupation. In 
those days federalism seemed hardly more than a drawing-room topic, and its 
advocates were generally thought of as harmless but unrealistic dreamers. 
Even Churchill’s weighty words were thought of by many as mere sound and 
fury, the outpourings of an old warrior who had always been something of an 
eccentric; the most charitable said to themselves: £Yes, he’s right, but of 
course it’s impossible.’

And now those dreams are coming to life and we see assembled around 
Churchill the representatives of Western Europe, no longer as delegates of 
their respective countries but on behalf of the whole European community. 
Certainly the powers of the new Assembly are modest and we are still a long 
way from the United States of Europe; but did not the first delegates at Phila
delphia think themselves a long way from the United States of America?

None the less, it still behoves Europeans to be modest, and it is not yet time 
for a song of triumph. The European cause has advanced on some fronts, but 
receded on others that are at least equally important.

Last year it was possible to oppose the idea of a European federation to that 
of an Atlantic empire and to consider Europe as potentially a third great 
power, between America and Russia. This no longer makes any sense, except 
as a memory. Faced with a dilemma, the Europeans have opted for one alterna
tive, at least for some years to come, though not all of them are equally enthusi
astic. The idea of a European 'third force’ died on the 6th of April 1949;1 since 
then Europe has only been conceivable as part of the Atlantic community.

This does not mean that the idea of a European union has ceased to be of 
interest, but only that it has changed its meaning. For only Europe can restore 
a certain balance to the Atlantic community and set limits to the preponder
ance, now or later, of its most powerful member. The real choice that today 
lies before an inhabitant of the old continent is whether to become a citizen 
of Europe or a denizen of the new Rome which is America.

This last should not be thought a mere flight of fancy. Do we not see the 
old distinction between noble and servile arms being revived? Will not the 
Atlantic forces consist on the one hand of imperial legions in the shape of a 
strategic air force, and, on the other, barbarian militias mounting guard along 
the new limes? Machiavelli pointed out that between two princes, one of whom 
is vastly more powerful than the other, there can be no true alliance but only 
domination. Only a united Europe can prevent the Atlantic union becoming 
the American empire.

But there will never be a Europe until there is a European economy instead 
of a multitude of rival national economies. It is useless to try to renovate 
Europe’s industrial equipment if markets continue to form watertight com
partments. America’s real superiority is not in the quality of its equipment but 
in the size of its market, for the first could not exist without the second. The

1 The reference is to the date of signature of the North Atlantic treaty (actually 
4 April 1949).



I. French Political Parties and Pressure Groups 109

Europeans vis-à-vis the Americans are rather like a people who have 
remained at the stage of a household economy when their neighbours have 
advanced to an urban one; in other words, they are still at the national stage 
while America’s economy is continental or more extensive still.

From this point of view also, the European idea has receded. Spurred by the 
Marshall Plan, it looked as if the European nations would coordinate their 
economies, by stages and with the necessary transitional arrangements; but in 
this respect the Plan has been a failure. Nearly all the recipients of credits have 
used them to bolster their self-sufficiency instead of reducing it, with the fixed 
idea that when 1952 comes they should be buying nothing from abroad and 
exporting as much as possible. Each country puts forward requests regardless 
of its neighbours: Britain finally threw off the mask by demanding the lion’s 
share of aid, no matter what the effect on continental economies.

The greatest danger is for the Strasburg Assembly to think Europe is already 
born, when it is not even conceived. A gathering of politicians, however senior 
and distinguished, is not the same thing as Europe. It might even be the death 
of the Eruopean idea if each one of them were to use Strasburg as a prop
aganda forum. Making speeches about Europe is not the same thing as 
building it.

34. French Council of the European Movement: statement 
concerning the Council of Europe 21 October 1949

Press communiqué of the French Council of the European Movement, 21 Oct. 
1949, from Archives of the European Movement, Bruges;1 German tr. in Circular 
No. 2 of the German Council of the European Movement, Bernkastel, 24 Nov. 1949; 
here unabridged.

In 1949-50when the movement for unity was at its zenith; the French Council of the 
European Movement did much to give concrete political form to the numerous initiatives 
that took place. The Council evolved at the end of 1948 from the non-party Conseil français 
pour VEurope unie; it was enlarged by representatives of various federalist associations and 
by coopting other public figures, so as to present a spectrum of all the forces working for uni
ty.2 As an example of the Council's activities we quote the press statement on the results of 
the first session of the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe in August-September 
1949. The statement shows that a large measure of agreement had by then been achieved 
within the movement as regards the supranational status of the proposed community institu
tions, and that after the first session at Strasburg there was still hope of the early creation of a 
political authority as well as of British membership. The deceptiveness of these hopes only 
became clear when the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe, at its meeting of

1 Communicated by the late Prof. Walter Lipgens.
2 Cf. Introduction to this chapter, p. 22. For the representative character of the 

Council see also list of members in doc. 36 below.
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3-5 November in Paris, rejected all the recommendations of the Consultative Assembly for 
enlarging the scope of the Council of Europe Statute.3

The French Council of the European Movement met on Friday 21 October 
1949 under the chairmanship of M. Paul Reynaud, vice-president, M. Raoul 
Dautry being indisposed. After a lively discussion the following resolution was 
adopted unanimously:

The French National Council of the European Movement, meeting in Paris 
on 21 October 1949, has carried out a general review of the activity of the 
Council of Europe and notes with satisfaction the work and conclusions of the 
Consultative Assembly.

The Council urges the Committee of Ministers and national governments 
to comply with the resolutions adopted, in particular by creating new Euro
pean agencies and by convening conferences to draft the proposed conven
tions.

It emphasizes the importance of the resolution calling for direct negotiations 
between the Council of Europe and the US and other non-European countries.

It considers that in the economic and social field the objective should con
tinue to be a complete union representing all European countries, but that as a 
first step regional agreements, as broad as possible, could usefully be con
cluded between countries which at present desire to associate together.

It recalls the need for early and constructive solutions and reaffirms its con
viction that the future of Europe will only be assured when a democratically 
constituted European authority is empowered to take immediately enforce
able decisions, by a majority vote, in strictly defined spheres.

The Council accordingly resolves to continue and develop its endeavours 
to make public opinion aware of these needs. In order to strengthen the 
authority of the Assembly it is studying the possibility, under the existing Sta
tute, of the French delegates being elected by universal suffrage.

35. Charles de Gaulle: Europe by referendum
Nov. 1949-Aug. 1950

(A) Press conference of 14 Nov. 1949, Le Monde, 15 Nov. 1949, repr. in Discours et 
messages, vol. 2, pp. 319-32 (extracts here from pp. 325-9); (B) press statement, 9 Aug. 
1950, Le Monde, 10 Aug. 1950, repr. in Discours et messages, vol. 2, pp. 379-83, incor
rectly dated 17 Aug. 1950 (extract here from p. 381).

De Gaulle supported his followers' federalist campaign1 by calling for a referendum in 
which the ‘citizens of Europe5 could express their acceptance of the idea of a constituent

3 Cf. Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 244-8.
1 Cf. docs. 14 and 32 above.
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assembly. While proclaiming the need for a partial surrender of sovereignty he avoided any 
precise description of the proposed confederation, but made it clear that he continued to see 
France as playing the leading role in a united Europe.2

*

(A )
Q. General, in the present international situation, what do you consider the 

proper form of organization for Europe?
A. Well, my friend, you may have noted what I have said from time to time 

about the organization of Europe, which I really think has started off on the 
wrong track. The organization of Europe is a vast question, an extremely dif
ficult one, and to my mind it calls for an act of faith on the people’s part. The 
institutions of Europe must come from the Europeans, by a democratic mani
festation on the part of all the citizens of Europe. They must be asked three 
questions:

‘Do you want to see Europe united, particularly in matters of economics, 
culture and defence?

‘Do you want a confederative agency of the peoples of Europe to be created 
in order to govern this union?

‘Do you wish to elect an Assembly to devise European institutions?’
I am convinced that there would be two great advantages in putting these 

questions.
In the first place such a manifestation of the popular will for unity would 

be of great importance to Europeans, who at present are eyeing one another 
unhappily and who confusedly feel that by uniting they would recover their 
former greatness, security and prosperity.

Secondly, the vote would show which countries are willing and which are 
not. Then we should know where we stood, and could get to work.

As for what has been achieved so far, the Council of Europe, it may be of 
use as a study group but it has no value from the point of view of action, and 
is not designed to have any. For one thing its agencies, and particularly the 
Assembly, have no European mandate. Who can the Assembly speak for? Cer
tainly not Europe. Not a single one of its members -  however able, distin
guished, and even famous -  has any mandate to represent Europe.

2 The idea of a referendum was first put forward in a statement by the RPF at the 
beginning of the first session of the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe. 
This declared that the first step towards European unity must be ‘a referendum by 
universal suffrage, organized simultaneously in all the countries concerned, by 
which the peoples themselves would decide to unite and would empower a 
constituent body, consisting of delegates of all nations, to organize a confederation 
as the first form of European unity. Each state would retain its sovereignty except in 
areas entrusted to the community for the purpose of unification. These should 
initially comprise the land, sea and air defence of the territory of all the confederate 
peoples; the adjustment of national production and foreign trade; currency; the 
exploiting of certain resources in overseas territories; and cultural and scientific 
development.’ (Le Monde, 9 Aug. 1949).
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Again, the powers conferred on the Committee of foreign ministers and the 
Consultative Assembly are in my opinion badly defined.

Can one imagine anything more helpless than these institutions? Quite 
recently, when Europe was faced with a financial crisis -  a question of curren
cies -  a member country of the Council of Europe suddenly devalued its cur
rency, which was a disaster for all the others, without saying a word to anyone 
beforehand, least of all the Council. And, only the other day, there was a settle
ment here in Paris of questions concerning Germany. Again the Council of 
Europe had no say. No, it is better to say no more of it. Let us organize 
Europe through the citizens of Europe: let us have a great European referen
dum. (...)

Q. What do you think of the decisions on Germany?
A. I have always said and thought that we must create a united Europe by 

stages -  its economy, its culture, later its defence, and one day even its politics. 
I have always thought, too, that if this unity is to be of the right kind it must 
be brought about by Europeans, independent of pressure from outside. I have 
always said and thought that the foundation of Europe should be a direct 
agreement between the French and the German people without intermediary, 
assuming of course that such an agreement can be achieved. However, people 
took a different course. The right thing would have been to admit Germany, 
as a confederation of states, into an existing European organization firmly 
based on the popular vote I have just spoken of, after first concluding a direct 
agreement between Paris and Bonn, if not Berlin. Instead of that, West Ger
many has first been set up as if it were to be the nucleus of a future Reich. 
Instead of settling quickly in advance the questions of the Ruhr, the Saar and 
the dismantling of German industry, these matters have been allowed to drag 
on and become exacerbated, so that they are at their most dangerous at the 
very time when Germany is being restored to sovereignty. Everything looks as 
if it had been intended to keep alive a certain number of contentious issues 
between France and Germany. And now people are going along to the Ger
mans and, it would seem, telling them in effect: ‘Things can be quite all right 
for you. The only difficulty is that the French still want to be reassured about 
their security. Can you do something for them in that respect?’ The result of 
this in Germany will be a wave of discontent with France.

Let me say to our friends in Washington and London that this is a bad 
policy. It is liable to wreck the organization of Europe and sacrifice the hope 
of peace that lies in creating Europe. As to the way people have of exploiting 
the weakness of French authorities to make them yield on this point or that, I 
am not convinced that it does them much good in the end.

Germany must be brought closer to Western Europe; this must be done in 
the right way, and the first step must be a genuine agreement with France when 
our country is on its feet again. Consider how much the East might one day 
offer Germany, even apart from any question of internal regime. First, reuni
fication; then the Eastern frontiers and, who knows, perhaps the Anschluss. 
Economic expansion in central Europe, the Balkans and Eastern Europe, and 
even perhaps -  again, who knows? -  the hope of joint domination.
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I repeat that I think the German problem has been tackled in the wrong way; 
but I admit that France’s silence is largely to blame. There is at present no 
French regime that is France, that can say Yes or No on her behalf. We need 
a government that will enlighten the French people and carry other nations 
along with it, that will negotiate directly with Germany and see whether or not 
France and Germany together can create a united Europe. For all this to 
happen, France must be herself again, and the first thing is to make her so.

I have spoken of an agreement between France and Germany. Let me 
explain. I have in mind, first and foremost, an economic agreement. In many 
ways the French and German economies are complementary. The Germans 
have coal. They are building installations of great value, especially for the new 
countries, but they are short of food for themselves. We can boost our agricul
tural production and send them what they need. We also have iron and baux
ite. French Africa has many tropical products that the Germans lack. This first 
economic agreement would make a lot of difference.

France and Germany can also come together in the cultural field. Something 
has been done in this line already. I appreciate the work of our institutions in 
Germany and the interest the Germans have shown in them. This activity can 
be developed.

That, for the present, is what could be covered by a first Franco-German 
settlement. Later we can see as regards defence and politics. In Germany, I 
believe many are thinking in the same way. I would like to say that I have care
fully studied the recent statements by Chancellor Adenauer,3 and I do not con
ceal that I feel responsive to them. (...)

(B)
(...) We must get Europe together. The Council at Strasburg will not do 

so, as it has no valid European mandate. What is needed first is a practical 
understanding between France and Germany, since that is where the real possi
bilities of our old continent lie, both strategically and economically. There 
must also be institutions based on a direct vote by the citizens of Europe and 
wielding the measure of sovereignty delegated to them by member states in 
the field of economics and defence. Finally there must be a common defence 
system. It would be natural for France to design this system and appoint its 
commander, in the same way as the US should predominate in the Pacific area 
and Britain in the East; the whole [European] system should be under the 
supreme direction of the Council of powers and a joint staff organization. If 
Europe takes on shape and consistency in this way, we shall see a revival of 
hope from the Atlantic to the Urals. (...)

3 On the same day Adenauer in the Bundestag described German-French relations 
as the key to Europe’s future and said that the overwhelming majority of the German 
people wished for an end to the differences between the two nations.
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36. French Council of the European Movement: ‘Appeal for the 
creation of a European political authority’ April 1950

Leaflet issued by the French Council of the European Movement, April 1950 (from 
Archives of the European Movement, Bruges);1 Italian tr. in Europa Federata, No. 18, 
22 April 1950 (here unabridged).

In April 1950 the French Council of the European Movement2 addressed a last-minute 
appeal to the public in the hope of bringing about a supranational political authority and 
so realizing the hope that had been vainly placed in the Council of Europe? The number 
of eminent personalities who signed the appeal shows how widespread at that time was the 
support in France for a federation. However; the silence of the document as to how the pro
posed union might be realized was an indication that the Europeans' were not in agreement 
as to whether the advance to supranational institutions should be made if Britain were not 
prepared to join in.

A cry of alarm must be sounded: the situation of Europe, from which France 
cannot be dissociated, is serious and the future is full of uncertainty.

Russian expansionism and totalitarianism, the development of the cold war, 
intensive rearmament, the manufacture and stockpiling of atomic bombs have 
plunged the world into a state of anxiety, and threaten a conflict that would 
be fatal not only to our countries but to the essential values of Western civiliza
tion. Fresh disorder may be caused by the revival of nationalism in an isolated 
Germany. Finally, the present improvement in our economy is precarious. It is 
largely a function of American aid, which is necessarily a short-term remedy 
and may be discouraged by the dissipation of the efforts of the different Euro
pean nations.

But it is for us to surmount these dangers and give a firm direction to the 
common destiny of Europe.

For a long time past, and particularly for the last three years, it has been real
ized that recovery was impossible on a purely national basis. Consequently 
efforts were made to bring about a European organization; they resulted in 
the creation of the Council of Europe and the Consultative Assembly at Stras- 
burg.

None the less, despite their urgency, the real problems are still unsolved.
The Assembly, which has no powers of decision, expresses itself with great 

caution, while the Committee of Ministers, which is purely advisory, is para
lysed by the unanimity rule.

1 Also supplied by the late Prof. Walter Lipgens.
2 Cf. doc. 34 above.
3 For an account of the first session of the Consultative Assembly of the Council 

of Europe and its results see Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 244-50 and 257-60.
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All this has discouraged public opinion, which is forced to doubt the pros
pects for Europe yet is clear-minded enough to realize that there is no alterna
tive solution.

The efforts made in the technical sphere should be pursued and supported, 
but they can come to nothing if the Council of Europe is deprived of all effec
tive power and doomed to impotence like the League of Nations and the 
United Nations Organization.

Thanks to short-sighted selfishness, vested interests and the timidity of 
governments, the Council cannot make the slightest progress as long as every 
decision depends on the unanimity of sovereign states.

Only the creation of a common authority will make it possible to adopt the 
cultural, social, economic and military measures that will turn our small coun
tries into a prosperous union -  powerful, respected, peace-loving and 
brotherly -  which will promote social justice and ward off the dangers that 
now threaten our basic freedoms and the fruits of our labour.

France’s universal vocation demands that she take the lead in this new, 
indispensable revolution.

We call on public opinion and the authorities of our country to respond to 
this urgent necessity. We exhort the French delegates at the Strasburg 
Assembly to speak out boldly for the establishment of a common authority in 
which all the democratic nations of Europe are invited to join and which shall 
be empowered to take immediately enforceable decisions, by a majority vote, 
in strictly defined spheres.

The hour is grave. We are at a dead end of history, and can only extricate 
ourselves by a gigantic effort of imagination and will, to which we summon 
all men and women of good intent.

Signatories
Pierre Abelin Deputy, ex-minister
Maurice Allais Professor of general economics, Ecole 

Nationale Supérieure des Mines
Paul Anxionnaz Deputy
André Armengaud Senator
Raymond Aron Docteur ès lettres
Paul Arrighi Avocat à la Cour
Paul Bacon Minister of Labour and Social Security, 

delegate to the European Assembly
Jacques Bardoux Membre de l’Institut, deputy, delegate to

4 . the European Assembly
Henri Barre Senator
Jacques Bassot Vice-president of the Union Nationale des 

Associations Familiales, president of Ta Fé
dération’

Paul Bastid Membre de l’Institut, deputy, ex-minister, 
delegate to the European Assembly
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Jean Bayet

Mgr E. Beaupin

André Bergougnan

Robert Betolaud 
Robert Bichet

Léon Blum

Rev. Marc Boegner

Edouard Bonnefous

Pierre Brisson
Mme Gilberte Brossolette

Robert Buron

Jean Cambournac

Jacques Chastenet 
Léon Chevalme

Francis Closon 
Paul Coste-Floret 
René Coty

René Courtin

Henry Daniel-Rops 
Raoul Dautry

Michel Debré

Gaston Deferre 
Yvon Delbos 
Guy Desson 
Hyacinthe Dubreuil

Documents

Membre de l’Institut, professor at the Sor
bonne
President of the Comité Catholique des 
Amitiés Françaises à l’Étranger 
Managing director, Établissements Bergou
gnan
Deputy, ex-minister
Deputy, ex-minister, delegate to the Euro
pean Assembly
Former prime minister, honorary president 
of the European Movement 
Membre de l’Institut, president of the Fédé
ration Protestante de France 
Deputy, chairman of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee of the National Assembly, dele
gate to the European Assembly 
Editor, Le Figaro
Vice-president of the Conseil de la Répu
blique (Senate), delegate to the European 
Assembly
Secrétaire d’État à l’Économie Nationale et 
aux Finances, delegate to the European As
sembly
Professor at the École Nationale d’Organi
sation Économique et Sociale 
Membre de l’Institut
Secretary-general, Fédération des Métaux 
Force Ouvrière
Commissaire honoraire de la République 
Deputy, ex-minister
Senator, ex-minister, delegate to the Euro
pean Assembly
Professor at the Faculté de Droit de Paris, 
delegate-general of the French Council of the 
European Movement 
Writer
Membre de l’Institut, ex-minister, president 
of the French Organization of the Éuropean 
Movement
Senator, Commissaire honoraire de la Ré
publique
Deputy, ex-minister
Minister of National Education
Deputy
Ex-member of the International Labour Of
fice
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Georges Duhamel 
Luc Durand-Reville 
Daniel Faucher 
Pierre de Felice

Académie Française 
Senator
Dean of the Faculty of Letters, Toulouse 
Senator, delegate to the European Assem
bly

René Fould President, Syndicat des Constructeurs de 
Navires

Henry Frenay Ex-minister, president of Executive Com
mittee, Union Européenne des Fédéralistes

Pierre Fromont Member of the Académie d’Agriculture 
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Tony Revillon Deputy, ex-minister
Paul Reynaud Deputy, former prime minister, delegate to 
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nat Français
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37. André Philip: For a political authority 8 August 1950
Council of Europe, Consultative Assembly, Report of Second Session, 8 August 

1950, pp. 44-57 (extracts from English version)

During the winter of 1949/50 all the initiatives that had emerged from the first session 
of the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe for the creation of supranational 
structures in Western Europe were unsuccessful owing to resistance from Britain and the
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Scandinavian countries. In these circumstances a clear majority of French advocates of Euro
pean union came to favour going ahead without British participation. A t the opening of the 
second session of the Consultative Assembly in August 1950 the French delegates, in concert 
with representatives of other countries, presented a motion for the creation of a political 
authority and a federal pact among such countries as were prepared to take this step forth
with.1 André Philip, introducing the motion, pointed to the dangers of Soviet expansion, 
which appeared even more threatening since the Communist invasion of South Korea on 
25 June.

(...) And so we are forced to recognize -  in comparison with our ideal, in 
comparison with the hopes reposed in us from the moment the Council of 
Europe was born, how very little has been accomplished during these past 
months.

Admittedly, the Message from the Committee of Ministers tells us that the 
OEEC does not intend to stop there, and that we may hope that further ques
tions will be examined and further more effective progress made. But, my 
friends, the question that confronts us this year is: Have we the time to con
tinue at this snail’s pace at a moment when the threat is becoming ever more 
apparent, when our very existence is at stake, when our civilization is threat
ened with death? Can we continue to use methods and techniques which 
would allow us to create Europe within thirty years, when we are not sure of 
having thirty months?

That is the question which faces us today.
What is the real situation today? (...) The dangers foretold last year are now 

apparent. The aggression in Korea has revealed the danger of totalitarianism 
which weighs not only on the countries of Asia but on the entire world, and 
weighs specifically directly, on our unhappy Europe, now, at this very 
moment, in the months, perhaps in the weeks, to come. (...)

The problem which has arisen is no longer that of juxtaposing small national 
armies which, as at present constituted, are no more than children’s toys, as 
expensive as they are inefficient, but that of the creation of a European army 
financed by a European fund fed by European taxes. Only in so far as we show 
ourselves capable of setting up this organization -  and I would go so far as to 
say of having it set up in the first place by politicians, engineers and workers 
rather than by generals -  will we succeed in accomplishing something effective, 
for every specialist always clings to his own line. Together we must study the 
essential measures of our defence: how many tanks, how many planes, what 
measures of anti-aircraft defence, how many guns must be produced, and what

1 German text in Europa-Archiv 5 (1950), p. 3360; for the discussions in the 
Council of Europe see Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 244-50, 257-60, 270 f. The UEF had 
already opened a campaign on the international level with a resolution of 30 Oct. 
1949 proposing a ‘federal pact’ among countries that were prepared to set up a polit
ical authority: cf. Lipgens, ‘Union Européenne des Fédéralistes5, Doc. Eur. Integr., 
vol. 4, ch. I (in preparation).
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all this represents from the point of view of our potential in coal and steel pro
duction. The first point must be a programme of industrial production. Then, 
when this programme -  drawn up for the whole of Europe and in the interests 
of the whole of Europe -  has been worked out, we will say to the military: 
This is the framework; now work according to the instructions we give you.

And I believe, at the same time, that this is the only way to resolve a problem 
of which there is much talk, the problem of Germany’s participation in this 
defence organization.

I am speaking here in a purely personal capacity, but I believe that among 
the men of all nationalities present in this Assembly, including our German col
leagues, there must be many who hold that, even in our present dangerous 
situation, we cannot favour the re-establishment of a German army.

We believe that to create a German army would be dangerous to the de
mocracy that is being born in that country, and to the general security.

But once a European army is set up, it would be an army responsible for 
defending the whole territory of Europe, with all the citizens of Europe. 
There would then be no more problems of a national character; each one 
would be free to take up his place according to his own capacities and desires.

This defence (...) is only one element in collective defence. Nothing would 
be gained by creating military services if these were handed over to a popula
tion which through poverty, through suffering, through its low standard of 
living has no real opportunity of enjoying the common cultural heritage 
which is ours and which we wish to defend, for such a population would not 
possess the will to defend itself.

I do not hesitate to say that to-day I am less scared by Russian tanks, or by 
the atomic and hydrogen bombs, than by that other bomb -  the poverty of the 
working classes in some of the States which now exist in Europe.

For there you have a danger to every one of us, there you have a tool which 
the enemy has every intention of using. (...)

I am sure everyone will agree that (...) it will be necessary to create a certain 
number of joint institutions before the year is out. The great merit of the 
Schuman Plan is that it has finally opened the way in the right direction -  by 
which I mean that, abandoning compromise, on the one hand, and purely 
theoretical structures, on the other, it has -  as Mr Edelman so rightly said -  
adopted the functional method.

Let us take the problems imposed on us by events as they come, one after 
the other. We must have an organization for coal and steel, an organization 
for electricity, an organization for transport and -  as Mr Edelman again so 
very rightly said -  a common organization for European purchases by the 
setting up of Joint Purchasing Boards; I would also add, a joint organization 
for our exports so that we shall not compete with ourselves on extra-European 
territories and engage in cut-throat tactics, thus destroying the very pre
requisites for our economic equilibrium and the success of the Payments 
Union which we have just brought into being. It is also necessary to set up a 
manpower organization, an authority for raw materials and agricultural pro-
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duction. We shall be debating the functions of these authorities, and will each 
have our own opinions to give; but I would say here that it is necessary to 
appoint competent Ministers with the necessary powers at the European level 
in all these fields.

Finally, these organizations must be responsible to a democratically elected 
body. I think, my friends, that you like myself are aware of the tragedy which 
is steadily developing in all our countries in different forms and to varying 
extents: everywhere, parliamentary control is gradually being deprived of its 
true role because the real decisions are being taken where the real problems 
are arising, whether on the international or the European level. (...)

The basis of the parliamentary system is being more and more vitiated 
because our national Parliaments are now in practice no more than large-size 
county councils, big-scale local organizations competent to deal only with 
local affairs; the major questions on which the future of their countries 
depend are outside their control because they are negotiated and decided 
upon in another place and at another level. Democracy must be restored in the 
place where the problem arises. Parliamentary control must be instituted in 
the place where the negotiations are held, that is to say, here at the European 
level. (...)

Are we going to be able to increase our power? Shall we be able to get 
beyond our advisory role and at last persuade the Committee of Ministers to 
grant the Assembly, as we proposed last year, certain limited but real powers 
within the framework of the functions assigned to us? If we do not do this, 
my friends, another Assembly will do it. We shall only become a kind of empty 
shell with another European Assembly developing alongside us; for now the 
problem is too grave for us to wait any longer.

For a year now we have accepted compromises and half-measures for the 
sake of unanimity. We have constantly lined up on the basis of the lowest 
common denominator. The result has been that nothing has been done. Now, 
if nothing were done at this Assembly, if we were to disappoint the hopes 
placed in us by our peoples, this second Session would certainly be the last, 
because nobody would have any more interest in our doings and our words. 
Here and now, we must take decisions and try to save Europe by trying to 
agree unanimously if possible or, if that is not possible, to persuade those who 
want to create a united Europe to press forward, trusting that our other col
leagues will join us in their turn a little later and that, as good realists, they will 
adapt themselves to the reality which we shall have created by our faith and 
our will for action.

We cannot wait any longer. We shall set up the Coal and Steel Authority 
in the form of a supranational authority empowered to take decisions, and 
untrammelled by all those committees, sub-committees, deputies and organi
zations with their endless discussions, where decisions can only be taken by 
unanimity and where nothing is achieved but idle talk which every day 
becomes more futile. We shall make this authority responsible to a parliamen
tary Assembly; we very much hope that it will be ours. We will make a start, 
and after the first Schuman Plan Authority has been set up, others will follow.
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Thus, gradually, one after another, by the functional method, there will be set 
up the various European Ministries, which will be responsible towards what 
will become a European Parliament.

This, my friends, is what I want to say about our Assembly. When we come 
to debate the Reports of our Committees, we shall be able to enumerate the 
most urgently necessary institutions: a European army, a European bank of 
investments, a federal reserve bank system for Europe, joint organizations for 
coal, electricity, basic agricultural products, purchases and sales; finally, an 
Assembly to which these institutions, one and all, shall be accountable.

To-day, my friends, we all have a heavy responsibility. The threat is there, 
quite close to us, ready to burst upon us at any day. A divided Europe, a barren 
Europe, will inevitably attract the conqueror, whom we shall be unable to 
resist by our own scattered means alone. I am thinking of the working masses; 
I am thinking even more of the youth of our various countries, that splendid 
youth which some reproach with being sceptical and cynical. Its scepticism 
and cynicism are really only the despairing expression of a faith and an 
enthusiasm which are seeking their goal and cannot find it in the decadent 
world in which they live.

It is up to us to provide such faith, to stir up such enthusiasm. (...)

38. Guy Mollet: No Europe without Britain 28 August 1950
Council of Europe, Consultative Assembly, Report of Second Session, 28 Aug. 1950, 

pp. 1176-83 (extracts from English version).

Advocates of a socialist Europe or one in any way inspired by the ‘third force' idea still 
found the policy of going ahead without Britain hard to accept. I f Britain did not join in 
there was a danger of creating a conservative Europe; perhaps even one dominated by a con
servative West Germany, in which the ‘third force ' concept would go by the board. For this 
reason many hesitated to commit themselves to a Europe of the Six as it began to take shape 
with the Schuman Plan of 8 May 1950. Their doubts were expressed by Guy Mollet, secre
tary-general of the 5/70, who, in his capacity as rapporteur of the Political Committee of 
the Strasburg Assembly, rejected the arguments of his fellow-Socialist André Philip for the 
conclusion of a federal pact.1

>:•

(...) I wish to speak frankly, and to say why I am against such regional 
agreements. Here I must make it clear that I am speaking in my personal 
capacity (...)

1 Philip’s motion was rejected at the close of the session of 8 Aug. 1950, by 68 
votes to 19 with 7 abstentions: Official Record, p. 1217. On this and the further 
course of the campaign for a federal pact see Loth, Sozialismus, pp. 271-7.

) .



124 Documents

First of all, what regional agreements? All speakers have let it be understood 
that obviously Great Britain would not join; and the Scandinavian countries 
likewise. It is clear that if Great Britain, Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Iceland 
and Ireland remained outside, the Netherlands would have difficulty in join
ing, and, to the extent that it would be difficult for them, I think the other 
Benelux countries -  Belgium and Luxemburg -  would remain outside.

Proceeding by this method of elimination, let us now see what remains -  
Italy, Germany, France; with perhaps Greece and Turkey. I apologize, but I 
have the habit in political life of saying what I think. I say sincerely that if it 
is a question simply of Italy, Germany and France uniting, I am against it.

However, there is no need for me to be against it, because it is impossible. 
I should like to know -  and here I turn towards the representatives of the 
French Parliament who are in the Assembly -  how many votes they would 
expect to get if such a proposal were made in our National Assembly. I repeat 
that it is impossible. But even if it were possible I say quite frankly that I should 
vote against it, and this for a certain number of reasons.

In the first place I am against it because I am a European. I am also a feder
alist, but federalism is a means of making Europe. I would rather work for the 
unity of Europe without adopting the federal method, than to claim to be a 
federalist if it would simply mean the union of one part of Europe; that is to 
say if it would create yet another division.

I am also against it because I am a Socialist -  and it is revealing no secret 
to say that I am a Socialist. I am against it because a union of France, Germany 
and Italy would run the risk -  no doubt for everyone but certainly for France 
-  of ending in solutions which I should never consider as being progress on 
the road toward Socialism.

But, apart from all this, and apart from my political sympathies and my 
convictions as a European, I am against it because I am a Frenchman. While 
welcoming here the presence of the German democrats, I must tell them that 
if ever the proposal came before a French Parliament for the union of France, 
Italy and Germany, omitting those who were recently our Allies, it is sheer 
delusion to believe that such a thing would be possible, and a delusion to 
imagine that French Socialists would ever vote for it.

These were things that had to be said. I apologize if I have said them in too 
passionate a manner; it is because I feel deeply on this subject and because it 
seems to me impossible that we should delude ourselves and public opinion 
with vague and high-sounding phrases, such as that Europe will have to be 
made by the combined efforts of those who desire it and without the others.

No, Europe will be made with everyone in it. A united Europe, a more 
united Europe, will be made with everyone or it will not be made at all; after 
all, there are already forms of union, and I should like to know, for instance, 
how this federal embryo would deal with defence. And now I turn to my Scan
dinavian friends, and especially my Labour friends. I have already told them 
what I am going to say.

A certain number of men fought the good fight for a whole year in order 
to convince those who fancy themselves to be more European than we are, that
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they were being mistaken in wishing to build something that was purely con
tinental. I therefore turn to my Labour and Scandinavian colleagues to say to 
them: you are preventing us from building Europe. It is you who are creating 
the separatist movement from which others will benefit. I have even heard one 
of the Labour representatives in this Assembly telling us to try out the experi
ment. You know only too well that that is simply not possible, and that we 
shall not do so. (...)

If you want us to go further -  and you committed yourselves to that the day 
you signed the pact with us -  I would remind you that work in our Assembly 
must not consist of mutual criticism. The work to be done is in educating our 
respective public opinions, in stimulating our respective Parliaments, and 
influencing our respective Governments. We must convince them that it is 
necessary to go further along the road towards European organization. (...)

39. Conseil européen de vigilance: manifesto of French delegates
18 October 1950

Leaflet; printed in several daily papers, including Combat, 20 Oct. 1950; repr. in 
Jean-Pierre Gouzy, Les pionniers de l'Europe communautaire, Lausanne, 1968, pp. 162-4 
(here unabridged).

After the failure of the proposal to set up a political authority at the end of August 19501 
the French branch of the UEF, together with the socialist MSEUE and the Christian Demo
cratic Nouvelles Equipes Internationalesy formed a Conseil européen de vigilance' in a last 
attempt to use extra-parliamentary pressure to induce the political forces represented in the 
Council of Europe to embark on federation without Great Britain. Its manifesto was signed 
by socialists of André Philip's persuasion as well as members of the neutralist Left such as 
Charles Ronsac and Georges Altman, and the Gaullists Michel Debré and Jacques Chaban- 
Delmas. An invitation to endorse the appeal went to all mayors in France and to numerous 
regional and local political groups. The dailies Franc-Tireur and Combat published several 
long articles in its favour; and local polls attested the support of public opinion. During the 
second part of the second session of the Assembly, from 18 to 24 November 1950, the signato
ries of the manifesto assembled in Strasburg to lobby the delegates, but the campaign was less 
successful than they had hoped. Guy Mollet, secretary-general of the SFIO, who at the time 
was also Minister for European Affairs in the French government, did his best to oppose the 
activity of the Conseil, as he still hoped that the British could be persuaded to change their 
minds. On 23 November the Consultative Assembly rejected12 a motion by André Philip and 
Gérard Jaquet of the SFIO for a 'political authority' to deal with matters of defence and for
eign policy.

1 Cf. doc. 37 above.
2 By 57 votes to 39 with 12 abstentions: cf. Loth, Sozialismus, p. 275. For the Con

seil and its campaign see ibid., pp. 274 f., and Jean-Pierre Gouzy, Les pionniers de 
l'Europe communautaire, Lausanne, 1968, pp. 64-7.
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Frenchmen and Frenchwomen!
The August session of the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe 

did not answer the needs of the hour. It profoundly disappointed the expecta
tions of our peoples.

Europe was the cradle of Western civilization and is still its focal point. In 
things of the mind its prestige is unimpaired. As far as power is concerned, the 
size and quality of its population, its economic resources and its overseas 
dependencies give promise that it can play a role worthy of its history.

Europe has before it a great future of peace and prosperity, if only it can 
recover from self-doubt and overcome its age-old divisions.

Each of the free nations of Western Europe now knows that it is too small 
for the modern-scale map of the world: too poor to rebuild itself alone, too 
weak to defend itself alone, too much shaken to recover its physical and 
spiritual balance without assistance.

In this year of 1950 all European nations are interdependent for war or 
peace, slavery or freedom, annihilation or upward progress. Their salvation 
lies in union.

There must be a European economy to improve rapidly the living standards 
of our hard-working population. There must be a European diplomacy to save 
our towns and villages from the threat of war. There must be a European army 
to defend our liberties. And none of this will happen unless we first set up a 
European government controlled by a federal parliament.

Time presses. Events are racing ahead. Old Europe must prove to the world 
that she can still anticipate them. As long as Europe remains divided, time is 
working against her.

In the coming months there will be events and decisions on which the future 
and perhaps even the existence of European nations will depend. Europe’s 
voice must be heard in the world’s councils, no later than tomorrow.

If certain friendly nations are not yet ready to delegate part of their sover
eignty, their safety as well as ours forbids us to wait for them a moment 
longer. It is the duty of the rest of us to show them the way, to embark on it 
resolutely, and thus persuade them to join us.

Frenchmen and Frenchwomen, of all opinions and all walks in life!
The Strasburg Assembly will meet again on 17 November.
We, the undersigned, will also go to Strasburg. We shall join our voices to 

those of the personalities from other European countries who will be sent 
there in response to our appeal. We shall speak to the official repre
sentatives in the Maison de l’Europe and tell them very plainly what the agon
ized nations expect of them. We shall demand with all our might the unifica
tion of free Europe by the establishment of a federal government and parlia
ment at a very early date.

To all of you, our fellow-citizens, who refuse to despair of peace, your lib
erties and the future of our country, we appeal to show your confidence in us 
and support our action.

Long live Europe!
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II. Italian Political Parties and Pressure Groups 
in the Discussion on European Union

S e r g io  P is t o n e

Introduction
The cessation of hostilities in Italy at the end of April 1945 made it possible 

at last for the debate on European unity to be pursued freely in all parts of the 
country. Solid foundations had been laid by the discussions that had taken 
place in anti-Fascist circles throughout the war, and in particular after Musso
lini’s dismissal by the King on 25 July 1943.1 The Movimento Federalista 
Europeo (MFE) had begun its activity in 1941 with the 'Manifesto for a free 
and united Europe’ composed by Altiero Spinelli and Ernesto Rossi on the 
island of Ventotene, where they were interned along with numerous other 
anti-Fascists.2 The MFE was formally constituted at a meeting at the home of

1 For the debate on European unity in Italy before and during the Second World 
War see D. Visconti, La concezione unitaria dell'Europa nel Risorgimento italiano, 
Milan, 1948; C.F. Delzell, ‘The European Federalist Movement in Italy: First Phase 
1918-1947’, Journal of Modem History, Chicago, XXXII, 1960, pp. 241-50; L. Levi 
and S. Pistone, Trentanni di vita del Movimento Federalista Italiano, Milan, 1973; M. 
Albertini, A. Chiti-Batelli and G. Petrilli, Storia del federalismo europeo, ed. by E. Pao- 
lini, Turin, 1973; R. Salvadori, Le origini del processo di integrazione dell'Europa 
occidentale (1940-1950), with Appendix by L. Brunazzi, L'idea d'Europa nella Resi
stenza italiana: orientamenti bibliografici, Parma, 1973; S. Pistone (ed.), L'idea del
l'unificazione europea dalla prima alla seconda guerra mondiale, with contributions by 
A. Agnelli, N. Bobbio, D. Cofrancesco, L. Levi, W. Lipgens, R. Monteleone, S. Pis
tone and F. Rossolillo, Turin, 1975; C. Curcio, Europa. Storia di un'idea, new edition 
with preface by G.P. Orsello, Turin, 1978; M. Albertini, II Risorgimento e l'unità 
europea, Naples, 1979; S. Pistone, L'Italia e l'unità europea, Turin, 1982; W. Lip
gens, Documents on the History of European Integration, voi. 1 : Continental Plans for 
European Union, 1939-1945, Berlin/New York, 1984.

2 The Ventotene Manifesto was also partly the work of Eugenio Colorni, one of 
the founders of the MFE, who was killed by the Fascists at the end of May 1944. For 
the drafting and circulating of the Manifesto cf. W. Lipgens, op. cit. (n. 1), doc. 148; 
L. Levi and S. Pistone, op. cit., pp. 44-75; L. Solari, Eugenio Colorni, Venice, 1980; 
A. Spinelli and E. Rossi, II Manifesto di Ventotene, new edn. with introduction by M. 
Albertini, an essay by N. Bobbio entitled ‘Il federalismo nel dibattito politico e cul
turale della Resistenza’, and an interview with Altiero Spinelli by Sonia Schmidt, 
Naples, 1982.
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Mario Alberto Rollier in Milan on 27-8 August 1943 ;3 it took part in the 
armed resistance against the Nazis and Fascists, carried on systematic propa
ganda among the anti-Fascist forces, and between March and July 1944 pro
moted a series of meetings in Switzerland among resistance leaders from Cze
choslovakia, Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, Yugoslavia, Norway, Hol
land and Poland, which resulted in a ‘Federalist declaration of European resist
ance fighters’.4 The MFE also had a decisive effect on the attitude adopted 
towards European unity by all the Italian parties that were formed or revived 
as part of the resistance movement: these were for the most part highly favou
rable to federalism except for the Communists (PCI) who, obedient to Soviet 
policy, held out against any form of European union.5

Although the ground was thus well prepared,6 the situation immediately 
after the war afforded no scope for concrete Italian initiatives towards Euro
pean union. The Americans gave no encouragement to such ideas in their

3 Cf. Levi and Pistone, op. cit., pp. 66-71, and R. D’Agata, Le origini del Movi- 
mento Federalista Europeo (1941-1946), Quaderni della F.I.A.P., No. 16, Rome, 
1977.

4 Cf. L'Europe de demain, ed. by Centre d’action pour la Fédération européenne, 
Neuchâtel, 1945, pp. 68-75; Lipgens, op. cit., docs. 214-17; K. Voigt, cDie Genfer 
Fôderalistentreffen im Frlihjahr 1944’, in Risorgimento. Rivista europea di storia ita- 
liana e contemporanea, 1980, No. 1, pp. 59-72. It should also be mentioned that the 
first European federalist conference was held in Paris from 22 to 25 March 1945 on 
the initiative of the MFE and the French Committee for European federation. It was 
attended by Spinelli and his wife Ursula Hirschmann and by notable Frenchmen 
including René Mayer and André Philip, together with British, Swiss, Greek and 
Austrian representatives, anti-Franco Spaniards and some German anti-Fascists. Cf. 
L'Unità Europea, No. 9, 29 April 1945, p. 3.

5 On the attitudes of Italian parties towards European union during the Second 
World War and the influence of the MFE in this context see especially F. Catalano, 
‘La politica estera del Comitato di Liberazione Nazionale’, in La politica estera della 
Repubblica Italiana, ed. by M. Bonanni, vol. II, Milan, 1967, pp. 415-54; L. Brunazzi, 
op. cit.; S. Pistone, L ’Italia e l ’unità europea, op. cit., pp. 70 ff.

6 Immediately after the end of the war Politica Estera published a special number 
entirely devoted to European federation. (For this journal, and the special number 
in particular, see R. Ducci and B. Olivi, L'Europa incompiuta, Padua, 1970, pp. 69- 
71). The issue included contributions written before the end of hostilities in Italy by 
Ivanoe Bonomi, then prime minister, by prominent representatives of all parties (An
tonio Calvi and Giuseppe Ugo Papi of the Liberals, Guido Calogero and Ugo La 
Malfa of the AP, Guido Gonella of the Christian Democrats, Paolo Treves and 
Mario Zagari of the PSIUP (Socialist Party of Proletarian Unity), Randolfo 
Pacciardi of the Republican Party, Mario Giuliano of the PCI (Communists) and 
Fedele D’Amico of the Christian Left) and other personalities such as Luigi Einaudi, 
Carlo Sforza, Guido De Ruggiero, Adolfo Omodeo, Basilio Cialdea, Luigi Salvato- 
relli, Leopoldo Piccardi and Dino Secco Suardo. While the prime minister in 
particular voiced a certain scepticism as to the possibility of early results, in general 
the authors were markedly in favour of a federal Europe, which they regarded as an 
instrument for the peace and development of Europe itself and also as a potential 
mediator between the superpowers.
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sphere of influence in Europe until the middle of 1947/ and in addition there 
were important adverse factors peculiar to the Italian situation. The damage 
caused to Italy’s international prestige by the Fascist adventure was only par
tially wiped out by the exploits of the Resistance, and it was not until the peace 
treaty was ratified in July 1947 that the country could embark on initiatives of 
its own.8 Its domestic affairs were governed until May 1947 by a coalition of 
Christian Democrats, Socialists and Communists; this afforded the only effec
tive means of carrying on the fight against Nazism and Fascism and subse
quently establishing the new republican constitution,9 but in view of the pro- 
Soviet attitude of the PCI (and in practice also the PSIUP, which was 
linked with the Communists by a pact for joint action) the possibility of any 
initiative in a ‘European’ direction was even slighter than it would 
otherwise have been.10

Thus the strong urge towards European unity which had made itself felt 
among Italian parties during the Resistance was in effect suspended until the 
outbreak of the cold war, while only the MFE continued systematically to dis
cuss and publicize the European idea. Despite adverse odds the MFE was 
extremely active from the Liberation onwards, notably in developing its organ
ization and publishing a regular periodical, L'Unita Europea. In this way it 
kept alive the wartime enthusiasm for federation and contributed to the crea
tion of the European Union of Federalists (UEF).11 The MFE had little influ-

7 Cf. W. Lipgens, A History of European Integration, voi. 1: 1945-1947, Oxford, 
1982, which also points out that Britain and France, the two European states that 
retained some degree of freedom of action after the war, used it in the initial period 
to pursue a narrowly nationalistic policy.

8 On Italian foreign policy in this period cf. A. Tarchiani, Dieci anni fra Roma e 
Washington, Milan, 1955; M. Toscano, Pagine di storia diplomatica contemporanea, 
voi. II, Milan, 1963; A. Sterpellone, ‘Vent’anni di politica estera’, in La politica estera 
della Repubblica Italiana, op. cit., voi. II, pp. 159-345; B. Cialdea, ‘L’Italia e il 
trattato di pace’, ibid., pp. 349-418; Antonio Varsori, ‘De Gasperi, Nenni, Sforza 
and their Role in Post-War Italian Foreign Policy’, in J. Becker/F. Knipping (eds.): 
Power in Europe? Great Britain, France, Italy and Germany in a Postwar World 
1945-1950, Berlin/New York, 1986, pp. 89-116; Egidio Ortona, Anni dAmerica -  
La ricostruzione 1944-51, Bologna, Il Mulino, 1984; Pietro Pastorelli, La politica 
estera italiana del dopoguerra, Bologna, Il Mulino, 1987; Paolo Cacae, Ventanni di 
politica estera italiana (1943-1963), Roma, Bonacci, 1987.

9 Cf., also for bibliographical references, G. Mammarella, LLtalia dalla caduta del 
fascismo ad oggi, Bologna, 1978.

10 De Gasperi, when minister of foreign affairs in the Parri government, at his first 
meeting with the Allied Council of Foreign Ministers in September 1945 expressed 
himself in favour of European federation but met with no positive response beyond 
some expressions of sympathy by Byrnes, the American Secretary of State. Cf. 
Byrnes, Speaking Frankly, New York, 1947, p. 141; Adstans (pseudonym of the 
diplomat Paolo Canali), Alcide De Gasperi nella politica estera italiana, Milan, 1953, 
pp. 32-5; Lipgens, History, op. cit., pp. 255-7.

11 Cf. Lipgens, History..., pp. 296-316. The federalist element in the politico-cul
tural debate was reflected at this time in some important books, notably A. Monti,
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ence on the political establishment, however, except that it played a 
considerable part in persuading the Constituent Assembly to adopt Article 11 
of the new Constitution, which, while not referring to European unity as 
such, spoke of ‘limitations of sovereignty necessary to a system for assuring 
peace and justice among nations5.

It should be pointed out that in addition to the adverse political climate, the 
MFE was handicapped at this time by the weakness of its leadership. This was 
primarily because Spinelli, the founder of the movement (and Rossi with him), 
seeing that there was no real hope of progress for the time being, refrained 
from federalist activity throughout the period from the second half of 1945 to 
the launching of the Marshall Plan, as he thought it more useful politically to 
concentrate on the campaign for an advanced type of republican constitution. 
While those who led the MFE until the beginning of 1948 were devoted to the 
cause and deserved credit for not quitting the field at a time of extreme diffi
culty, they did not have the same political vision or gifts of leadership as the 
authors of the Ventotene manifesto. In particular they were unable to unify 
within the MFE, or to coordinate under its guidance, all the federalist associa
tions and centres of action in Italy, nor did they seize effectively on the oppor
tunities afforded by the launching of the Marshall Plan. They were, in fact, 
unequal to the task, which was no easy one, of effecting a transition from the 
‘Third Force5 policy for Europe, advocated by the great majority of groups 
belonging to the UEF until mid-1947, to the policy, adopted at the Montreux 
Congress in August of that year, of ‘beginning with the West5. As will be seen, 
after Spinelli took the helm once more in June 1948 the MFE functioned with 
increasing efficiency in the new conditions provided by the Marshall Plan. We 
should first, however, outline the general effect of the Plan on the parties and 
the political situation in Italy as far as European union was concerned.

In May 1947, in close connection with the inception of the cold war, a 
breach took place between the Christian Democrats and the Socialists and 
Communists; the previous coalition was replaced, under De Gasperi, by a 
centre coalition of Christian Democrats, Liberals, Republicans and Social 
Democrats which, despite repeated crises, continued to govern Italy until the 
end of the 1950s. In foreign policy, which was conducted by Carlo Sforza 
without a break from February 1947 to July 1951, the new coalition (known 
as the Quadripartito) led the country from a policy of non-alignment to one 
of full integration in the Western bloc, the crucial aspect of which was Italy’s

L ’idea federalista italiana e i progetti di federazione europea, Milan, 1945; A. Trabalza, 
Stati Uniti d ’Europa, Rome, 1945; U. Campagnolo, Repubblica Federale Europea, 
Milan, 1945; S. Rugarli, Stati Uniti d ’Europa, Milan, 1945; M. Attardo Magrini, Il 
federalismo, Milan, 1946; A. Mochi, Civiltà: i termini di una crisi, Rome, 1947; G. 
Luzzatto, Precedenti e prospettive di un federalismo funzionale, Rome, 1947; D. Vis
conti, La concezione unitaria dell’Europa nel Risorgimento italiano, op. cit., 1948. 
Also, in 1946-9 there were published 63 numbers of the review II Mondo Europeo, 
for which the federalist Antonio Milo di Villagrazia wrote regularly, and which gave 
information on the activities of the MFE and the UEF.
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adherence to Nato. The decisive factor in this choice was undoubtedly the fact 
that increased American aid to Italy was made conditional on her unreserved 
adherence to the Western bloc, but other causes were also at work. An organic 
link with the Anglo-Saxon democracies provided military security against 
Soviet power and also a firm guarantee of the survival of the liberal-democratic 
regime, which was a fragile plant because of the historical economic and social 
backwardness of a large part of Italy, the consequent existence of a strong 
Leftist challenge to the regime and a dangerous possibility of the re-emergence 
of a similar challange from the Right. In addition, many members of the 
Quadripartito were not only anti-Communist but strongly conservative, and 
knew they could count on American aid for a policy hostile to any reform in 
a socialist direction. Finally, the adoption of an Atlantic policy was influenced 
by specific calculations as to the possibility of obtaining important alleviations 
of the harsher clauses of the peace treaty.12

While the Atlantic option was the essential basis of the foreign policy of the 
centralist coalition, it must also be emphasized that the latter was from the 
beginning strongly in favour of European union within the Atlantic policy. In 
the period we are concerned with, this orientation was evinced by Italy's 
prompt acceptance of the Marshall Plan -  she was the first country to do so, 
and clearly regarded the Plan as a fundamental step towards European unity13 
-  and by the Sforza Memorandum of August 1948, which proposed the 
gradual development of the OEEC into an organization for cooperation not 
only in the economic field (including a customs union and other, still closer 
forms of integration) but also in cultural, political and military matters, as well 
as the establishment of a court of justice, the whole system being intended as

12 For Italy’s ‘Atlantic’ choice cf. C. Sforza, op. cit.; M. Toscano, op. cit.; A. Ster- 
pellone, op. cit.; A. Garosci, ‘L’Italia e il Patto atlantico’, in La politica estera della 
Repubblica Italiana, op. cit., voi. II, pp. 538-58; U. Segre, Atlantismo e neutralismo 
nella politica estera italiana, ibid., pp. 559-89; L. Graziano, La politica estera italiana 
nel dopoguerra, Padua, 1968; R. Salvadori, op. cit., pp. 193 ff.; G. Mammarella, op. 
cit., pp. 247-53; id., Storia d'Europa dal 1945 ad oggi, Bari, 1980, pp. 121 ff.; various 
authors, Italia e Stati Uniti durante l'Amministrazione Truman, Milan, 1976; E. Aga 
Rossi (ed.), Il Piano Marshall e l'Europa, Rome, 1983; A. Gambino, Storia del Dopo
guerra, dalla liberazione al potere DC, Bari, 1975. The Atlantic choice, favouring as it 
did the more moderate tendencies of the centre coalition, was a difficult one for the 
left-of-centre Christian Democrats under Dossetti and for many members of the 
Socialist Workers’ Party (PSLI), which originated when Saragat broke away from 
the PSIUP at the beginning of 1947. Cf. the cited works by Garosci and Segre, and 
also G. di Capua, ‘Le avanguardie democratiche cattoliche e la politica estera’, in La 
politica estera della Repubblica italiana, op. cit., voi. Ili, pp. 1033-55, and the same 
author’s Come l'Italia aderì al Patto atlantico, Rome, 1970; Antonio Varsori, ‘La 
scelta occidentale dell Italia , in Storia delle relazioni intemazionali, no. 1, 1985 (part 
I), no. 2, 1985 (part II).

13 Cf. A. Sterpellone, op. cit., pp. 208 ff.; A. Albonetti, Preistoria degli Stati Uniti 
dEuropa, Milan, 1964, pp. 90 ff.; G. Petrilli, La politica estera ed europea di De Gas- 
peri, Rome, 1975, pp. 30 ff.
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the nucleus of a future European federation.14 In the negotiations for the crea
tion of the Council of Europe the Italian government advocated a structure 
providing for closer integration, as opposed to the British standpoint, which 
was highly restrictive. Moreover, when announcing its decision to join the 
Atlantic pact the Italian government emphasized its view that Nato, over and 
above its defensive function, was an appropriate framework within which to 
work for European union. It can thus be seen that the forward position that 
the Italian government took up at the time of the negotiations for the Euro
pean Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) and especially the European 
Defence Community (EDC) was the development of a line of policy that had 
been highly favourable to the European idea ever since the launching of the 
Marshall Plan.

This policy, moreover, was not only due to the convictions of De Gasperi 
and Sforza but was backed by an even stronger current of opinion in parlia
mentary circles and among the governing parties, except for the socialist-Com- 
munist left and the extreme right. This may be dated from the remarkable 
response of the Constituent Assembly to the questionnaire on European feder
alism organized by Coudenhove-Kalergi, in which 342 members of the Assem
bly, or 64 per cent of the total, replied in favour of federalism -  the highest pro
portion of ‘Yeses’ of any European parliament.15 On the strength of this, on 
29 May 1947, the Assembly, on the initiative of the Christian Democrat Enzo 
Giacchero, set up the Italian Parliamentary Committee for European Union,16

14 The text of the memorandum is given in Sforza, op. cit., pp. 69-73. On this and 
on the Italian government’s general policy towards the CEEC and the Council of 
Europe cf., in addition to the cited works by Sterpellone, Albonetti and Petrilli: B. 
Olivi, ‘L’Italia e il Mercato europeo’, in La politica estera della Repubblica italiana, 
op. cit., voi. II, pp. 485-537; R. Ducei and B. Olivi, L'Europa incompiuta, op. cit., 
pp. 109 ff.; A. Zurcher, The Struggle to Unite Europe 1940-1958, NY, 1958, chap
ters 4 and 5; L. Levi, L'unificazione europea. Trentanni di storia, Turin, 1979, 
pp. 52 ff.

15 Cf. Lipgens, History, op. cit., pp. 435-41.
16 The Giacchero Archives (see Bibliography) contain the Statute of the Committee 

(of which Giacchero himself was elected chairman), a list of its c. 250 members 
(nearly all belonging to the parties of the centralist coalition, but also including some 
Nenni Socialists and representatives of the right-wing Fronte dell’Uomo Qua
lunque, which disappeared after the election of 1948), and the record of the Commit
tee’s formation and activities. The pro-European orientation of the Uomo Qua
lunque party was expressed also in L'Europeo Qualunque, some numbers of which 
appeared from December 1946 onwards -%cf. L'Unità Europea, No. 1-2, 31 Jan. 
1947, p. 3; but it was very often contradicted by the party’s nationalist and authori
tarian tendencies. This can be seen from the documentation in the Giacchero 
Archives and in particular an article ‘Strascichi del convegno di Gstaad’ (Aftermath 
of the Gstaad Congress) in II Popolo Astigiano, 9 Oct. 1947, p. 1, concerning Giac- 
chero’s reply in the Constituent Assembly on 3 Oct. 1947 to the Uomo Qualunque 
leader Guglielmo Giannini, who complained that the Italian delegation at Gstaad 
had not been allotted space appropriate to Italy’s prestige. For Giannini’s movement 
in general cf. C. Vallauri (ed.), La ricostituzione dei partiti democratici 1943-1948. La 
nascita del sistema politico italiano, voi. I, pp. 625-57.
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which took an active part in founding the European Parliamentary Union 
(EPU) at Gstaad on 8-10 September 1947. In the new Chamber and Senate 
elected on 18 April 1948 an Italian Parliamentary Group for European Union 
was formed, with Giacchero and the Republican Senator Parri as its respec
tive chairmen. As a result of the Group’s activity during 1948-50 Parliament 
adopted several orders of the day and resolutions on the occasion of debates 
on the OEEC, the Council of Europe, Nato and the campaign for a federal 
pact (cf. docs. 75 ff.), which were consistently favourable to European federal 
union and to the active participation of Parliament in bringing it about.

This growing parliamentary interest in European union was naturally 
accompanied by a revival of interest within the parties. Besides the official dec
larations of party organs as the Marshall Plan got under way, we may note the 
Italian share in the creation and activities of the first coordinating structures 
of like-minded parties in different countries, viz. the Nouvelles Équipes Inter
nationales (NEI: Christian Democrats)17 and the Mouvement Socialiste pour 
les États-Unis d’Europe (socialists and social democrats).18 Parties in favour 
of union also took part in the foundation and activity of the Italian Council of 
the European Movement. At this level too there was more and more clear sup
port for the federal unification of Europe.

The pro-European trend that manifested itself in Italy from the middle of 
1947, more cautiously on the government level and more firmly in parliament 
and among the parties, generally took the form of advocating a federal system. 
There was in fact a clear convergence between a high degree of European uni
fication and fundamental Italian interests. Throughout Western Europe, par-

17 For the Italian contribution to the constitution and activities of the NEI cf. 
Nazione e prospettive sopranazionali, pub. by Federazione Universitaria Cattolica 
Italiana, Rome, 1952 (with contributions by Pietro Pavan, Vittorio Bachelet, Franco 
Costa, Gianni Baget-Bozzo, Fausto Montanari, Giuseppe Vedovato, Giovan Battista 
Scaglia, Silvio Golzio, Paolo Emilio Taviani, Mario Pedrazzini and Carlo Ramac- 
ciotti); C. Ramacciotti, I cattolici e l'unità europea, Rome, 1954; G. Martini, ‘Il coor
dinamento continentale dei democratici cristiani: tappe storiche e orientamenti ispi
ratori’, in B. De Marchi (ed.), Il rischio Europa, Milan, 1979, pp. 55-71. From 1948 
onwards Pope Pius XII spoke out vigorously on several occasions in favour of Euro
pean federation, especially at and after the audience granted to over 300 participants 
in the Second Congress of the UEF, held in Rome from 6 to 11 Nov. 1948. Cf. P. 
Pavan, ‘L’Unione europea e i cattolici’, in Orientamenti sociali, No. 3, 1950; ‘Papa 
Pio XII e il federalismo’, in Comuni d'Europa, Nos. 10—11, 1958, with texts of 
principal statements and commentary by Umberto Serafini.

18 For the Italian contribution to the constitution and activities of the MSEUE 
(whose chief representative in Italy was Mario Zagari), cf. ‘Movimento degli Stati 
Uniti Socialisti d’Europa’ in L'Unità Europea, 5 June 1947; ‘Per gli Stati Uniti Socia
listi d’Europa’ in L'Europa Socialista, 29 June 1947; ‘La conferenza europea per gli 
Stati Uniti Socialisti d’Europa’ in Non Mollare, 19 July 1947; E. Rossi, ‘Uno spira
glio alla speranza in Italia Socialista, 21 Aug. 1947. See also the doctoral thesis by 
Ortensia Semoli Hick, L'idea dell'unificazione europea nell'area socialista 
(1943-1953), submitted in the academic year 1978-9 to the Faculty of Political 
Sciences of Florence University (relatore:Luigi Lotti), pp. 91-2.
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ticularly on the Continent, there was at this time a more or less strong drive 
towards European integration, due to fear of Soviet power, the need to coop
erate in hastening economic recovery, and American pressure as a decisive ele
ment in this process. But in Italy there was an additional factor, viz. the enor
mous burden of underdevelopment in the central and southern parts of the 
country and in the islands, with all its effects in terms of structural unemploy
ment and underemployment, inefficiency in the political structure and weak
ness of the liberal-democratic regime. Outside Communist circles it was evi
dent to anyone who considered the country’s basic problems that, looking 
beyond the period of US aid, only a solid European union could offer Italy the 
means of economic development, an outlet for her surplus population, and 
solidarity with stronger European countries, in order that she might cope with 
the disequilibrium between her own North and South and thus with the more 
general problem of consolidating a democratic society. Hence the popularity 
in Italian political circles of the idea of a federal Europe, considered as the 
true historical alternative to the catastrophic Fascist policy which had sought 
to acquire living space by imperialist expansion.19

In addition to these objective factors there was the subjective one repre
sented by the influence of the MFE, which with Spinelli’s return gained more 
and more political importance.20 Between the launching of the Marshall Plan

19 Then as now, the convergence between Italian national interests and European 
integration was a major cause of the pro-European attitude of political circles in 
Italy: cf. S. Pistone, Vltalia e Vunita europea, op. cit., pp. 158 ff. It weighed especially 
with De Gasperi: cf. G. Andreotti, De Gasperi e il suo tempo, Milan, 1964; Alcide De 
Gasperi, with contributions by G. Delugan, R. Pacciardi, A. Giovannini, O.L. Scal- 
faro, P. Rossi, E. and G. Martino, Bologna, 1967; G. Petrilli, op. cit.; S. Pistone, ‘La 
convergenza fra interessi nazionali e integrazione europea nella politica europea di 
De Gasperi’ in LFtalia e lEuropa, 1979, No. 12, pp. 142-62. According to a poll 
carried out in 1950 by the Erik Stern research agency (cf. Europa Federata, No. 22, 
20 March 1950, p. 7), the proportion of Italian public opinion in favour of European 
unity at that time was 71°/o, the highest in Europe (West Germany 68°/o, France 
56°/o).

20 From July 1948 onwards the MFE published a monthly bulletin from its head
quarters in Rome; at the beginning of 1949 this became the monthly (weekly in 1950) 
Europa Federata. In addition the MFE issued numerous pamphlets in 1948-50, viz.: 
A.B. Keith, Federazione: sua natura e condizioni, 1948 (translation of Federation: its 
Nature and Conditions (Historical Association, London, 1942)); A. Chiti-Batelli, 
LA.B.C. del federalismo, 1948; Il pensiero dei federalist al III Congresso nazionale, 
1949 (texts of speeches by Spinelli, Carandini, Milo di Villagrazia, Rollier, Rossi, 
Garosci, Pedussia, Benvenuti, La Malfa, Calo, Usellini, Calamandrei); A. Garosci, 
Cominciare subito. Italia, Francia e Germania, 1950. In 1948 the MFE also published 
in Florence Federazione Europea, an anthology (with preface by Tristano Codignola) 
of writings by Brugmans, Einaudi, Rossi, Streit, Barbara Wootton, Robbins, Bent- 
wich and Spinelli. Other relevant works of this period, not directly connected with 
the MFE, were E. Corbino, I  compiti delVltalia per Vunione europea, Rome, 1949; 
(various authors), Spirito europeo, with introduction by U. Campagnolo, Milan, 
1950; P. Campilli, Veconomia italiana e la cooperazione europea, Rome, 1950; R.M.
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and Spinelli’s election as secretary-general, as the difficult transition was made 
to a policy of ‘beginning with the West’, relations between the federalists and 
political circles became closer and more effective. From June 1948 onwards 
the MFE began to work to a precise strategic design, which was to bear fruit 
especially at the time of the EDC negotiations but already had appreciable suc
cess in the years we are now considering. This strategy, which was essentially 
of Spinelli’s making, was based on a clear view of the shortcomings of func
tionalism as a policy, but also of the possibilities it offered to the federalist cam
paign, provided the latter was able to exploit its contradictions adequately. 
The leader of the Italian federalists opposed the illusion that it was possible 
effectively and permanently to unify the various sectors of public life inde
pendently of one another, leaving the creation of a supranational political 
authority till the end of the process. Instead he urged the necessity of a ‘consti
tutional’ approach, i.e. creating from the beginning a democratic, federal 
European political power which alone would be capable of integrating the 
European countries, gradually but in a thorough and lasting manner. This was 
not a merely doctrinaire or theoretical attitude on Spinelli’s part, for it was 
clear to him that the functionalist approach was based on the natural tendency 
of the political classes, especially in the stronger countries, to cope with the 
problem of European integration, which history had placed on the agenda, in 
whatever way would least endanger their own authority. However, since this 
response to the problem of European union would inevitably give rise to grave 
contradictions, the federalists -  provided they were able clearly and 
consistently to defend the alternative to functionalism, maintaining organic 
contact with public opinion and the more open-minded political circles in 
their country -  could allow these contradictions to ripen and then unleash the 
campaign for a European constituent assembly with a good chance of success.

Thanks to this strategy the MFE succeeded in exerting decisive influence on 
parliamentarians and parties, whose ‘advanced’ positions on the issue of fed
eralism were clearly related to the MFE’s ever-growing efficiency and pres
tige. The latter’s most spectacular achievement in those years was the nation
wide petition for a European federal pact. Making adroit use of the political 
opportunities afforded by the establishment of the Council of Europe, this 
campaign succeeded in inducing the whole pro-European political class, and 
the government itself, to come out in favour of early federal union. While the

Dominedd, Introduzione allEuropa, Rome, 1950; A. Mochi, Oriente comunista e 
federazione europea, Florence, 1950; Che cos’e lEuropa, special number of Humani- 
tas, Aug.-Sept. 1950, with articles by M. Adriani, V. Arangio Ruiz, L. Dehio, R. 
Mondolfo, A. Pastore, C. Sforza, U. Spirito and others; Europa, special supplement 
of July-Aug. 1950 on the conference of the European Movement (Rome, 4-8 July 
1950), with speeches by Einaudi, De Gasperi, Jouhaux, Togni, Drapier, Jaeger, Die- 
terlen, Buttler and Chevalley. On the publicizing of federalist and European objec
tives at this time cf. Trent'anni di vita del MFE, op. cit., pp. 423 ff.; A. Chiti-Batelli, 
‘II federalismo europeo dalla Resistenza ai Trattati di Roma’ in Storia del federalismo 
europeo, pp. 205 ff.; S. Pistone, L ’ltalia e Vunita europea, pp. 144 ff.
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petition had no effect on the development of the Council of Europe, the wel
come it received from public opinion was the fundamental precondition of a 
close relationship between Spinelli and De Gasperi which had its most far- 
reaching political results in De Gasperi’s initiative concerning Article 38 of 
the EDC and the convening of the Ad Hoc Assembly.21

40. Ernesto Rossi: Tor peace’ 29 April 1945
‘Per la pace’, in L'Unità Europea, No. 9, 29 April 1945, p. 1 (unabridged)

Ernesto Rossi (1897-1967) was, along with the Rosselli brothers, a favourite pupil of 
Gaetano Salvemini. Before his arrest in 1930 he was a founder and moving spirit of the 
anti-Fascist group Giustizia e Libertà. He met Spinelli on the island of Ventotene, where he 
was exiled from 1939 to August 1943, and as a result became a convinced federalist. After 
helping to found the MFE he became a member of the Action Party and was undersecretary 
for Reconstruction in the Pani government in the second half of 1945.1 The present article, 
published in the first post-Liberation number of L’Unità Europea,2 on the delicate subject of 
Germany, is clear evidence of the radically anti-nationalist views of Italian federalists.

21 Cf. E. Rogati, ‘L’influenza dei federalisti sulla politica europea dell’Italia’ in La 
politica estera della Repubblica Italiana, voi. II, pp. 457-63.

1 On Rossi’s political and publicistic activity see C.F. Delzell, Mussolini's Enemies. 
The Italian Anti-Fascist Resistance, Princeton, 1961; G. Armani (ed.), Ernesto Rossi. 
Un democratico ribelle, Parma, 1975; G.P. Nitti, ‘Ricordo di Ernesto Rossi. Appunti 
bibliografici’, in II Movimento di Liberazione in Italia, 1967, n. 87.

2 The first eight numbers of L'Unità Europea were published clandestinely during 
the Resistance period, from May 1943 to Feb. 1945. Subsequently it appeared twice 
a month at Milan, which was the national headquarters of the MFE until June 1948. 
From 29 Api. to 28 July 1945 it was edited by M.A. Rollier (1909-80: for his ideas 
and political activity cf. L. Bolis, ‘Mario Alberto Rollier’, in II Pensiero Mazziniano, 
No. 1, pp. 6 ff.); then, from 10 Oct. 1945 to 10 Feb. 1948, it was edited at Turin by 
Augusto Monti and Francesco Lo Bue. (For Monti (1881-1966) cf. G.Tesio, Augusto 
Monti. Attualità di un uomo all'antica, Cuneo, 1980; Augusto Monti nel centenario 
della nascita. Atti del convegno di studio Torino - Monastero Bormida, 9-10 maggio 
1981, ed. by G. Tesio, Turin, 1982; M. Mila, ‘Augusto Monti, educatore e scrittore’, 
in II Ponte, 1949, pp. 1136-48; N. Bobbio, Trentanni di storia della cultura a Torino 
(1920-1950), Turin, 1977, pp. 47-53). After the middle of 1947 the journal 
appeared irregularly: a few issues were published between 10 Feb. 1948 and the 
beginning of the 1950s, but only as the bulletin of the Turin section of the MFE. 
Between July 1947 and June 1948 there also appeared at Milan seven numbers of the 
Bollettino d'informazioni del MFE, ed. by Guglielmo Usellini (1906-58), the Italian 
representative on the Executive Bureau of the UEF. For the above information cf. 
Levi and Pistone, Trentanni di vita ..., pp. 37-43, 105-9, and Origini, scopi e statuto 
del MFE, published by the MFE at Milan in 1947.
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At the beginning of September 1943, when German troops were about to 
occupy northern Italy, we wrote in No. 3 of this journal on the subject of ‘War 
against the Nazis’. Today we are under arms and are writing at a time when 
fighting is still going on in the streets to drive the Nazi-Fascists out of Milan 
and thus make our contribution to the Allied cause.

Eighteen months have passed -  a year and a half of destruction, hanging and 
slaughter. But grievous experience has only reinforced our convictions.

We spoke then of war against the Nazis, not the Germans. Today, notwith
standing the hatred aroused by the occupying forces, we cannot forget how 
easily a nation may be conditioned by modern propaganda methods and 
induced by its government to commit the most inhuman atrocities in the belief 
that they are absolutely necessary. Fascist troops, although in a sense our own 
men, were guilty of merciless acts during the occupation of the Balkans. Pe- 
tain’s militia were no less ruthless than their SS counterparts.

We must have the courage from now on to recognize these unpleasant 
truths if we do not want to falsify the whole picture of events and prevent our
selves from finding a way towards true peace.

Human brutality must not go unchained; bestial instincts must be restrained 
by strong legal curbs. The law must protect the common man so that he does 
not have to perform acts of heroism day by day in opposition to constituted 
authority. This means that we must arraign not a whole nation but the condi
tions that make war possible. Once war breaks out, every ignoble action can 
easily be justified.

We who, from dire experience, know how overwhelming is the machinery 
of the modern state against individual resistance, and who remember that, 
besides other Europeans, tens of thousands of Germans have been murdered, 
imprisoned or confined for years in terrible concentration camps for refusing 
to accept Nazi slavery -  we Italians will never adopt a nationalistic point of 
view, and shall remain on our guard against the dangers of any policy that 
would seek to turn the German people into a new accursed race.

War criminals must be ruthlessly punished. But this is a relatively second
ary problem when it is a question of truly ensuring peace. And we must not 
let ourselves be distracted from the supreme task of the hour by following our 
enemies on to the ground of hatred and revenge.

To break out of the hellish circle which obliges Europeans to massacre one 
another, the path we must follow is not that of hatred and revenge but that 
of solidarity among all nations -  which, as a first step, must lead to the United 
States of Europe.
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41. Aldo Garosci: ‘The Europeanist heresy’ 3 June 1945
‘L’eresia europeista’, in L'Unità Europea, No. 11, 3 Aprii 1945, p. 4 (extracts)

Aldo Garosci (b. 1907), one of the closest collaborators of Carlo Rosselli,1 was a founder 
of Giustizia e Libertà and, in 1942, of the Action Party.2 After the latter was dissolved in 
1947 he edited Italia Socialista, which appeared daily from June 1947 to February 1949. 
This journal took an independent socialist line as opposed to Nenni's pro-Communism and 
Saragat's pro-government attitude. It consistently advocated the federal union of Western 
Europe as a means of preventing the formation of rigidly hostile blocs.3 In 1948 Garosci was 
a founder of the Unione Socialisti Italiani, which in 1949 joined the Partito Socialista Uni
tario; this in turn merged in 1951 with the Partito Socialista dei Lavoratori Italiani 
(founded by Saragat in January 1947) to form the Partito Socialista Democratico Italiano.4

Garosci came into contact with Rossi and Spinelli within the Action Party and worked 
actively with the MFE especially at the beginning of the 1950s, during the battle for the 
EDC? The article quoted here shows the originality, as compared with previous expressions 
of the idea of European unity, of the position developed by Italian federalists on the basis 
of the Ventotene manifesto.6 Important, too, is the statement that action for European unity 
must be based on a dialectical synthesis between governmental initiative and that of the 
independent federalist movements. Recalling the history of the unification of Italy and the 
decisive part played by both Cavour and Mazzini, this approach has been a major and con
stant feature of the MEE's position from its origin to the present.

(...) The federalist movement is rooted in a critical attitude which is 
addressed not to the particular problem of the formal organization of Europe 
but to the political ideals that have dominated European politics. This does

1 Cf. A. Garosci, Vita di Carlo Rosselli, Rome/Florence/Milan, 1946 (first edn), 
Florence, 1973 (2nd edn.); id., Storia dei fuorusciti, Bari, 1953.

2 Cf. G. de Luna, Storia del Partito d'Azione. La rivoluzione democratica 
(1942/1947), Milan, 1982; E. Aga Rossi, Il Movimento repubblicano, Giustizia e 
Libertà e il Partito d'Azione, Bologna, 1969.

3 For Italia Socialista cf. U. Serafini, Adriano Olivetti e il Movimento Comunità, 
Rome, 1982, pp. 84-95. This states (p. 92) that ‘for practical purposes Italia Socialista 
was, at a critical time, the daily organ of the federalist battle against indeterminate 
European unionism’.

4 For the fortunes of Italian socialism at this period cf. G. Galli, La sinistra italiana 
nel dopoguerra, Bologna, 1959; id., Storia del socialismo italiano, Bari, 1980; A. Ben- 
zoni and V. Tedesco, Il movimento socialista nel dopoguerra, Padua, 1968; G. Sara
gat, Quarantanni di lotta per la democrazia. Scritti e discorsi 1926-1965, ed. by L. 
Preti and L. De Feo, Milan, 1966; M. Punzo, Dalla liberazione a Palazzo Barberini, 
Milan, 1973; C. Cartiglia, Il Partito Socialista Italiano. 18 92-1962, Turin, 1978.

5 At this time Garosci wrote his most important federalist book: II pensiero politico 
degli autori del Federalist’ Milan, 1954.

6 Cf. also Rossi’s article ‘Politica nazionale e politica internazionale’ in L'Unità 
Europea, 6 May 1945.
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not present itself as the crown of an edifice or an eclectic blend of different 
aspirations, but as a radical challenge to the society and political trends which 
gave birth to the totalitarian state.

The idea of the socialist Internationals implied a certain devaluing of the 
strength and political importance of the nation state, together with optimism 
as to the possibility of its forming a point of departure for the creation of a 
world market and the unification of mankind under socialism. The picture of 
the European world of nations played some part -  a world substantially unified 
by the common interests of the bourgeoisie: it was the political world of the 
Romantic era, in which modern socialism had come into being. Of great 
importance was the passive, pusillanimous acceptance of the Bismarckian sys
tem, which was tacit and general from about 1900 onwards. All the ‘reform
ism’ around that time deserved its name not so much because it was content 
with a policy of groups and sections within the national community but 
because it worked within a more and more inadequate framework, that of the 
nation. Instead of taking the overthrow or reconstruction of the nation as its 
primary aim, it took the line that this was not a necessary condition but a 
natural consequence of the socialist revolution in each country. The timidity 
of reformism and the sterility of the Internationals have the same origin, 
which is also that of neutralism. Thus it was that socialism subordinated itself 
to the European nation-state, which in turn was more and more dominated by 
the concept of war. The nation-state and the state of war became synonymous 
from the beginning of the century; the period from 1918 to 1939 was 
dominated by the phenomenon of endemic warfare, the prospect of war 
hanging over all. This meant that all civic activities had to be subjected to iron 
discipline, according to plans known only to those above, and that it was 
impossible to have any political plan for the free, peaceful expansion of citi
zens’ potentialities. As one federalist writer acutely points out, the close con
nection that is nowadays perceived between socialism and state control, or 
between socialism and the tyrannical concentration of forces or the dictator
ship of a party, has its origin in that very acceptance of state boundaries by the 
nascent movements of socialism and democratism. Let us first have democracy 
at home, it was said, and frontiers can be demolished afterwards. But history 
has shown that progressive revolution and the abolition of frontiers are one 
and the same thing.

Federalism must go together with the destruction of the old military and 
monopolistic oligarchies surrounding continental monarchies; it must go 
together with the fight against the dictatorial state with its army and police 
power. Federalism takes on the form of a party, with views on every aspect of 
home affairs. The fight against frontiers becomes a fight against sectionalism 
and for a socialism of public services, in the interest of the masses and of pro
duction.

As for the analogy with Coudenhove-Kalergi’s ‘Pan-Europe’, this is even 
less valid. Not all those who cry ‘Europe, Europe!’ are Europeans. The federal 
movement is not content merely to improve conditions in the existing world 
or to sustain the present order by offering a ray of hope in the future, as the
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Pan-Europeans did with Briand’s Europe or that of the Little Entente. Our aim 
is to break the equilibrium of European states and to establish a new politi
cal reality.

Federalists do not want the system to continue in which the individual 
European states are autonomous in everything to do with foreign policy and 
the organization of armies, as well as customs tariffs, the rights of citizens and 
the free movement of persons and goods across frontiers. Thus federation is 
opposed to confederation. In the latter, as in the American confederation 
before Alexander Hamilton’s reforms founded the unitary state, powers con
tinue to be held by the individual states and collective decisions are referred to 
them for execution. What federalists stand for is a genuinely sovereign power 
with direct authority over the individual citizens of each member of the federa
tion. (...)

There has not yet been any movement for European unity that has simul
taneously affected all the great cultural nuclei of which Europe consists. Des
pite appearances this is not even the case with the great international resist
ance movement, since it lacks a German component. On the one hand the 
German problem, including the possible break-up of the Bismarckian Reich 
into regional units, cannot be truly solved except by European federation; on 
the other hand, European federation cannot be achieved without the Ger
mans, without a revolution in Germany. But how many people will admit this 
fact?

The European federalist movement and the men of faith who have created 
it and who -  since ideas cannot exist outside life, barren of results -  have per
ceived one of the vital practical solutions of our time, one of the themes that 
will inspire the history of the next decade -  the federalist movement has 
reached a critical juncture. In the great conflicts of opinion unleashed by the 
conclusion of the war, and in critical awareness of the unworkability of 
methods of force, ‘supervision’ and ‘punishment’, it will be possible -  not yet 
to achieve the miracle of European union, but to wage the first great battle so 
that events in the immediate future may play their part in developing the situa
tion. We shall then have to choose, as we cannot at present, between the path 
of Mazzini and Garibaldi and that of Cavour. The two may prove complemen
tary provided they are kept in a state of mutual tension, correcting each other, 
but they must not become confused and at cross purposes.

42. Altiero Spinelli: ‘The state of federalism in June 1945’
17 June 1945

‘Bilancio federalista nel giugno 1945’, from L. Levi and S. Pistone, Trentanni di vita 
del MFE, pp. 78-81 (unabridged)

Altiero Spinelli (1907-1986) began bis political life as a member of the PCI. For his 
activities as a Communist youth leader he was sentenced in 1927 to ten years in prison fol-
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lowed by internment, from which he was freed in August 1943, i.e. between the King’s dis
missal of Mussolini (25 July) and the German occupation of Italy (8 September). Having 
quitted the PCI owing mainly to agonized reflections on the Soviet record' he became a 
European federalist under the influence of Hamilton and of modem writers such as Robbins 
and Einaudi, as well as theoreticians of raison d’état such as Hegel, Ranke, Treitschke, Mei- 
necke, Weber; Fueter and Seeley. During the Resistance he was the chief agent in founding 
and developing the MFE.1 The article below was published in No. 12 of L’Unità Europea, 
17 June 1945, and reprinted in A. Spinelli, Dagli Stati sovrani agli Stati Uniti d’Europa, 
with preface by A. Garosci, Florence, 1950, pp. 173-7. It reflects clearly the perception by 
Italian federalists that the postwar situation had frustrated the strategy envisaged in the Ven- 
totene manifesto, viz. that of a short, sharp struggle for federalism taking advantage of the 
power vacuum brought about in Europe by the collapse of Hitler’s Reich. Spinelli pointed 
this out clearly in a letter to the MFE congress held at Florence on 8-9 January 1946.2 How
ever, he drew the wrong inference from the situation: he left the MFE for the time being and 
devoted himself exclusively to the Action Party, which he had joined at the beginning of 
1944, and of whose secretariat he became a member after the end of the war.

*

Having reached the end of the war, if we turn our attention to past events 
and consider once again what is the sole rational solution of the many prob
lems of European civilization, we must again conclude that Europe can 
become an element of order in the world and a bastion of law, liberty and 
well-being, only if there is an effective limitation of the sovereignty of its com
ponent states and if they are united in a federation.

But, while the perception of this solution is essential as a secure guide to 
right action, we must also take a clear look at the objective situation so as to 
apply our energies at the right point and make our action fruitful.

The state of European politics today is quite different from what it was at 
the end of the First World War. In different ways and at different stages all 
the continental states west of the Soviet Union have collapsed; old customs, 
structures and economies are out of joint. This being so, one might have 
expected after the Nazi defeat a phase of fluidity of all institutions and politi-

1 For Spinelli’s evolution from Communism to federalism see A. Spinelli, L ’Europa 
non cade dal cielo, Bologna, 1960; id., ‘Gli antifascisti in galera’, in P. Permoli (ed.), 
Lezioni sull’antifascismo, Bari, 1960; id., Il lungo monologo, Rome, 1968. See also A. 
Garosci’s Introduction to Dagli Stati sovrani. .., op. cit., and D. Cofrancesco, ‘Il 
contributo della Resistenza italiana al dibattito teorico sull’unificazione europea’ in 
L ’Idea dell’unificazione europea dalla prima alla seconda guerra mondiale.

2 In his letter (published in L ’Unità Europea, No. 7, 20 Jan. 1946, pp. 2-3, with 
report of the Florence meeting) Spinelli observed inter alia that since concrete prop
osals for European federation at that time could only apply to Western Europe, they 
might increase tension with the USSR and would therefore not be seriously 
supported by the British or Americans, who were anxious to avoid such tension. Cf. 
A. Chiti-Batelli, II federalismo europeo dalla Resistenza ai Trattati di Roma, 
pp. 207-8, and Trent’anni di vita ..., op. cit., pp. 39, 78. Cf. also Sonia Schmidt’s 
interview with Spinelli published in Spinelli and Rossi, Il Manifesto di Ventotene, op. 
cit., pp. 185-8.
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cal forces, in which bold new initiatives would be possible not only in home 
affairs but above all in the international field.

However, things have turned out differently. The German army did not dis
integrate after one or two big battles, leaving a political void in place of its 
short-lived barbaric empire: it retreated gradually till it held only a province, a 
town, or finally an underground bunker. The liberated countries have not 
been allowed to manage their own affairs, but have been systematically occu
pied, controlled and put under tutelage by the three great powers. These 
powers have supported this or that political tendency in the countries they 
respectively occupied, but in every case they have restored the states to what 
they were before the Nazi aggression. The great powers too have for the time 
being deprived them de facto or de jure of any possibility of developing their 
own foreign policy. The consequence of this tutelage by the USSR, the USA 
and Britain is that the European countries have at present no opportunity of 
exercising any initiative. The first acts of Europe’s postwar history will be per
formed not by the European nations but by the concerted action of the three 
great powers, and anything attempted without them would be no more than a 
storm in a teacup.

We do not say this in order to complain or lament, but merely to point out 
how things actually stand. The problem of peaceful coexistence among Euro
pean nations has still to be solved, and while the great powers can for the time 
being keep order in the zones occupied by their armies, they cannot solve the 
problem effectively because they have no common yardstick for the build
ing-up of Europe. Therefore the integration of the European nations into one 
free community can take place only when the great powers have reached a set
tlement which allows the European nations, or at least a considerable number 
of them, to regain some freedom of action, so that they can give thought to 
joint efforts to achieve their common destiny.

Given this world situation, the need for collaboration among European 
peoples to re-establish a civilized order on the continent is such that there will 
in future be many opportunities, as there have been in the past, to do away with 
traditional national patterns and work out a higher political organization. The 
real, profound obstacle to the development of federalism in Europe is not the 
present more or less temporary phase of tutelage but the difficulty for the 
European nations, and especially their governing classes, to consider national 
problems in terms of their common European civilization, and their automatic 
tendency to consider problems of international coexistence merely in terms of 
national power. It cannot even be said that if the tutelage of the three great 
powers were removed, the European states would find it easier to come to 
terms with one another.

During the turbulent period between the wars, and especially during this 
second conflict, we have seen the complete collapse of all successive policies, 
be they nationalist or internationalist, socialist or bourgeois, democratic or 
authoritarian. It might have been thought that the new political forces which 
have come to the fore during the Resistance, and which are sharply critical of 
the governments and parties that led their countries to ruin, would have been
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anxious and able to develop their activity on a new level. But, if we look more 
closely, we find that even when renewal has been most profound, political life 
is still conceived essentially in national terms. It is, for example, difficult to 
find people in France who set themselves the task of achieving peaceful coop
eration with a revived Germany and are not simply concerned with occupying 
the Rhineland and the coalmines of the Ruhr; or anyone in Italy or Yugoslavia 
who is prepared to play down the importance of the frontiers instead of 
agitating about Trieste and making it an apple of discord. It is still harder to 
find anyone who will plan for economic reconstruction in international terms 
instead of thinking, more or less unconsciously, on a purely national basis and 
hence a more or less autarkic one. Rarest of all are those who realize that the 
new democracies that have sprung up after the Nazi storm will have a short 
and dismal life unless we can expel the nationalist poison from the body politic 
and create effective international bodies that will guarantee the fundamental 
freedom of all citizens of the respective countries, even against infringement 
by their own governments.

The earthquake that has convulsed the material and political life of the con
tinent has not been matched by a similar earthquake of the spirit. It is true that 
deep fissures already exist in the minds of all politicians of the different coun
tries and of the masses who follow them. But these fissures are not yet visible, 
and people themselves are hardly aware of them. Time will be needed to bring 
them to the surface. Today everyone is anxious to improve this or that aspect 
of national life, but people fail to recognize that national problems can only be 
solved on a supranational basis.

Resentment of Anglo-Russo-American tutelage, which is felt more or less 
everywhere, is not a healthy reaction by constructive forces that are hampered 
and paralysed by the great powers: it is, as a rule, the sign of a petty, humiliated 
nationalism seeking to regain its old independence.

We do not intend to join that chorus. We shall follow attentively the devel
opment of relations between Russia, America and Britain, pointing out to 
public opinion the favourable and unfavourable occasions that may present 
themselves from time to time for the creation of an international federal sys
tem. But above all, in collaboration with all those in Italy and abroad who 
realize that the age of nationalism must be buried once and for all, we shall 
endeavour to break the rigid mould of nationalist tradition and form a politi
cal consciousness capable of understanding events and building on them in a 
federalist perspective. Until such a political consciousness takes shape, any 
opportunities that occur will vanish to no purpose, like those that have 
presented themselves in the past.

43. Piero Calamandrei: ‘The Italian Constituent Assembly and a 
European federation’ 11 Sept. 1945

Costituente italiana e federalismo europeo’, in Corriere d ’informazione (Milan), I, 
No. 96, 11 Sept. 1945; also in English, with the above title, in United Nations, New
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York, Oct. 1945 (the version below is a retranslation). Repr. in P. Calamandrei, Scritti 
e discorsi politici, ed. by Norberto Bobbio, Florence, 1966, Voi. I, Tomo secondo, 
pp. 412-16; here unabridged.

Piero Calamandrei (1889-1956) was a prominent spokesman of the Action Party1 and 
-  together with Paride Baccarini, Giacomo Devoto, Carlo Morandi, Alessandro Bonsanti 
and others - a founder member of the Associazione Federalisti Europei: this body, set up 
in Florence on 27 January 1945,2 merged with the MFE at the latter's first national 
meeting in Milan on 9-10 September 1945.3 Calamandrei represented the Action Party 
on the Constituent Assembly and its main drafting committee of 75 members. The idea, 
put forward in the present article, of including in the new Constitution a declaration of 
willingness to give up a measure of sovereignty to an international federation was first 
expressed by the Action Party in 1944.4 Endorsed, as the article says, by Andrea Chiti- 
Batelli, it became a primary feature of the MFE's policy vis-à-vis the Constituent 
Assembly7

*

During a series of conversations on the problems of the Constituent Assem
bly, held this spring at the Circolo Fratelli Rosselli in Florence, one of the rap
porteurs, Dr Chiti Batelli, at the end of an introductory speech on ‘the 
Assembly and European federation’ put to his audience, and especially the law
yers among them, the question whether and how the Italian people could 
express in precise formulae in the new Constitution its desire to form part of a 
European federation and to cooperate actively in establishing one. I did not 
have the good fortune to take part in the debate, but perhaps it is not too late 
to try and answer the question.

1 For Calamandrei’s ideas and activities, especially in the Resistance and after
wards in the Constituent Assembly, see N. Bobbio’s Introduction to Scritti e discor
si ..., op. cit., and the special number of II Ponte, Florence, voi. XIV, supplement of 
Nov. 1958, inch articles by Alessandro Galante Garrone, Leopoldo Piccardi, F. Sac- 
chi, Leo Valiani and N. Bobbio and a bibliography of Calamandrei’s writings by 
Anita Mondolfo and Mauro Cappelletti.

2 Cf. L'idea federalista, published by Associazione federalisti europei, No. 1, Flor
ence, 1945, with record of the Congress inch Calamandrei’s speech on the theme 
‘Federalism is not utopian’. The speech is reprinted in Voi. I, Tomo secondo of Scritti 
etc. (n. 1), where Calamandrei’s most important federalist writings appear in chap. 
VII, ‘Federalismo Europeo’, pp. 407-515.

3 For the Congress cf. No. 1, 10 Oct. 1945, of L'Unità Europea (Turin edn.).
4 Cf. ‘Piano di lavoro del Partito d’Azione’, published in Quaderni dell'Italia 

Libera, 30 Dec. 1944; repr. in S. Pistone, L'Italia e l'unità europea, pp. 139-41.
5 Cf. A. Chiti-Batelli, ‘Costituente e federalismo’ in L'Unità Europea, 20 Api. 1946, 

p. 2, and M.A. Rollier, ‘Politica federalista alla Costituente’, ibid., No. 10, 20 May 
1946, p. 1: these articles substantially endorse Calamandrei’s argument below. For 
the Action Party’s attitude to this subject after the war cf. the document cited in the 
above introductory note and also P. Vittorelli, ‘Politica estera e politica interna’ in 
L'Italia Libera, 14 Sept. 1946.
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To begin with, we must reject the foolish criticism of pessimists who cling 
like limpets to the rock of so-called political ‘realism’ and who take the line 
that the Assembly has plenty of internal problems to deal with and should not 
try to solve international ones that are outside its competence. Moreover, these 
objectors continue, since it takes at least two to make a federation, the Italian 
people should not stick its neck out and proclaim its federalist aspirations in 
the wilderness, like an unrequited lover.

It is not hard to answer these objections by pointing out that the great 
institutions of international security that are coming into existence will be 
open-ended and will not exclude but encourage closer federal links among 
groups of states that are disposed to take their.proper place in a world system. 
If we want to give reality to the passionate hopes that are stirring everywhere 
and which call for the transformation of nationalism into wider supranational 
groups, it is necessary for each and every nation to begin to express this great 
ideal in practical, that is to say in legal terms, and, at least as a minimum pro
gramme, to embody it in a clarifying legal formula.

There is no better forum for this noble enterprise than the Constituent 
Assembly, where the federalist aspirations of the Italian people can be practi
cally affirmed in two ways, one direct and one indirect.

Indirectly, the way to promote federalism on the international plane is to 
increase democracy in internal affairs. Democracy is not a doctrine that should 
stop short at national frontiers. We have seen too often to our sorrow that 
totalitarianism and dictatorship at home lead inexorably to nationalism and 
wars abroad. If, on the other hand, the Italian people succeeds in giving itself a 
truly democratic constitution, it will by so doing have taken a step on its own 
account towards a democratic international society.

At the basis of the democratic conception, which is a moral faith rather than 
a political principle, there lies an ideal of autonomy and solidarity that is 
equally valid among citizens of a single state, the regions of a single country 
and the nations of an international community: the idea that the liberty of one 
depends on that of all, and that true autonomy can only be ensured by mutual 
forbearance and respect for the autonomy of others. The essential princi
ple of democracy is not so much freedom as solidarity -  interdependence 
rather than independence. Therefore, if the Italian people manages to give 
itself a truly democratic internal order in its new constitution, it will by the 
same token create a unit of international society -  a nation ready and willing, 
by the natural development of its own principles, to abandon nationalism and 
respond to the solidarity which prompts mankind to search for links and asso
ciations in an international society wider than any one nation.

But the Constituent Assembly can also serve the federal cause in a more 
direct and explicit manner. Clearly the Italian people cannot write into its con
stitution words that will of themselves create a federal link with other peoples, 
any more than an individual by himself can enter into a contract. But just as 
architects, when they build a wing of a house that is to be completed later, are 
careful to leave certain stones projecting from the party wall -  toothing- 
stones, as they call them -  so it is conceivable that our constitution might
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include legal formulae to perform this function in view of a federation that is 
still to come, so that tomorrow these provisions might link us with a wider 
international structure. Such unilateral offers would show our goodwill here 
and now and act as an invitation and an example, so that tomorrow, when our 
appeal is understood, they could bear fruit in increasingly wide and firmly- 
based associations.

There are several ways in which this step might be taken: some already come 
to mind.

First of all, in the preamble or introductory passage, in which there is always 
some provision about the sovereignty and independence of the state, a formula 
could be inserted to the effect that the Italian people is willing in future to 
relinquish a part of its sovereignty in order to make possible a supranational 
federation in which the sovereignty of all nations would be merged and 
limited. We must appreciate here and now the elementary fact that federalism 
can only come about by a renunciation of full sovereignty on the part of the 
states concerned: interdependence will only be achieved by each country sacri
ficing part of its independence and pooling it with others. If the Italian people 
declared itself ready to make this sacrifice to the same degree as other nations 
may be willing to do, their declaration would be bound to find an echo.

Secondly, if, as is desirable, Italy adopts a ‘rigid’ constitution which can only 
be revised by a supreme constituent body superior to the ordinary legislative 
organs, that supreme authority might be authorized by the constitution to give 
effect to such a partial waiver of sovereignty for the purpose of creating a 
supranational authority, and the constitution might specify the appropriate 
spheres in which this could be done -  defence, currency, passports, customs 
and so on.

But perhaps a further step might be taken in that other essential part of every 
constitution -  the declaration of the individual rights of freedom, the ‘con
stitutional rights’ of every citizen, without which there can be no democracy. 
It is easy to enumerate these freedoms in theory but less easy to guarantee them 
in practice, as hard experience has taught us. We might indeed benefit from 
the ‘rigidity’ of a constitution which deprived the ordinary legislative bodies 
of the power to alter or suppress these rights; but their defence would be more 
effective still if it was transferred to the international plane and entrusted to 
organs superior to the national state.

If the new constitution explicitly proclaimed that Italy was ready to transfer 
to a higher sovereignty the power to safeguard such basic rights against any 
encroachment by the state, this elevation of individual liberty from the national 
to the international level would be the most solemn recognition of the ‘interde
pendence of freedom’ which is essential to the success of federalism.

Is this a utopian dream of naive idealists? Alas, we know too well where the 
wisdom of hard-headed men has led us. For my part I should be glad and 
proud if the first constitution to embody such ‘naive’ hopes in legal form was 
that of the native land of Giuseppe Mazzini!
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44. Movimento Federalista Europeo: ‘Essential aspects’ Jan. 1946
‘Aspetti essenziali’, from the MFE booklet Scopi, caratteri, organizzazione del Movi

mento Federale Europeo-, Milan, 1946 (repr. with revisions in 1947), pp. 7-12; here 
unabridged.

The MFE at its meeting in Florence on 8-9 January 1946 decided to set up a provisional 
committee of 11 members in Milan to prepare for the national congress. Its members were 
Paride Baccarini, Umberto Campagnolo, Mario dal Pra, Giacomo Devoto, Augusto Monti, 
Carlo Morandi, Attilio Pasa, Giorgio Peyronel, Tina Rieser, Agostino Trabalza and 
Guglielmo Usellini. The Committee elected an executive board consisting of Campagnolo, 
Dal Pra and Usellini, and in January 1946 approved the following document defining the 
political position of the MFE as expressed by a majority of participants in the Florence con
gress.1

The views set forth in the document have throughout been distinctive of the MFE as com
pared with the federalist movements of other European countries.2 However, at the present 
stage they did not take the form of a clear strategic design on which to base relations, if only 
of a dialectical kind, with the political establishment: for this purpose they lacked a clear 
vision of the general political situation and over-estimated the Movement's capacity to 
mobilize public opinion in favour of European union.3 However, the MFE took three funda
mental initiatives between the Florence meeting and the Venice congress of 5-7 October 
1946. The first was the Italian professors' manifesto for European federation' (doc. 45 be
low). The second was the meeting in Rome on 24 February 1946 between an MFE delega
tion consisting of Devoto, Morandi4 and Branca and the Foreign Affairs Committee of the 
Consulta. This latter body was an assembly of 400 members nominated by the parties on the 
basis of their anti-Fascist record: its function, from September 1945 to May 1946, was to 
advise the government on major institutional questions. The chairman of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee was the veteran statesman Vittorio Emanuele Orlando, and among its members 
were Sforza, Bonomi, Della Torretta, Eoli, Artom, Garosci and Gonella, the last repre
senting Prime Minister De Gasperi.5 On this occasion Devoto opposed the formation of blocs 
(as did practically all the European federalist movements) but also argued that both Britain

1 Cf. Scopi, caratteri..., op. cit. The second edition of this publication stated that 
at the time of the first national congress at Venice (5-7 Oct. 1946) the MFE had 
about 6,000 members in 70 branches.

2 Cf. Levi and Pistone, Trentanni..., pp. 36 ff. and S. Pistone, L'Italia e l'unità 
europea, pp. 76 ff.

3 Cf. Lipgens, History, op. cit., pp. 274-81.
4 Carlo Morandi at this time published two important works on European union: 

L'Unità europea, Florence, 1948, and ‘L’idea dell’unità politica d’Europa nel XIX 
e XX secolo’, in E. Rota (ed.), Questioni storiche, Milan/Como, 1943, repr. under 
the author’s name, Milan, 1948, and in (various authors) Nuove questioni di storia 
contemporanea, voi. II, Milan, 1952.

5 From Morandi’s account of the meeting in L'Unità Europea, 20 June 1946, it 
appears that the Consulta members showed sympathy but a good deal of scepticism 
as regards the federalists’ case. The Christian Democrat Guido Gonella subsequently 
published an article in II Popolo entitled ‘The federalist dream’, treating the federalist 
arguments as reasonable but utopian; it elicited a reply from U. Campagnolo in the 
Corriere d'informazioni.
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and the Soviet Union should be members of a European union.6 The third initiative was to 
exert pressure on the Constituent Assembly, as already noted,’ for the adoption of Article 11 
of the Constitution: this also led to the creation of a small parliamentary group of the MFE 
within the Assembly.7

1. Aims of the MFE
The direct and immediate aim of the MFE is to make the citizens of Euro

pean countries more clearly aware of the need for their nations to join in a fed
eration, a true federal republic in which the central power is strong enough to 
preserve the integrity and harmony of the whole structure of Europe and is at 
the same time so regulated that it cannot itself become a force opposed to the 
vocations of particular nations.

Thus the direct and immediate aim of the MFE, unlike that of utopian fed
eralists, is not to bring about a European federation (though that remains the 
ultimate purpose of its action). Its aim is perfectly feasible and is constantly 
being carried out as a matter of political education: viz. to promote the forma
tion of a federalist European mentality, in other words to raise the constitutive 
forces of Europe to the level of political reality.

The need for a European federation is based on the existence among Euro
pean peoples of aspirations and needs of all kinds -  economic, political, social, 
cultural and spiritual -  which it alone can satisfy. Recognizing this, the MFE 
aims to make these needs and aspirations conscious of their federalist implica
tions, and so to liberate political energies which, properly associated and coor-

6 In an article in II Ponte of April 1946, pp. 5-6, entitled Tor European federa
tion’, Devoto took issue with Luigi Sturzo’s idea (in Italy and the New World Order; 
London, 1944, translation published in Italy in the same year) of a Latin bloc as the 
starting-point of a European union that would not include Britain and Russia until 
its final stage. For this controversy cf. E. Guccione, ‘Il federalismo europeo in Luigi 
Sturzo’ in Archivio Storico Siciliano, voi. LV, 1978, pp. 464-5.

7 The leader of this group was the socialist Gino Pieri. On 18 July 1946 he 
obtained the approval of all socialist deputies in the Constituent Assembly for a 
resolution (signed by Pieri, Giua, Greppi, Momigliano, Cosattini, Canepa and Jaco- 
metti) urging that ‘in foreign affairs the Party should support the Movimento Federa
lista Europeo, both because its programme coincides with the Party’s own ideal of 
international brotherhood and because the reconstruction of a democratic Europe 
linked by federal ties may protect our country against the dangers of the antagonism 
of rival political blocs’ (L'Unità Europea, 25 Aug. 1946, p. 1). On 15 March 1947, in 
the debate on Article 11, Pieri made a speech describing the origins and activities of 
the MFE, which in effect summarized the contents of the present document and the 
booklet in which it was published. (The key passages of the speech were printed in 
L'Unità Europea, 15 May 1947, p. 2; the full text was published under the title ‘Euro
pean Federation in the Italian Constituent Assembly’ in Europa, Nos. 3-5, 
March-May 1947). The formation of a parliamentary group of the MFE by Pieri, 
Silone and Franceschini, with Pieri as chairman, was reported in the Bollettino d'in- 
formazioni del MFE, No. 2, 11 Aug. 1947, and No. 3, 22 Aug. 1947.
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dinated, will make the effort that is necessary to transform the present bal- 
ance-of-power system into a federal order based on the rule of law.

The endeavour to create a federalist political force in Europe is of course 
only the first stage, but an essential one, in the federalist process. The second 
stage will be to create political institutions that, when historical circumstances 
have matured as a result of the Movement’s own activity, will be able and 
empowered to perform the eminently juridical act of setting up the new Euro
pean state.

2. Realism and practicality
The MFE does not base itself on the utopian idea that Europe might turn 

itself into a federal union because its peoples or those who conduct its interna
tional affairs have come to realize that such a union is a good and useful thing, 
or that peace is the true condition of mankind and that only wild beasts should 
solve their differences by war. The MFE is based on forces that tend effec
tively, even though unconsciously, to resolve the European problem by feder
alist means.

All the plans and efforts that Europeans have made in order to bring about 
conditions of life that conform to the demands of civilization contain a feder
alist element and are thus by their very nature federalist forces. By pointing 
this out the Movement makes such forces aware of their own nature and thus 
gives them a political character and political efficacy.

3. Not a party, but not outside parties either
The MFE is not a party, because it is not a political group alongside other 

political groups, offering its own particular solution of economic, political and 
social problems. It can and does rally forces from all parties and trends in so 
far as their aims presuppose the establishment of a federal juridical order in 
Europe.

The MFE aims to bring about a situation which is fundamentally in the 
interest of all parties. Hence, while not itself a party, it is not outside parties 
either -  at any rate progressive ones, to which it offers a platform of agree
ment on which they can meet and make the necessary effort to eradicate reac
tionary forces, which still exist despite the defeat they have undergone.

Apart from the few, or many, who impede the work of the MFE through 
ignorance, conservatism, scepticism, apathy, short-sightedness disguised as 
realism, or an ambiguous and narrow-minded patriotism, or because they lack 
the modicum of imagination needed to perceive the broad outlines of a new 
order of things -  apart from these, the MFE knows no enemies but those who 
oppose any change in order that they may continue to enjoy their present 
positions and privileges.

It is because of such attitudes that Europe at present seems doomed to be 
periodically convulsed by hideous conflicts. That is why each time of peace is 
only a lull for the preparation of new and more terrible struggles; our wars 
are total wars involving misery, ruin and death for everybody regardless of 
age, rank, sex or walk of life; armies swallow up the best and greatest part of
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our energies and resources; international trade stagnates, and ruinous au
tarky is rampant; and nationalism, overt or latent, undermines the moral and 
spiritual integrity of our continent.

4. The MFE is a political movement
As we have said, the MFE is not a party; but it is none the less a politi

cal movement in the strictest sense of the word -  not a philanthropic associa
tion, a cultural circle or a religious sect.

The MFE is not content to proclaim an attractive idea: it proposes to convert 
aspirations towards better forms of economic, political or social life into 
genuine, disciplined, organized political forces that can effectively influence 
events at home and abroad.

The MFE conceives a European federation as a true political society, not 
just an improved form of international institution of the type of the League 
of Nations or the UN Organization -  of which the Federation might well 
become a member, however, since it is concerned with arrangements of impor
tance to the whole world.

The MFE is aware that the European federation cannot be the work of 
governments or diplomats, which are by their very nature dependent on the 
national sovereign state. It must be the result of a process of fusion of the peo
ples of Europe and the fulfilment of their wish to form a political society 
together. But the MFE also knows that if that wish, which is a consequence of 
the development of their mutual relations, is to become a reality, it must be put 
into effect at the level at which nations’ destinies are decided.

5. The MFE is a progressive movement
As we have said, the MFE unites men and women of all parties and shades 

of opinion provided they sincerely desire the political and social reforms that 
inherently call for federalist solutions. Efforts to achieve such conquests have 
constantly foundered on international antagonisms which can never be stably 
or securely resolved except within a truly federal European republic.

Today the parties and schools of thought that aspire to political reforms and 
social conquests involving federal solutions are called progressive forces. 
Hence ‘progressive’ is the right word for the MFE, which draws its origin from 
such groups and is founded on them. It may indeed be called revolutionary, 
since its aim is to demolish rigid inter-state structures and to replace the sover
eignties of the individual European states by the sole, albeit decentralized, sov
ereignty of a European federation.

45. Italian professors’ manifesto for European federation
27 Jan. 1946

Manifesto degli universitari italiani per la federazione europea, published as a pamphlet 
dated 27 Jan. 1946. English version (reproduced here, unabridged) in L'Unità Europea,
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No. 17, 10 Sept. 1946; French version in L'Action Fédéraliste Européenne., No. 3, Nov. 
1946.

Drafted by a committee consisting of Professors Umberto Campagnolo, Gino Cassimo, 
Giovanni De Maria, £z/o Franceschini, Alfredo Galletti, Felice Perussia and Mario A. 
Rollier; the Manifesto was signed during 1946 by 266 professors at the universities of Milan, 
Genoa, Twrm, Padua, Rome, Florence and Naples,1 among them Devoto and Calamandrei. 
It endorses the basic arguments of the MFE, and is important for its advocacy of a European 
constituent assembly, which has always been a fundamental objective of Italian federalists.2

Anyone who omits from his evaluation of Europe the two great Powers 
which mark her boundaries on the East and West, and who bases his estimate 
on the condition of extreme weariness in which she is at present, could hardly 
help thinking that she is passing through one of the saddest moments in her 
thousand years of history, and such a person would perhaps be induced to per
ceive in this condition the signs of a near and unavoidable end. On the other 
hand, anyone who considers the basic principles of European civilisation and 
who acknowledges its universal character and inexhaustible fecundity -  the 
factors which have made possible Europe’s many revivals, and which make 
her barbarous periods seem to be either mere pauses in her development or 
periods of gestation -  such a person would be persuaded to judge the disorder 
which troubles Europe at present, frightful though it may be, as a crisis in 
which new social structures are working themselves out. In these new social 
structures all European nations are necessarily interested, Russia and England 
in the same measure as the others.

1 Cf. MFE Archives and Lipgens, History, p. 302, citing Nos. 2 (Oct. 1946) and 3 
(Nov. 1946) of L Action Fédéraliste Européenne.

2 At this time an Italian academic, N. Bobbio, criticized the idea of European fed
eration on the ground that in view of Europe’s irreversible decline and the tendency 
of problems to become world-wide, attention should be directed to federation on a 
world scale or at any rate not confined to Europe. Cf. N. Bobbio, ‘Il federalismo e 
l’Europa’, in L'Unità Europea, No. 10, 5 March 1946, p. 1. This was briefly answered 
by Augusto Monti in the same number of L'Unità Europea and more fully by U. 
Campagnola in ‘L’Europa federalista’, L'Unità Europea, No. 12, 5 Aprii 1946, 
pp. 1-2. Both writers reiterated that the process of overcoming state sovereignty 
could only be begun in Europe, where that principle had involved the most fatal con
sequences. In 1945-7 Bobbio wrote several articles criticizing functionalism and 
emphasizing the need to combine supranational and infranational federalism. Cf. in 
particular ‘Le due facce del federalismo’, Giustizia e Libertà, No. 37, 7 June 1945; 
‘Federalismo vecchio e nuovo’, ibid., No. 102, 25 Aug. 1945; ‘Orientamenti federa
listici nei paesi anglosassoni’, La Comunità Internazionale, No. 4, 1946; ‘Federalis
mo e socialismo’, Lo Stato Moderno, No. 21, 1946; ‘Funzionalismo e federalismo’, 
La Comunità Intemazionale, No. 3, 1947; ‘Federalismo o funzionalismo’, Comuni
tà, No. 19,1947; ‘Federalismo e pacifismo’, ibid., No. 22,1947.
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European history cannot in fact be adequately understood except as a devel
opment of a basic principle, evidenced in infinite actions and experiences that 
have followed one another in a way so far outside the scope of normal human 
planning as to bear witness to the universal nature of the European genius. 
The development of this basic principle, which is the root both of all the posi
tive and of the negative values of European civilisation and which is the source 
both of its progress and of its aberrations, does not reveal itself as following an 
uninterrupted and uniform line, but rather is expressed in alternating affirma
tions which in turn attempt each to exclude the other, each of them claiming 
to contain all human potentialities. But when one of them is apparently on the 
point of prevailing finally over the other, this latter always finds within itself 
the strength to revive, both in order to fight the oppression of a levelling 
hegemony and to restrain those tendencies to domination by one particular 
group that lay waste the common European heritage. The Roman empire, the 
German Holy Roman Empire, the various struggles for national unity, are the 
mightiest and most significant phases of this great drama of the European 
spirit.

When regarded from this point of view, Europe appears today to be 
extended to the utmost in an effort to re-establish within the framework of a 
larger unity, a harmony between her constituent elements, some of which 
under their own particular compulsion have trespassed beyond their just lim
its. Nationalism itself, in its contradictory manifestations of widely-spread 
imperialism, of spheres of influence, and of hierarchies of nations, reveals a 
deep-seated impulse towards a larger unity. It is certain, however, that this 
cannot again be the static and uniform unity which Europe has fought against 
during four centuries and the defeat of which, together with the development 
of national cultures, has made possible the marvellous progress of civilisation. 
The unity at which Europe aims in order to restrain and to overcome national
istic antagonisms (these fatal degenerations of national spirit are due to the 
survival, beyond their period of usefulness, of structures which served to pro
tect that spirit against a threatening imperialism) can be realised only by an 
order able to harmonize the fundamental principle of European civilization 
with the aspirations of particular nations. Such a unity involves, in its juridical 
aspect, the federation of European nations.

All the attempts so far made (or merely projected) to solve the European 
problem -  a problem the existence of which nobody will question -  bear 
unquestionable evidence that only such a federation contains the possibility of 
ending the great crisis which began in 1919 with the victory of the principle of 
nationalism over that of feudalism, and of which the recent war, still not fully 
concluded, has been the most grievous manifestation. This crisis is a sympton 
of the metamorphosis which Europe is enduring at the core of her social and 
political structure as a consequence of the far-reaching changes produced by 
the extraordinary rate of technical progress. Europe is suffocating in the worn- 
out armour with which she has been obliged to protect the new forms she 
was shaping; that armour is now an insuperable obstacle to the satisfaction of 
her most vital needs. These needs are continually battering against the barriers
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set up by those nations that, since they are rivals to one another, and they are 
growing more and more suspicious of and hostile to one another, are trying to 
achieve unilateral security, and are thereby producing a tension which robs civ
ilised life of the calm and security which alone can make life worth living for 
European peoples. Yet the universal character of European civilisation, and 
her past and present trials, just because of their enormous violence, do not 
allow of the belief that the forces of death will prevail; on the contrary, one is 
obliged to think that, although it may be through many mistakes and horrors. 
Europe will finally find again the path of progress of which the fundamental 
Christian institutions are a sure symbol. Thus the present crisis will be over
come only when the peoples of Europe understand the historical meaning of 
what is now happening, and are conscious that the present travail which 
Europe is undergoing may result in the painful delivery of a new political 
society in which her peoples will be allowed to live a decent life.

When so many nations have lost their way along the path of violent nation
alism, amidst so much hatred and confusion, where could the consciousness of 
the necessity of federation, the pre-requisite for a European revival -  first 
arise except in those places which were and still are the natural and greatest 
repositories of European culture -  the Universities? Upon the Universities, 
therefore, born to initiate and to confirm the victory of a creative principle 
over a still barbarous Europe, there seems to be incumbent the duty of making 
clear to the people of Europe the nature of their own deep desires, in order 
that they can be turned into efficient political forces, which may declare them
selves determined to realise a federal European republic. This has long been 
anticipated by high-minded individuals of every nation, but it has today 
become an urgent necessity. In order that it should become a reality, the only 
requirement is that the peoples of Europe should become fully conscious of its 
necessity. A federal European Republic would contribute more to world 
peace than any of the other international organisms envisaged in the United 
Nations Charter, and would represent the most important and maybe the deci
sive step toward world unification under a single juridical system of which 
that Charter is so far the most authoritative expression.

The present declaration, although it is addressed specially to men of culture 
and to the more responsible politicians, is also however an appeal to all the 
people of Europe, and is an admonition to them to realise that under the pres
sure of new and impelling needs, a truly European political society is now 
taking shape, a society which can only be organised as a federation. Only a 
single juridical order in which the central power is sufficiently strong to main
tain the integrity of the whole structure, and yet which is at the same time regu
lated in such a way that it cannot become opposed to the particular genius of 
individual nations only such an order would be able to guarantee to these 
nations that condition of security which is indispensable to any social, moral 
or political progress. Such an order would moreover bring relief from the now 
unbearable burden of modern armaments, and would allow the formation of a 
great, freely-coordinated economic system in which there would be both full 
employment and the most efficient division of labour, so that the general eco-
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nomic well-being of the world could be realised under the most favourable 
conditions. But in order that the formation of the new Europe may be 
completed quickly enough to prevent new misfortunes (which one must antici
pate as much more terrifying than those already suffered) it is essential that 
European Federation should be considered as the practicable objective of a 
completely practical policy. And such it actually is, since to carry it out it 
would be sufficient that the progressive forces in Europe, which are certainly 
in the great majority, should be able to establish by means of free association 
an alliance of peoples which might become the basis of a European 
Constituent Assembly. Such an Assembly would not only give Europe a Con
stitution, but would also confirm and consecrate the new world order which is 
being born of the suffering of the last two great wars.

46. First national congress of the Christian Democratic Party (DC): 
declaration against unlimited national sovereignty

24 April 1946
Atti e documenti della Democrazia Cristiana, 1943-1967\ Rome, 1968, voi. I, p. 194 

(extract)

The text below is the section on international cooperation of the programme approved 
at the DC's first national congress. Expressing as it does the view of Italy's largest party at 
the time, it illustrates how completely the objective of European union had disappeared' 
during the period between the end of the war and the launching of the Marshall Plan, from 
the programmes of parties which had favoured it during the Resistance. The text refers to the 
limitation of sovereignty' without mentioning European u n io n a n d  other parties at this 
time took a similar line.2 An exception was the Action Party, which, while ignoring the 
theme of European federation at its first national congress in Rome from 4 to 8 February 
1946, included in its programme for the election to the Constituent Assembly a point 9 
entitled federalist foreign policy' and advocating ‘the formation of a United States of 
Europe, the first step towards the abolition of national sovereignties, which have always led 
to war; and the creation of a world state composed not of governments, like the League of 
Nations and the United Nations, but of peoples or, in the final instance, individual persons'; 
the party urged that this objective should be embodied in the Italian constitution.3 Unfortu
nately, by this time the Action Party was well on the way to being dissolved.

1 However, the Christian Democrat Giuseppe Grosso (professor at Turin 
university; in the 1960s mayor of Turin and national chairman of the Italian Associ
ation for the Council of European Municipalities) took up a clear position in favour 
of European federation in ‘La Democrazia Cristiana e l’idea di una Federazione 
europea’, L'Unità Europea, 20 Nov. 1945.

2 Cf. S. Pistone, L'Italia e l'unità europea, pp. 163-8.
3 This programme was published in L'Italia Libera, 7 Api. 1946.
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(...) 3. In order to save the nation from the threat of future wars, the new 
Constitution should lay down, as many constitutions do, that war may not be 
declared without the approval of the Assemblies representing the will of the 
people which has paid in blood for the follies of adventurers.

4. Safeguards against fresh wars must be provided by the cooperation of a 
free, independent, sovereign Italy with other peace-loving nations.

5. With the overthrow of totalitarianism and the abolition of unlimited 
national sovereignty, it is the duty of the Italian State to cooperate with other 
states. The legitimate defence of the nation’s rights is not to be confused with 
nationalist and imperialist egotism.

6. Not only must the freedom and independence of our country be 
defended, but Italy must accept all limitations of sovereignty that are neces
sary for the organic functioning of the international community.

7. In particular the state must respect the religious, linguistic and cultural 
rights of national minorities. (...)

47. Umberto Campagnolo: ‘Churchill and the United States of 
Europe’ 25 Oct. 1946

‘Churchill e gli Stati Uniti d’Europa’, in L'Unità Europea, No. 19-20, 25 Oct. 1946, 
p. 5; here excerpted.

Umberto Campagnolo (1904-76) joined the MFE immediately after the end of the war 
and was one of the organizers of its first postwar meeting (Milan, 9-10 September 1945) 
and the Florence meeting of 8-9 January 1946.1 His federalism had two outstanding features. 
Firstly, he carried to an extreme the opinion that European union coud not be expected to 
result from a spontaneous abandonment of sovereignty by states. What was needed was the 
direct mobilization of peoples; this would bring about the revolutionary (but non-violent) 
dissolution of states, which would be merged, through the agency of a European constituent 
assembly, in a European federal republic. The latter would include Britain and also the 
USSR, after the Soviet people had dissolved their state. Secondly, Campagnolo envisaged 
the European union as a unitary, decentralized state rather than a federation, since it would 
originate not from states transferring part of their sovereignty to a federal body but from their 
ceasing to exist as states and becoming in effect mere local administrative authorities of a 
unitary state.2 On this platform Campagnolo achieved the leadership of the MFE at the 
Venice congress of 5-7 October 1946, where he was elected national secretary-general.

1 Campagnolo’s activity in the MFE is documented in L'Unità Europea, in Origini, 
scopi, caratteri e statuto del MFE, and in documents, esp. records of meetings of the 
principal organs of the MFE, in the Archives of its national secretariat in the Centro 
Europeo di Studi e Informazioni, Turin. See also Lipgens, History, pp. 274-8 and 
344-5, and Bruno Aldami, Il Pensiero politico di Umberto Campagnolo, thesis pre
sented to the Faculty of Political Sciences of Turin university, 1974-5 (relatore: S. 
Pistone).

2 Campagnolo’s main federalist writings are: Nations et droit - le développement du 
droit international entendu comme développement de l'État, Paris, 1938; Repubblica
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The present document contains an essentially valid criticism of Churchill's confederal 
ideas, but also illustrates its author's doctrinaire extremism and utopianism, especially as 
regards relations between the USSR and a European federation.

That Churchill, the man of victory and the most illustrious of British Con
servatives, should speak of the urgent need for a United States of Europe is a 
fact that must naturally appeal to many minds. All who believe that the true 
and effective liberation of Europe will come about when it is unified will feel 
admiration and gratitude towards the man who has placed the weight of his 
immense authority behind a cause that has seemed to recruit its followers only 
among dreamers or unarmed prophets. But those who approach the problem 
with scientific exactitude and political deliberation know that the term 
‘United States of Europe’ is often used to denote something very different 
from a true European federation. Such people will receive with more caution 
the federalist professions of a British statesman who is, moreover, a Conserva
tive, albeit out of office for the present.

That was our reaction when we read the brief reports of Churchill’s speech 
in the Italian press. From these, only two points emerged clearly. Firstly, the 
recognition that the victorious powers are at sixes and sevens and are incapable 
of building the firm edifice of peace that they have so often promised; and 
secondly, that the main stumbling-block is not in the world at large but is a 
European problem. These two opinions, or facts rather, are indeed the start
ing-point of European federalism; but they do not suffice to determine its 
nature, its objectives or how to achieve them. When we came to read the full 
text of the speech it was evident that Churchill’s suggestion was not, after all, 
inspired by true federalism. The terms in which he spoke of the United States 
of Europe were such that the great French journal Le Monde could report his 
speech under the headline ‘Churchill proposes European union under French 
and German auspices’. This already suffices to show how Churchill’s idea of a 
United States of Europe differs from a true European federation. Actually 
Churchill does not say that France and Germany should be the leaders and 
mentors of the United States of Europe: what he says is that the European 
family cannot be created without a profound, genuine understanding between 
them. ‘The first step in the re-creation of the European family must be a part-

Federale Europea. Unificazione giuridica dell'Europa, op. cit.; Petit dictionnaire pour 
unepolitique de la culture, Lausanne, 1969; also numerous articles in L'Unità Euro
pea, Giustizia e Libertà and Relazioni Internazionali. The doctrinairism of 
Repubblica Federale Europea caused some alarm within the MFE, as shown by 
Augusto Monti’s review in L'Unità Europea, No. 11, 5 June 1946. H. Brugmans, 
who met Campagnolo at the Hertenstein conference, pointed out (in ‘Het begin van 
een beweging’, Europa in Beweging, The Hague, 1968, p. 15) that the latter had in 
mind a unitary rather than a federal Europe. For a general view of Campagnolo’s 
ideas and activity see No. 43-4, 1978, of Comprendre, pp. 257 ff., reporting 
speeches by N. Bobbio and others at the commemorative meeting held in Venice, 31 
Oct. 1976.
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nership between France and Germany/ There is no doubt, in any case, that 
Churchill regards a Franco-German understanding as a close association 
between two states, to which other European nations would adhere to form a 
European union that would take its place in the world beside Britain and the 
Commonwealth, America and Russia. These countries, Churchill says, ‘must 
be the friends and sponsors of the new Europe and must champion its right to 
live and shine/

Thus the United States of Europe according to Churchill is to be born of 
an agreement on the part of some European states -  all who can and will do 
so, but firstly and essentially France and Germany -  to create the European 
structure that Churchill speaks of but does not define more closely. What 
Churchill wants is not a merging of nations but a system like Coudenhove-Ka- 
lergi’s or Briand’s Pan-Europe, in which sovereign states, without ceasing to 
be such, would form a kind of regional association within the framework of 
the League of Nations in former days or the UN today. (...)

In Churchill’s ‘United States of Europe’ the law of the balance of power 
would still prevail -  the law of inter-state relations with its inevitable alterna
tion of peace and war. But this would not solve the problem of Europe, and 
even if a league were formed under the name of the United States of Europe it 
could only be kept in being by the actual or potential threat of an external 
enemy. What reason is there to think that the four great blocs would live in 
peace together? Why should we assume that Britain, America and Russia 
would all be equally friendly towards the United States of Europe? Why 
should the inter-state rivalries that have always led to war suddenly cease to 
exist? Might not a league of European states become the instrument of a 
policy that was not truly peace-loving; might it not be an addition of some con
sequence to one side or the other in the international political balance? The 
Soviet press has received Churchill’s speech not merely with scepticism but 
with indignation, describing it as an ‘unheard-of’ attempt to unite the peoples 
of Europe, or some of them anyway, against the USSR. The Russians are not 
reassured by Churchill’s hope that they would support the establishment of a 
United States of Europe -  on the contrary, the fact that he needed to say so 
has made them more suspicious than ever. But they could have no good reason 
for opposing a genuine federation of European peoples arising in the only 
way it could arise, namely from a spontaneous understanding among peoples, 
not for the sake of a political scheme of balancing forces but in order to form a 
political society. Such a society would confront not the Russian state but the 
Russian people, whose interest in its formation is no less than that of all the 
other European nations.

The term ‘United States of Europe’ is patterned on that of the ‘United States 
of America’, but its content is essentially different. The word ‘state’ did not 
have the same fullness of meaning for the Americans as it has for Europeans. 
It often related to a mere territorial division with virtually no history of its 
own. The states that united to form the USA were never much different from 
political or administrative areas with wide local powers, which is what they 
became after federation took place. To Europeans, on the other hand, the
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state is something that has been achieved as the result of long efforts and tends 
to be identified with the nation itself. Consequently the very expression 
‘United States of Europe’ caused Europeans to think of an international 
league rather than a federal state. But if Europe is to escape from the pro
found crisis it is going through, it needs a juridical order in which its peoples 
can live harmoniously together -  and this means a true European rule of law, 
the law of a European political society, a republic of European peoples. Only 
such a rule of law can put a final end to Franco-German rivalry and remove 
France’s fear of Germany’s bigger population, as well as dispelling Russian 
suspicions of the West and vice versa. All that will disappear, just as the Swiss 
cantons today no longer harbour fear and antagonism despite the marked 
inequalities among them.

48. Celeste Bastianetto: ‘The Italian constitution and European 
unity’ 24 March 1947

‘Costituzione italiana e unità europea5, in Atti e Documenti dell'Assemblea Costituente, 
Rome, 25 June 1946 -  31 Jan. 1948, voi. VI, pp. 2429-35 (extract)

The Commission of 75 which drafted the Constitution (see introduction to doc. 43), and 
of which Calamandrei was a member; decided to formulate Article 4 (which was to become 
Article 11) in a way that did not expressly mention European union. This shows clearly the 
lack of zeal which even pro-European parties displayed towards the federalist objective at 
that time.1 However; the amendment moved by the Christian Democrat Bastianetto 
(1899-1953)2 and seconded by Alberto Cianca of the Action Party, while it was 
subsequently withdrawn at the instance of the Committee's chairman Meuccio Ruini,3

1 Calamandrei, explaining later why he did not insist on a mention of European 
union in the future Art. 11, declared that it did not seem at the time to be practical 
politics. Cf. his speech on ‘a federal state and a confederation of states’ delivered at 
the Teatro Eliseo in Rome on 26 Oct. 1947 at a federalist meeting, the record of 
which was published in Europa Federata by F. Parri, P. Calamandrei, I. Silone, L. 
Einaudi and G. Salvemini, with introduction by E. Rossi, Milan, 1947, esp. pp. 34-5. 
The speech is reproduced in P. Calamandrei, Scritti e discorsi, op. cit., Voi. I, Tomo 
secondo, pp. 416-26.

2 The speeches by Bastianetto, Cianca and Ruini were reprinted in C. Bastianetto, 
L'unità dell'Europa, Rome, 1947. A summary of the whole debate on Art. 11 is con
tained in G. Balladore Pallieri, ‘I rapporti internazionali nella nuova Costituzione’, 
Relazioni Internazionali, XI, 1947, 9, and A. Sterpellone, op. cit., pp. 318-19. See 
also G. Vedovato, ‘I rapporti internazionale dello Stato’ in P. Calamandrei and A. 
Levi, Commentario sistematico alla Costituzione italiana, Rome, 1949.

3 On Ruini’s attachment to the European cause, which was certainly much less 
strong than Calamandrei’s, cf. his writings collected in Nazione e Comunità di 
nazioni. Dal nazionale al sopranazionale, Milan, 1961, and D. Cofrancesco, Il contri
buto della Resistenza italiana al dibattito teorico sull'unificazione europea, pp. 145-7.
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shows that in the first months of 1947 some parliamentary circles were beginning to foresee 
that concrete opportunities of European unification were once more about to emerge.4 The 
text of the amendment is given below.

The President. We come to Article 4, which is to be Article 6 of the final text:
‘Italy renounces war as an instrument of conquest and aggression against 

the freedom of other nations and consents, on condition of reciprocity and 
equality, to limitations of sovereignty necessary for the purpose of an inter
national organization to ensure peace and justice among nations/

The Commission, taking account of the various amendments proposed, has 
drafted the following revised text:

‘Italy repudiates war as an instrument of aggression against the freedom of 
other nations and as a means of settling international disputes, and consents, 
on condition of parity with other states, to limitations of sovereignty necessary 
for an international order ensuring peace and justice among nations/ (...)

Sig. Bastianetto has proposed the following amendment:
After the word ‘necessary’, insert: ‘for the unification of Europe or’.
I invite him to speak to the amendment.
C. Bastianetto. Honourable members: the first of the two versions of this 

Article 4 speaks of ‘renouncing’ war, the second of ‘repudiating’ it. Either is 
acceptable as far as I am concerned, since my amendment applies to the 
second part of the Article, which is more or less identical in both versions.

Article 4 really falls into two parts. The first part may be said to contain the 
gist of all recent international law concerning war. It expresses what has been 
the great hope of everybody in politics, a hope summed up in the Kellogg Pact. 
To my mind, the term ‘renounces’ is much wider and more explicit than ‘repu
diates’. But I shall not dwell on the first part, since what interests me now is the 
second, which says that Italy ‘consents, on condition of parity with other 
states, to limitations of sovereignty necessary for an international order 
ensuring peace and justice among nations.’ Now in this phrase ‘consents to lim
itations of sovereignty’ we come to the central question of today’s 
international politics. In the last two or three years we have had to do with the 
problem of the surrender of sovereignty, and the United Nations have in fact 
surrendered part of their sovereignty in the San Francisco Charter.

We do not know what the future will bring forth in the way of international 
organizations. At present we see one single big organization of the United 
Nations, which is worldwide, and we do not seem to take any account of Euro
pean problems, though these are closer to us. Hence I would propose to insert 
in this Article 4, after the word ‘necessary’, the modest phrase ‘for the unifica
tion of Europe or’.

4 The MFE’s dissatisfaction with Art. 11 was vigorously expressed by A. Chiti-Ba- 
telli, ‘La clausola federalista nel progetto di Costituzione’, L'Unità Europea,, No. 5-6, 
28 March 1947.
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Why this amendment, gentlemen? Let us forget the enormous literature on 
problems of European union, the speeches made during the past century by 
the most eminent statesmen in every European country, the endeavours of 
Coudenhove-Kalergi and Briand, and the more recent speeches by Smuts and 
Churchill, and let us simply remember the dreams and aspirations of Mazzini, 
who saw the unity of Europe as its salvation. At present we do not know what 
the future of Europe will be: what we do feel profoundly is that that unity must 
come.

We are assembled here to give our country a great constitutional charter. 
Such is our hope; and if we can inscribe the name of Europe in that charter 
we shall be adorning it with a jewel, for we shall be inscribing that which is 
most noble in the interest of Europe's peace and civilization. For please 
observe, gentlemen, that from the economic point of view this Europe can no 
longer be divided; nor can it from the politico-military point of view; and 
from the point of view of ideology we can already see what an important func
tion political parties have in this European unity. When our President the 
other day read out the telegram from M. Herriot5 and said it was the first time 
a hand had been stretched out to us from across the frontier, I thought to 
myself that each one of the political parties might hold out such a hand on its 
own account. A week or two ago the British Labour party in fact did so with 
their resolution. In France the other day the MRP passed a resolution in 
favour of the United States of Europe. This is an aspiration shared by all the 
countries of Western Europe. Now if all the political parties, having this sub
lime duty of giving moral content to the life, politics and future of Europe -  
since they all have this function and are profoundly aware of it, there is no 
doubt, my friends, that we too may see the unity of Europe become a reality. It 
is with this hope and desire that I ask you to approve my amendment.

We do not know what the future of Europe will be, and it may be premature 
to speak of the United States of Europe or of a federation of European repub
lics. I do not think so myself; but for my purpose it is enough to express the 
idea that -  just as in the Constitution we consider first the individual, then the 
family, then the region and the state -  so now, above the state and before the 
world international organization, we should include Europe, our great 
motherland: for we are, first and foremost, citizens of Europe. Therefore I 
urge you to accept this amendment.

(...) M. Ruini, chairman of the Commission on the Constitution. Sig. Bastia- 
netto’s proposal to include a reference to European union has not been dis
cussed by the Commission. However, it appears from my soundings that it 
would not receive unanimous support. European union is an aspiration close 
to Italian hearts; Italien thinkers have emphasized that Europe is a second 
motherland to us. But it would seem that, even at this point in history, an inter-

5 Herriot, president of the French National Assembly, telegraphed to Terracini, 
president of the Italian Constituent Assembly, expressing the hope that France and 
Italy would once more enjoy close relations of collaboration and friendship. The tel
egram was read out at the session of 15 March 1947.
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national order can and should reach beyond the borders of Europe. To limit 
ourselves to its confines would not be opportune vis-à-vis other continents 
such as America, which desire to participate in the work of international 
organization.

I believe that if we wish to achieve agreement we can be satisfied with the 
Commission’s text, which, while not excluding closer links within Europe, 
does not restrict our vision to this continent but leaves open every way of 
organizing peace and justice among all nations. (...)

49. Italian Parliamentary Committee for European Union: ‘Order 
of the day’ (resolution) on the Marshall Plan 18 July 1947

Giacchero Archives; here unabridged

Meeting at Montecitorio on 18 July under the chairmanship of Enzo Giacchero (1912), 
the Italian Parliamentary Committee for European Union decided to send 45 deputies to the 
European Parliamentary congress to be held at Gstaad on 8-10 September.1 It also adopted 
the resolution reproduced below, which was moved by Bastianetto, Parri and Vanoni, and 
forwarded it to De Gasperi, the prime minister, and Terracini, president of the Constituent 
Assembly. This was the first Italian parliamentary reaction of a European' character, albeit 
in fairly general terms, to the Marshall proposals. Part of the wording is identical with that 
of a resolution adopted by the national council of the Christian Democratic party at its 
meeting of 5-7 July 1947.2

The Parliamentary Group for European Union considers it essential to the 
defence of European civilization and therefore to the recovery of our country 
that the Marshall plan and any other initiatives of international solidarity

1 An important instance of the MFE’s failure at this time to grasp the decisive polit
ical implications of the Marshall Plan was the fact that Pieri, chairman of its parlia
mentary group in the Constituent Assembly, declined Giacchero’s invitation to take 
part in the Gstaad congress. He did so in a letter (published in the Bollettino d'lnfor- 
mazioni del MFE, No. 3, 22 Aug. 1947) expressing legitimate doubt as to the ‘federal’ 
ideas of Coudenhove-Kalergi and Churchill but also rejecting the opportunity 
afforded by the Marshall Plan, as contrary to the ‘third force’ idea. (Churchill’s 
Zurich speech had been warmly praised by Coudenhove-Kalergi in an article in the 
New York Herald Tribune of 10 March 1947).

2 Published in Atti e documenti della Democrazia Cristiana, 1943-1967, Rome, 
1968, voi. I, pp. 350—1. The resolution revived the idea of European union which the 
Christian Democrats, like all the other parties, had effectively dropped in the imme
diate postwar period. For the evolution of the DC attitude in this period cf. C. 
Ramacciotti, I  cattolici e l'unità europea, Rome, 1954; M. Ferrari Aggradi, Europa. 
Tappe e prospettive di unificazione, Rome, 1958.
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should not be confined to organizing relief for nations afflicted by the war but 
should mark the beginning of a new economic and political order that will 
bring about a more stable balance between the needs and resources of our 
continent, transcending frontiers and selfish interests, in accordance with the 
naturally convergent and complementary nature of the different national 
economies.

50. Luigi Einaudi: ‘War and European union’ 29 July 1947
From L. Einaudi, La guerra e l'unità europea, Milan, 19502, pp. 168-76 (extracts)

Luigi Einaudi (1874-1961), the eminent liberal thinker who was President of the 
Republic from 1948 to 1955,1 was also the first in Italy to put forward ideas of European fed
eralism in its modern form. In 1918 he published two profound and closely reasoned articles 
on the confederal basis of the League of Nations which was then under discussion. These stu
dies are regarded\ not only in Italy, as classic texts of federalism;2 on their account he is 
rightly regarded as the spiritual ancestor of the MFE, of which he became a member after 
meeting Spinelli and Rossi in exile in Switzerland.3 The present document is a shortened ver
sion ofEinaudi's speech to the Constituent Assembly on 29 July 1947 in the debate on the rat
ification of the peace treaty, which the historian Benedetto Croce opposed on grounds of

1 For Einaudi’s character and activities cf. N. Bobbio, ‘Profilo ideologico del Nove
cento italiano’ in (various authors) Il Novecento, Milan, 1969; id., ‘Il pensiero 
politico di Luigi Einaudi’ in Annali della Fondazione Luigi Einaudi, V ili, 1974; 
(various authors) Commemorazione di Luigi Einaudi nel centenario della nascita 
(1874-1974) Quaderno no. 1 dell’Istituto per la storia del movimento liberale, 
Bologna, 1977.

2 The articles, entitled ‘La Società delle Nazioni è un ideale possibile?’ and ‘Il 
dogma della sovranità e l’idea della Società delle Nazioni’, were published under the 
pseudonym ‘Junius’ in the Corriere della Sera of 5 Jan. and 28 Dec. 1918 respectively, 
and are reprinted in La guerra e l'unità europea, Milan, 1948. For the relation of these 
and subsequent writings of Einaudi’s to the history of the idea of European union 
cf. M. Albertini, Il federalismo. Antologia e definizione, Milan, 19731 and Bologna, 
19792 (where the speech excerpted below is also published); W. Lipgens, Doc. Eur. 
Integr., voi. 1, doc. 163; D. Cofrancesco, ‘Temi e problemi della cultura antifascista’, 
historical note in revised edition of G. Calogero, Difesa del liberalsocialismo e altri 
saggi, ed. by M. Schiavone and D. Cofrancesco, Milan, 1972; S. Pistone, ‘Le critiche 
di Einaudi e di Agnelli e Cabiati alla Società delle Nazioni nel 1918’ in L'idea dell'uni
ficazione europea dalla prima alla seconda guerra mondiale, op. cit.; L. Levi, 
Federalismo e integrazione europea, Palermo, 1978.

3 Cf. C. Delzell, ‘The European Federalist Movement in Italy: First Phase 
1818-1947’, op. cit., p. 247; E. Rossi, op. cit., pp. 222-4; S. Pistone, L'Italia e l'unità 
europea, op. cit., pp. 78, 123, 127. Apart from Einaudi’s writings collected in La 
guerra e l'unità europea, his chief works on the subject are collected in L. Einaudi, Il 
buon governo, ed. by E. Rossi, Bari, 19541, last edition 1973 with preface by M.L. Sal- 
vadori, and L. Einaudi, Lo scrittoio del Presidente, Turin, 1956.
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national dignity and patriotism.4 Croce's attitude of nationalist recrimination was sup
ported in the debate by Vittorio Emanuele Orlando, the veteran statesman who had been 
prime minister during the First World War. Einaudi opposed it with a masterly analysis of 
the period of the two world wars: departing radically from the traditional nationalist point 
of view, he perceived the underlying cause of both wars in the problem of European unifica
tion.

The first world war was fought in vain, because it did not solve the Euro
pean problem. And this problem did exist. As I wrote in 1918 and now repeat 
30 years later, the European states are a historical anachronism. In the six
teenth century the free cities and republics and small principalities in Italy had 
become an anachronism, owing to the territorial reconstitution of Europe and 
the rise of the great Spanish and French monarchies and a unified British 
nation in the north. The independence of the small principalities which 
Lorenzo the Magnificent had skilfully kept in balance collapsed under the 
rival pressures of Spain and France, Charles V and Francis I. In the same way, 
since the beginning of the present century the survival of so many European 
sovereign states has been anachronistic.

As rail communications improved and sailing craft gave way to steamships 
and motor vessels, and peoples were brought closer together by the telegraph, 
telephone, radio and air travel, our little European patch of ground became 
manifestly unable to support so many sovereignties. In vain did states raise 
high tariff walls to achieve economic self-sufficiency. The barriers only 
impoverished them and made them rivals, so that each nation came to speak a 
strange incomprehensible language of living space and geopolitical necessity; 
foreign immigrants were rejected as if they were lepers and as if each country, 
by withdrawing into savage isolation, could create wealth and power for itself 
instead of misery and discontent.

The First World War was a manifestation, in the form of bloodshed, of 
Europe’s instinctive aspiration towards unity. But, as European unity could 
not be achieved by an impotent League of Nations, the problem recurred 
almost at once. It can only be solved in one of two ways: with the sword of 
Satan or the sword of God.

This time Satan bore the name of Hitler, the Attila of our times. It is not 
worth while speaking of Italy’s own cardboard dictator, who never understood 
the problem that faced him. The modern Attila, the Viennese maniac, in his

4 For the speeches by Einaudi and Croce in the ratification debate cf. G. Balladore 
Pallieri, ‘La Costituente e il Trattato di pace’ in Relazioni Internationali, XI, 1947, 
No. 31 (where the speeches by Croce and Sforza are also printed); A. Sterpellone, 
op. cit., pp. 196-205; B. Cialdea, op. cit., pp. 411-18; A. Chiti-Batelli, Il federalismo 
europeo dalla Resistenza ai Trattati di Roma, pp. 208-11; L. Levi, L'unificazione 
europea, pp. 33-6. Although Croce, in his Storia dellEuropa nel secolo decimonono 
(Bari, 1932), had argued that European union was the logical outcome of contem
porary history, he was unable wholly to liberate himself from a nationalist view
point: this is brought out by D. Cofrancesco, op. cit., pp. XI-XXIV.
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incoherent ravings did perceive the problem in all its magnitude and tried to 
solve it. He and his people chose the method of force and bloodshed. This had 
worked for the Romans, who conquered the Carthaginians, the Greeks and 
the successors of Alexander, all of whom were more civilized than they; for 
the Romans at least atoned for their initial violence by establishing the rule of 
law throughout the Mediterranean world. But the method of force did not 
bring success to the new Attila. Europeans loved their freedom too much not 
to resist the brutal rule of force by every means in their power; and the many 
descendants of Europeans in the world, with the same Christian ideal of 
freedom for the individual to perfect himself and aspire independently 
towards God, felt a deep-seated horror of those who preached the inhuman, 
bestial worship of race and blood and domination by a ‘master race’ sprung 
from the bowels of the earth and primeval forests.

It is not true that the two great world wars were due to economic causes. 
No one who has any idea of a true economic balance can believe that even a 
victorious nation can gain anything from war but impoverishment, misery and 
the spirit of hatred and revenge, which in turn generate further misery and des
titution.

The real truth is that the two great wars were civil wars, wars of religion 
in fact, and so will the third be if, to our misfortune, we contrive to bring about 
that ultimate destruction. The two wars seemed to be wars between states and 
peoples. But their true character, that which distinguishes them from most 
though not all preceding wars, which makes them similar to the most impla
cable wars of the past, namely the wars of religion -  and here let us remember 
the disappearance of Christian civilization from Egypt to Gibraltar, the 
ferocity of the Albigensian war and the havoc of the Thirty Years’ War in Ger
many -  their true character lies in the fact that these two great wars were 
fought within ourselves. God and Satan fought out the battle in our own souls, 
within our families and our cities. Everywhere the struggle raged between 
lovers of liberty and those who were willing to be slaves. In all parts of Europe 
conquered by the Germans we saw repeated the experience that Tacitus 
tersely described: Senatus equites populusque romanus mere in servitium -  
proving that man’s spirit does not always prevail over matter.

We do not recriminate against those who acted basely, because resistance 
to evil is always a miracle, and we must humbly recognize that it might well 
not have taken place at all. But let us say plainly that we shall not avoid a third 
world war unless we take up the sword of God instead of the sword of Satan, 
for the salvation and unification of Europe: that is to say, instead of domina
tion by brute force we must uphold the eternal ideal of voluntary cooperation 
for the common welfare.

Like everyone in this House, I feel profound grief for the amputation of our 
own territory in the west and in the east. As to the west, I feel not only grief 
but indignation and anger at the blindness which has induced the French, with 
all their clear brains and subtle reasoning powers, to accept such threadbare 
arguments as those of us who know the history of Piedmont have read in Louis 
XIV’s instructions to his diplomats and generals, in order to deprive the Pied-
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montese of their true Alpine frontier, gained in 1713 after centuries of 
fighting and sealed in the treaty of 1760.

But if the victors have been blind, it does not mean that we too must be blind 
and hope to restore our country’s unity by fresh wars and butchery. In the 
atomic age, war means the destruction not perhaps of the whole human race 
-  for it is possible that in the scorched plains that have once again become 
marshes and virgin forests, and in savage mountains, a race of beings may sur
vive who, over the centuries, will gradually struggle back to civilization -  but 
at any rate the destruction of that humanism which is the condition of man’s 
existence in this world.

But we shall not save ourselves from scientific barbarism, which is far worse 
than primitive barbarity, by vying with other nations to see who can devise the 
most murderous weapons. The only hope of saving ourselves and others is that 
we should be the first to uphold, wherever it is needful, an ideal nobler than 
that of others. Only by maintaining the necessity of substituting the sword of 
God for the sword of Satan can we regain our lost primacy. I do not mean eco
nomic primacy, which is no more than a humble adjunct to primacy of the 
spirit. I mean that primacy which, in the fruitful era of the Risorgimento, took 
the form of defending ideas of brotherhood, cooperation and freedom -  ideas 
which, constantly preached by Giuseppe Mazzini and put into practice as far 
as politics allowed by Camillo di Cavour, won for the new Italy the fellow-feel
ing, respect and support of all Europe.

We must not abandon this Risorgimento tradition in the hope of benefiting 
by others’ discords. The policy of temporary alliances, casual gain and sacro 
egoismo, which seemed clever and Machiavellian to our generation, brought 
bitter and poisonous fruit when our dictator pushed it to the logical extreme 
of economic autarky and sought to achieve greatness by fishing in the troubled 
waters of Europe. (...)

If we cannot become the standard-bearers of a humane and modern ideal 
in today’s Europe, which is lost and uncertain as to its true way, we are done 
for and so is Europe. In this old continent of ours there is a terrifying spiritual 
vacuum. The atomic bomb of which we are so terrified lives, alas, in each one 
of us. It is not the bomb we should be afraid of, but the evil forces that brought 
about its use. We must prevent the unleashing of this dread weapon, and the 
only way to do so is to preach the good news. That news, as we know, is the 
ideal of freedom against intolerance, cooperation against brute force. The 
Europe that Italy wants and must struggle to create is a Europe not closed to 
anyone but open to all, in which men can freely debate rival ideas, in which 
majorities respect minorities and foster their interests to the utmost extent 
compatible with the existence of the community as a whole. For the creation 
of such a Europe, Italy should be ready to sacrifice part of her sovereignty.

What I wrote thirty years ago and repeated many times in vain, I say again 
today and hope it will not be in vain after the terrible experiences we have suf
fered. The myth of absolute state sovereignty is the great enemy of civilization 
and prosperity and, we must add today, of the very life of nations. This fatal 
myth is the true origin of wars. It causes states to take up arms to conquer
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living space; it pronounces anathemas against immigrants from poor coun
tries; it creates tariff barriers and leads impoverished peoples to imagine that 
they can achieve wealth and power by going back to a savage, predatory econ
omy. In a Europe which witnesses, every so often, the revival of crazy and dis
astrous nationalist myths, and in which those who profess internationalism 
one day are rabid patriots the next; in this Europe in which at every turn we 
see, with horror, warlike tendencies re-emerging, the most urgent task is one 
of unification.

It is a task that requires deeds, not merely words. It is vain to preach peace 
and concord when Hannibal is at the gates, when nationalist passions are 
reviving in the breasts of all too many Europeans. It is not enough to preach 
the United States of Europe and convene parliamentary conferences. The 
important thing is that the parliaments of these minute states that compose 
divided Europe should give up part of their sovereignty to a parliament com
prising a chamber elected directly by the population of Europe as a whole, in 
proportion to their numbers and regardless of the state they belong to, and 
also a chamber in which the states should each be represented by an equal 
number of members.

This is the only ideal worth working for -  the only way of safeguarding the 
true independence of peoples, which does not consist in armaments or customs 
barriers or railways and river transport, electricity and similar facilities con
fined to the national territory -  it consists in art, education, customs, cultural 
institutions, everything that gives life to the spirit and enables each nation to 
contribute to the spiritual life of others. But we shall never achieve a rich 
variety of forms of national life developing freely in a unified Europe with a 
life of its own, unless one of the European nations becomes the harbinger of 
this ideal.

It is my desire that that nation should be Italy. But we shall not achieve this 
purpose unless we make up our minds at once, while there is still time, to join 
the international bodies that already exist. They are certainly imperfect, as the 
old League of Nations was, but we must join them so as to proclaim the good 
news from within. That is why I shall vote, even though my heart bleeds for 
the violated frontier of the Alps, for the ratification of the present treaty, as 
the necessary condition of our entering the councils of the nations with our 
head held high and with the resolve to work forthwith, steadily and pertina
ciously, for the creation of a new European world.

Is it utopian to want to see a new Europe open to all peoples who are deter
mined to base their conduct on the ideal of liberty? Perhaps it is. But today the 
only choice is between utopia and death, between utopia and the law of the 
jungle.
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51. Altiero Spinelli: speech at first UEF congress 27 Aug. 1947
Published in A. Spinelli, Dagli stati sovrani agli Stati Uniti d'Europa, pp. 229-39; repr. 

in L. Levi and S. Pistone, Trentanni di vita del MFE, pp. 93-100 (here excerpted).

Spinelli attended the first international congress of the UEF, held at Montreux from 27 
to 31 August 1947, as a member of the delegation of the MFE,1 having resumed federalist 
activity as soon as the Marshall Plan got under way. A majority of the MFE was critical of 
the Plan,2 and Spinelli was invited to speak not on behalf of the Movement but because of 
his prestige as a theoretician and his work for federalism during the war. His speech was the 
first clear statement by an Italian federalist in favour of the policy, which was to prevail at 
Montreux, of \beginning in the west’ as opposed to creating Europe as a ‘third force' or even 
with the USSR as a member. He pointed out with lucidity and foresight that the development 
of the western bloc, within which practical steps could be taken to further European union, 
would be profoundly affected by whether the Europeans were or were not capable of pursuing 
their objective rapidly and whole-heartedly. If they were, western Europe would before long 
recover its lost freedom of action and would achieve a true and equal partnership with the 
US. In that case, in addition to deciding its own politico-social future, it could put an end 
to the division of Europe into blocs and thus enable the Soviet Union's satellites to join a 
European federation, as well as helping the world political situation at large to evolve on 
more peaceful and flexible lines. In the contrary event the Western bloc would inevitably 
become an imperialist system: the US protectorate would become a master-servant relation
ship, and democracy would be undermined both in the dominant USA and in its European 
satellites.3

This shows clearly that the policy of ‘beginning in the West', adopted by the UEF at 
Montreux and by the MFE after Spinelli's return, did not involve a departure from the basic 
federalist view worked out during and immediately after the war, that a united Europe 
would prevent a clash between the super-powers and promote a peaceful evolution of the 
international system: rather it was an adaptation of this view to objective circumstances as 
they had crystallized after a relatively short postwar period of transition.

We cannot and do not wish to conceal from ourselves that the only countries 
capable of taking European initiatives at present are those in the Western or, 
one may say, the American part of the continent. Nothing is sadder than the

1 The MFE delegation was headed by Silone, with Pieri and Rossi as his deputies; 
other members were Devoto, Cabella, Rollier, Milo di Villagrazia, Usellini and 
Gorini. There were also representatives of the Movimento Autonomista di 
Federazione Europea, the Movimento Italiano di Federazione Europea, and other 
small groups with internationalist aims. For these facts and for a summary of the 
arguments of the Italian representatives at Montreux cf. L'Unità Europea, 
No. 14-15, 25 Aug. 1947, and No. 16, 25 Oct. 1947; Bollettino d'Informazioni del 
MFE, No. 3, 22 Aug. 1947, No. 4, 13 Sept. 1947, and No. 5, 4 Oct. 1947; Il Mondo 
Europeo, No. 51,15 Sept. 1947.

2 Cf. introduction to doc. 56.
3 These views were developed as early as 1942: cf. letter to C. Sforza from the fed

eralists in Ventotene in Lipgens, Doc. Eur. Integr., voi. 1, doc. 152.
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fact that the ideal Europe, the cradle of law and liberty, constitutes only part 
of the geographical area of Europe. What is more, that area is certain to 
shrink, and European civilization to become a mere historical memory, unless 
we can at least unite what at present remains of it.

European initiatives are possible where American influence preponderates, 
mainly because in most of Western Europe democratic institutions continue 
to exist, albeit shakily, while in Eastern Europe they have completely disap
peared. But the opportunities also depend to a large extent on America’s own 
position. The Americans are confronted by alternatives of historical impor
tance and have not yet chosen between them. America cannot return to prewar 
isolationism: she is irrevocably involved in European politics. But that involve
ment may develop in many different ways according to the complicated inter
play of actions and reactions between the American situation and that of 
Europe.

The US must maintain their high standard of living and level of production, 
and cannot do so if the rest of the world is plunged in poverty. Hence 
American policy tends to be opposed to reserved markets, closed economies, 
national planning and autarky. America has an interest in European 
prosperity and may promise aid to European countries on the sole condition 
that they succeed in developing a rich, open and orderly economic system. 
This is the rationale of the Marshall Plan, an opportunity that the European 
democracies must grasp and turn to their advantage. However, all the Ameri
cans can do on these lines is to offer us the opportunity. They can accept the 
formation of a peaceful and prosperous European union that would be eco
nomically useful to them while reducing their military commitments in the old 
continent and diminishing the area of contact and conflict with the Soviet 
Union. But they cannot themselves create such a union, and if the Europeans 
cannot seize the opportunity the US will be more and more tempted to move 
from the liberal alternative to that of imperialism. This latter alternative is 
strong in America: it develops in parallel with the former one, and it is this 
which makes every American initiative and intervention of such crucial impor
tance to us.

If democratic Europe does not save itself by its own efforts, making use of 
the American opportunity, and does not develop federal institutions in the 
economic and political fields, then it is American imperialism that will prevail.

If the US has to maintain its positions of strength in a Europe that is 
incapable of normal autonomous life, it will have to turn each country into an 
economic, political and military protectorate, exploiting it in one way or 
another or granting it this or that privilege. That is how empires come into 
existence. Liberal America is still alive and active, but is gradually losing 
ground to imperialist America. When that process is completed there will no 
longer be any chance of salvation for European democracy.

It is generally objected that a federalist plan of action on these lines will tend 
to form a West European bloc subservient to America and hostile to the Soviet 
Union. Many federalists are frightened by this accusation and quit the ground 
of reality to take refuge in vain and cloudy hopes.
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We should firmly rebut such criticism. To federate the European democra
cies is the only way to prevent their becoming protectorates and instruments 
of an imperialist American policy, to prevent the development and consolida
tion of an American imperial, colonizing policy in Europe. The many Ameri
cans who are in favour of federal development in Europe are not imperialists 
but are those who fear an imperialist future for their country and wish for the 
creation of a situation in Europe that will avert this possibility.

A European federation, even if only a partial one, will be independent of 
America in a way that is impossible for the states of Western Europe in isola
tion. Hence such a federation can resist and eventually overcome the disas
trous policy of spheres of influence. The original federation must remain open 
to all other European countries: it must gradually and peacefully restore the 
values and institutions of democratic civilization to countries where they have 
been lost and can only be revived within a Europe purged of baneful 
influences and based on laws of justice and peace. In other words the feder
alist solution is unquestionably opposed to Soviet imperialism, since it would 
be the task of a federal Europe to check and finally abolish the whole 
imperialist system of zones of influence, controls, iron curtains and so forth; 
but it is opposed to Soviet imperialism on the same grounds as to the American 
variety.

If today it is possible to envisage the first steps towards federalism being 
taken in countries under American influence but not elsewhere, this is simply 
because in the former, as in America itself, there are possibilities of anti-impe
rialist and anti-totalitarian action that no longer exist in Eastern Europe, 
though we hope they will be revived there.

The opportunities to set about constructing a federal democratic Europe 
will probably exist for a few years longer. The role of the great world empires 
is no doubt an obstacle, but in so far as their intervention is not complete it 
gives an urgency to the problem of European union which may be salutary in 
its effect.

Having defined the concrete possibilities of bringing about a European 
union, we must recognize that nothing has yet been done in this direction, and 
that grave responsibility for this fact rests on leading political classes in the 
democratic countries. New men and new forces have come on the political 
scene. It might have been hoped that recent sufferings would have convinced 
them of the absurdity of simply restoring the old national sovereignties. They 
ought to have understood that the totalitarian poison was not a sad monopoly 
of Germany, Italy and one or two other countries, but is at work more or less 
secretly in all European countries, perhaps without exception; and that the 
war itself, anti-Fascist though it was, has reinforced the totalitarian and 
anti-democratic elements that exist everywhere.

However, these facts were ignored and an attempt has been made to restore 
democracy on an exclusively national basis. The result is that some superficial 
democratization has been achieved but that it has no solid basis. Absurdity has 
been piled on absurdity, and none of the gravest problems of the hour have 
been seriously grappled with. Economic autarky and national planning have
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been revived; national armies have been re-created, national hatred, rancour 
and suspicion have been fostered. Today every European nation is poverty- 
stricken and diseased, withdrawn into itself, uncertain of the future, unable to 
raise itself, obliged to depend more and more on political and economic struc
tures that are profoundly anti-democratic.

There is no future on this basis for democratic civilization. If it is to be once 
more secured the whole plan of political action must be modified. The time- 
honoured political divisions that are met with in every country no longer have 
any profound or genuine meaning. Whatever the external label, we must 
regard as essentially anti-democratic all groups which see it as their main task 
to re-establish and conserve the national sovereign state. Even if they do not 
realize it they are the grave-diggers of civil liberty and well-being, servants of 
the modern Leviathan, the all-powerful, totalitarian sovereign state.

And, again regardless of the external label, we must regard as a single pro
gressive political élite all those who are resolved to smash the idol of the 
national state, to limit its absolute sovereignty and to set up federal institutions 
to administer the common interests of Europeans.

The presence at this congress of men of the most diverse parties is proof that 
people are becoming aware of a new line of political division. The question 
is: who is for free Europe and who against it? The task before the UEF is to 
strengthen this feeling and make it a reality in European political life.

The all-important issue is not whether this or that country has a government 
of the left or of the right: it is the rebirth of free, democratic, European civili
zation, which can only be achieved in a united Europe. (...)

52. The Italian Socialist Workers’ Party (PSLI) and the United 
States of Europe 13 Sep. 1947

From Carlo Vallauri (ed.), La ricostituzione dei partiti democratici (1943-1948), 
voi. Ili, Rome, 1978, p. 1659 (Point 9 unabridged).

The PSLI was formed by the secession from the left-wing socialist PSIUP\ at its congress 
in Rome (9-13 January 1947), of the group associated with the review Critica Sociale 
(edited by Ugo Guido Mondolfo; its most prominent member was Giuseppe Saragat), and of 
the group known as Iniziativa Socialista, headed by Mario Zagari.1 (The PSIUP thereupon 
reverted to the name of Partito Socialista Italiano.) The basic reason for the split was the 
seceders5 desire for autonomy vis-à-vis the PCI (Communists) and for a form of socialism 
modelled on the social democracies of northern Europe. In addition the PSLI came out 
clearly in favour of European federation, as its members had done while still belonging to the

1 Cf. note 4 to doc. 41 above.
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PSIUP.2 The text below is point 9 of the declaration of principles introducing the new par
ty's programme, published at its first national congress in Rome on 13-15 September 194 7?

!r

(...) 9. The PSLI believes that the consolidation of regimes embodying the 
principles and practice of democratic and autonomous socialism, and their 
close cooperation in economic, political and cultural affairs, offers the only 
escape from the alternative of siding with one or other of the hostile blocs by 
which the world is at present torn apart. Firmly condemning nationalism, 
imperialism and autarky, the PSLI no less firmly condemns enslavement to for
eign interests and foreign imperialism. It believes that a new international 
order can only be solidly established if states surrender part of their 
sovereignty to supranational federal bodies as a step towards the United 
States of Europe, which alone can ensure that the peoples of Europe live 
together constructively and which is a necessary stage on the way to a wider 
world organization. (...)

53. Mario Albertini: The love of Italy in Europe 5 Oct. 1947
‘L’amore dell’Italia nell’Europa’, in Lo Stato moderno, 5 Oct. 1947, pp. 410-11 

(unabridged).

The strongest federalist criticism of Croce's opposition to ratification of the peace treaty 
by the Constituent Assembly was expressed by Einaudi in his speech on ‘war and European 
union '. His theme was enlarged upon by Mario Albertini, who at that time belonged to the 
MFE and the PLI (Liberal Party); he was later chairman of the MFE and' since 1975, presi
dent of the UEF. The present article shows how the anti-nationalism of the Italian federalists 
was based on a firm rejection of the basic principles of national ideology.1

2 On Saragat cf. the article ‘L’Europa di domani’ written by him for Avanti!, 
23 Jan. 1945. For Mondolfo’s federalist position see U. Alfassio Grimaldi, ‘Il fede
ralismo della “Critica’ mondolfiana” in Critica Sociale, No. 1, 1972, pp. 16-17, and 
D. Cofrancesco, ‘La “Battaglia per il socialismo” di Ugo Guido Mondolfo. 
Riflessioni sullo Stato nazionale e l’Europa’ in id., Europeismo e cultura. Da Cattaneo 
a Calogero, Genoa, 1981, pp. 41-84. On Zagari see his articles ‘Il socialismo e la fede
razione europea’, Politica estera., No. 4-5, April-May 1945, pp. 65-70, and ‘Il pro
blemainternazionale’ in Avanti, 22 Dee. 1946.

3 For the congress see the relevant publication by the PSLI, Rome, 1947, and text 
of Saragat’s speech ‘Per la ricostruzione del paese’, delivered there and repr. in G. 
Saragat, Quarantanni di lotta per la democrazia, op. cit.; also G. Usellini, ‘Politica 
e economia federalista’ in Critica Sociale, 1 Oct. 1947, and a brief account by Usellini 
(a member of the PSLI) in Bollettino d'informazioni del MFE, No. 5, 4 Oct. 1947.

1 The points in this article were subsequently developed by Albertini in two impor
tant works: Lo Stato nazionale, Milan, I9601 and Naples, 19812, and ‘Idea nazionale
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The love of Italy in Europe
A re-reading of Benedetto Croce’s speech, published by Laterza, on the rat

ification of the ‘peace diktat’ suggests several questions. We are impressed by 
the spirit that animates the speech and the terms in which it is couched, espe
cially that of ‘national dignity’. This expression, according to the philoso
pher’s own theory, should reflect only a certain way of perceiving or camou
flaging the national interest (Etica e Politica, p. 177); but here it seems to be 
used in a different sense, as if to suggest that in effect a political action is to be 
considered outside the sphere of utility in which politics are supposed to con
sist.

This impression that the term is being used in two senses is confirmed by 
the division of the speech into two parts. The first examines the ‘moral’ nature 
of the treaty, and deduces a principle of action dependent on this overriding 
criterion; while the second maintains that the calculation of immediate advan
tage leads to the same conclusion as did the argument on grounds of superior 
necessity.

But all this does not make logical sense. For what could the higher advan
tage effectively consist of, other than the immediate benefit to Italy’s interests 
today and tomorrow? And this can only be assessed by a well-weighed judge
ment of practical utility, which must be the same under whatever aspect it is 
considered.

It is, moreover, puzzling to note that the terms Benedetto Croce uses to 
define the injustice of the treaty are of a rhetorical kind suitable for describing 
the wrongs to be inflicted on us -  which would reduce the speech to a protest 
made in the heat of passion, enumerating with noble moralistic disdain the 
high-handed actions that we have suffered or are to suffer. I say ‘puzzling’ 
because coherence should not allow passion to suggest words and interpreta
tions of an unduly wide nature, discussing the treaty not on strictly political 
grounds but in terms of an aspiration to ideal justice. Such an approach is a 
long way from the matter-of-fact serenity with which the philosopher, in the 
pages of Etica e Politica treating realistically of the anti-heroic character of the 
state, reduced such concepts as ‘national dignity’ to a simple desire for self- 
preservation.

But, of course, a political attitude of Croce’s cannot simply be reduced to 
the oratorical expression of patriotic grief. Our perplexity leads us to search 
for explanations of Croce’s condemnation of the treaty over and above the 
inconsistency of his abstract use of the concept of national dignity. But the 
question remains why the philosopher chose to use such language.

One thought immediately comes to mind. Reflecting on his language, we 
are reminded of Gramsci’s remark that Croce was evidently conscious of his 
function as a ‘leader’ of world culture. An illuminiating observation, which not 
only accounts for the language itself (a master can, at a given moment, judge

e ideali di unità supernazionale in Italia dal 1815 al 1918’ in Nuove questioni di storia 
del Risorgimento e delVunità d ’Italia, Milan, 1961, repr. separately as II Risorgimento 
e l’unità europea, Naples, 1979.
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‘from outside’ and from the height of his wisdom) but which also explains in 
a consistent manner the whole of Croce’s political attitude since the fall of Fas
cism, which, to a close observer, can be seen as influenced throughout by the 
sense of mission referred to. There is nothing disrespectful about this: it would 
be foolish to think so, given the philosopher’s moral seriousness, which is lofty 
enough to rise above fame and realistic enough to conform precisely to the 
rôle assigned to it by Providence. It is obvious, I hope, that the position of a 
leader of world culture is something highly serious and is a long way from the 
ravings of a 'belle âme3or anything of that kind.

This still does not explain Croce’s condemnation of the treaty; but we shall 
come closer to understanding it in the light of his fear that an acceptance of 
the treaty would weaken our nation’s moral fibre and degrade its character. 
This is the point, which can be grasped only by linking it to the many allusions 
in his speech to the liberal process of the Italian Risorgimento or post-Risorgi- 
mento that was interrupted by the ‘accident’ of Fascism. Why should accept
ance of the treaty weaken the Italian character? There were ‘acceptances’ 
during the Risorgimento that were no less painful, but they did not weaken us. 
The fact is that Croce is not fixing his mind on history but on a beautiful image 
of it -  the fascinating image of the Italy of his industrious youth, the Italy 
whose religion of liberty is theorized in his famous Storia; and such an exalted 
Italy would indeed be degraded by the insult of such a treaty. This view of 
Italy -  a view indeed outside history, for in reality Fascism was, alas, no ‘acci
dent’ -  accounts for the exalted necessity of Croce’s adverse verdict, and the 
distinction he makes between a higher and a lower kind of advantage. But if 
we return to the ground of politics, and therefore of true history, we shall 
have no difficulty in arriving at a unitary judgment.

These, however, seem to be the motives of Croce’s attitude: the conscious 
‘leadership’ which prompts him to moralistic phrase-making, and his amorous 
passion for the fair image of Italy. If we bear these in mind the speech becomes 
clearer and our perplexities disappear. Consistency is once more apparent: we 
can translate the whole speech, if we will, into a rigorous language in which 
the moralistic disguise plays the rôle of impassioned rhetoric, not confined to 
an outburst of grief but proposing an objective. Such oratory is lively, fitting 
and justified, being a spur to definite political action.

So we have here not simply a cry of pain but a political act; yet one which 
is irremediably conservative, since its motives lie outside practical politics. 
Although Croce’s motives are his own and his nobility is beyond question, by 
rejecting the treaty he is in the position, not for the first time, of speaking with 
the voice of the reactionary, nationalistic right wing -  a vice to which Italy has 
long been prone. And this sin of his springs from love.

Having ascertained the nature of the political act, and explained the oratory 
as an intended spur to action, we must ask ourselves whether the proposal is 
what the times require; does the appeal hit the mark, and can it move people’s 
hearts so effectively and with such vibrant conviction as to persuade them to 
enact a ‘great refusal’?

I do not think it can. Not only because the hankering after an Italy of former
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times is something bookish and abstract, but because the ideals that inspired 
the political conduct of that Italy are exhausted and dead. That is why the 
speech makes us uneasy. Croce’s feelings are not those of later generations. 
The exalted sphere into which he invites us induces only a few to wish for the 
impossible return of an Italy that is unloved, because the ideal of national unity 
is also no longer loved. Our disenchanted hearts, remote as they are from the 
affections of earlier generations -  and justly so, since to a young person the 
Italy of the past is Fascist Italy -  can find in that lofty sphere the thrill of a reli
gion and the ardour of faith, only through the inspiration of new hopes and 
new ideals. We should have to rise to an exalted image of history so as to trans
cend the national ideal; we might have to love Europe so as to find once again 
the love of Italy in Europe.

In no other way can we enter into feelings that otherwise seem to us down
right sinful. We do not love Italy as she was once loved, since we have had 
cause to hate her. Faced with the present treaty we can indeed feel the grief of 
men and women driven into exile, and the burden of political and economic 
clauses, but we do not feel that any insult is done to feelings which have 
become no more than an abstract memory. Whether Italian territory is slightly 
enlarged or diminished is a question that leaves us cold, and so still more does 
the absurd despair of Orlando. The ideal of Italy and its national dignity is 
dead. We can respect it in an old man who first felt it when it was still alive: but 
it is no use invoking it as a motive for action today, since it is ineffectual and 
without relevance to the future.

54. Ignazio Silone: The European mission of socialism
26 Oct. 1947

‘La missione europea del socialismo’, from S. Pistone, L'Italia e l'unità europea, 
pp. 182-5 (extracts).

The writer Ignazio Silone (1900-78) left the Communist Party in 193V and became a 
reformist socialist. In 1940 he joined the PSI (known as PSIUP from 1943), which he left 
in 1947 to take part in the foundation of the USI (Unione Socialisti Italiani) and afterwards 
the PSU (Partito Socialista Unitario). During and immediately after the war he was one 
of the most convinced socialist supporters of European federation;2 he joined the MFE in

1 Cf. The God that Failed' with introduction by R. Crossman (London, 1950), 
giving the testimony of six disillusioned former Communists or fellow-travellers: 
Koestler, Silone, Gide, Richard Wright, Louis Fischer and S. Spender. For Silone’s 
political evolution see also N. Ajello, ‘Ignazio Silone tra populismo e cristianesimo’ 
in II Mulino, II, 1953, pp. 416-30; id., Intellettuali e PCI, 1944-1958, Bari, 1979; E. 
Guerriero, L'inquietudine e l'utopia. Il racconto umano e cristiano di I. Silone, Milan, 
1979.

2 On Silone’s socialism and federalism see esp. the following writings of his: ‘Nel 
bagaglio degli esuli’ in U. Alfassio Grimaldi (ed.), Esperienze e studi in onore di U.G.
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1944, when an exile in Switzerland.3 The document below gives the gist of his speech4 at 
the federalist demonstration in the Teatro Eliseo in Rome on 26 Oct. 1947\ which marked 
the renewal of large-scale contact between Italian federalists and political circles after the 
launching of the Marshall Plan. The speech is a lucid analysis of the limits of socialist interna
tionalism; the first portion, not reproduced here, expressly refers to the views on this subject 
advanced by Colomi during the ResistanceI

(...) A renewal of the struggle for European union is a vital necessity and 
the only means of salvation for the free countries of the old continent.

The sad facts we have pointed out do not, of course, call in question the 
good will of the protagonists. The gravity of the situation is admitted by all: 
the fragility of the present peace is a matter of universal apprehension. Each 
party is vying to declare itself more pacifist than the others. But we must not 
ignore the fact that it is an indeterminate pacifism, not free from the traditional 
weaknesses of the old inconclusive kind. What does fighting for peace mean 
if it does not include sincere good will, day after day, in attempting to resolve 
the disputes out of which war may spring? There is no such thing as a particular 
fight against war, separate from a just and courageous general policy.

It would be idle, I think, to embark on a fresh criticism of the old pacifism 
and its insufficiency, or to revive the dispute concerning its doctrinaire pre
suppositions, unacceptable as they are to all who feel that the defence of cer
tain values may justify a voluntary sacrifice. But in a more strictly political 
sense, we must at least emphasize that pacifism is not enough for anyone who 
really wants to avert the danger of further wars. Its abstract formulations 
present a seductive vision of human brotherhood, but they do not give a pre
cise, concrete idea of ways and means, of the forces that may lead us to the 
goal, or the obstacles that have to be overcome. The real pacifist’s motto there
fore must be this: ‘If you want peace, prepare the political, economic and

Mondolfo, Florence, 1957; ‘I socialisti al potere’ in Avanti, 23 Jan. 1945; ‘Lotta del 
socialismo democratico per gli Stati Uniti d’Europa’ in Noi Socialisti (USI weekly), 
15 May 1948; ‘Per il federalismo europeo’ in Critica Sociale, 30 June 1949. In 1946-7 
Silone published the fortnightly Europa Socialista which advocated a European fed
eration as a third force and alternative model to the USA and USSR, in opposition 
to the pro-Communist and pro-Soviet attitude of a majority of the PSIUP.

3 He published, inter alia, in L'Unità Europea, No. 8, Feb. 1945, an article ‘Da 
Pan-Europa alia Federal Union’ which had previously appeared in Libera Stampa, 
2 Jan. 1945.

4 The speech was published in (various authors) Europa Federata, op. cit., 
pp. 37-53, and reprinted in a special number of Ulisse (No. 4, 1948) on ‘The idea 
of Europe’, with contributions by Garosci, Silone, Astaldi, Ciasca, Giusso and oth
ers; also in Critica Sociale, No. 1, 1972, and L. Levi and S. Pistone, Trentanni..., 
op. cit.

5 Cf. esp. Colorni’s introduction to A. Spinelli and E. Rossi, Problemi della 
federazione europea, published clandestinely in Rome by the MFE at the beginning 
of 1944, and the socialist declaration on European federation drafted by Colorni in 
Sept. 1943: W. Lipgens (ed.), Doc. Eur. Integr., voi. 1, doc. 159.
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social conditions of peace/ And from this point of view it is especially sad to 
note that among those forces which are far from struggling realistically for 
peace are those which should be most concerned in the fight: I mean workers’ 
organizations and socialist parties.

History has been generous to socialists. After the collapse of 1919-23 they 
were given a chance of recovery, but it does not look as if they intend to take 
advantage of it. The present helplessness and inefficacy of socialism at the 
European level is not perhaps due solely or mainly to the lack of leadership. 
The fact is that socialism in our day has been involved in a transformation of 
the state and political life which has enormously increased its material possibili
ties but deprived it of some more positive advantages. For decades we have wit
nessed a long process that may be called the socialization of the state: but it 
has been accompanied by the nationalization of socialism -  and I use ‘national
ization’ in virtually the same sense as when one talks about the nationalization 
of coal or transport.

I need not recall at length how and why this happened. The economic crisis 
endangers capitalist profits, workmen’s wages and farmers’ earnings. All 
classes without exception demand economic and social security and look to the 
state to provide it. In recent years this has had very serious effects. One is that 
wherever there have been structural reforms they have taken place within 
national limits, on a national basis, and have been calculated to reinforce the 
bonds linking all classes to the national interest. Another effect is that the 
national state is no longer regarded by its population as an instrument of 
oppression, a hindrance to social development, a system that must be 
reformed or destroyed, or whose prerogatives must be curtailed for the sake 
of social welfare -  on the contrary, it is seen as the sole guarantor of every 
form of security, in which all power ought to reside. But since the economic 
crisis is not due to national causes or confined behind frontiers, national reme
dies only aggravate it, and any serious economic conflict disturbs inter-state 
relations.

Hence the nation state, which has become an anachronism in the twentieth 
century, has come to enjoy unprecedented power at the very time when it 
ought to be absorbed into wider political formations. Its power is monstrous. 
As you know, the share-out of economic profit no longer depends on the 
contribution made by individuals or groups to production, but on state laws. 
Consequently, whereas once upon a time many may have thought that wealth 
was the road to power, it is now clear to everyone that the quickest and surest 
way to become rich is to be in a position of authority. Workers themselves are 
rewarded not according to their effort or the quality of their work, but in pro
portion to their political influence on the state apparatus.

The more important the state thus becomes to the material well-being of 
individuals and classes, the more completely those individuals and classes tend 
to identify with differences of nationality. In our day this identification is 
known as ‘national socialism’; and it remains worthy of that notorious name, 
even though the concept itself is unconsciously accepted and repeated by 
socialists who call themselves Marxists.
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In other countries, as you know, this phenomenon is still more evident than 
in Italy: socialism has readily submitted to being annexed by the nation state, 
which needed it for the sake of its new relationship to the masses. As a result 
socialism, in the present postwar period or at least the first two or three years 
of it, has again fallen short of its historic function and capitulated to purely 
national policies.

In the European countries which have nationalized on a large scale it is now 
widely recognized to have been a grave error to assimilate socialism to nation
alization, although the latter is of course sometimes beneficial and is not to be 
ruled out. In some cases, however, nationalized industries have shown them
selves to be uneconomic and parasitic upon existing private enterprises. It was 
a necessary and urgent measure to nationalize the British coalmines, but it is 
certainly not progressive to talk of French, Belgian, Dutch or German coal 
and to entrust production to the civil servants of rival states. I repeat, it is not 
progressive in any sense, since it does not correspond to any natural circum
stances or technical necessity or social advantage: it is a selfish abuse of power 
to the detriment of the general interest.

Despite these errors, however, and although socialism is today involved in 
the blind alleys of national policy, with its reserves of strength and latent pos
sibilities it is still the most important force working for the reconstruction and 
unification of our continent. (...)

The real question today is not whether the European peoples should join 
to improve their lot or should keep their present sovereignty. It is whether they 
are to try and survive by merging together or else disappear one after the 
other, each in its own way. They are bound to lose their sovereignty whatever 
happens: either voluntarily, by joining on an equal footing to form a supra
national structure, or by declining into the humiliating condition of protecto
rates and colonies. In several countries, as you know, this has already hap
pened, and the absolute sovereignty they refused to give up is no more than a 
sham.

Many judgements concerning political parties will have to be revised once 
they are tried by the touchstone of concrete initiatives for European union and 
the federation of groups of nations. The terms ‘right’ and ‘left’ will then be 
seen as arbitrary labels. (...)

It depends on the unity and independence of the European continent 
whether the revolution of our time -  in addition to the features, which we 
know and fear, of technocracy and bureaucratic collectivism -  can take on a 
form in which the claims of collective welfare are harmonized with the cultural 
values of the past -  the values, which have not been and cannot be surpassed, 
of ancient Greece, Christianity and the liberal revolution.

In so far as the peoples of Europe can overcome national egotism for the 
sake of a more economic and rational reconstruction of the continent — in so 
far as they can safeguard democracy and political freedom while adopting 
advanced forms of public management of the economy -  they will set an 
example to the rest of the world by affirming the primacy not of military or 
material values but of civilization in the European tradition, which means con-
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stantly adapting the external conditions of life to the dignity of the human indi
vidual. Thus by serving the cause of European unity we shall be doing a ser
vice to the peoples of other continents: a policy on the European scale will in 
itself be a world policy.

55. Gaetano Salvemini: Political problems of European union
26 Oct. 1947

‘I problemi politici dell’unificazione europea’, from (various authors) Europa 
Federata, op. cit., pp. 73-85 (extracts).

Salvemini (1873-1957) was, together with Sforza, one of the chief exponents of anti-Fas- 
cism in the Mazzinian tradition.1 During the war, while still in America (where he lived 
from 1933), he began to follow the debate on European union and the development of the 
MFEy maintaining an extensive correspondence with Ernesto Rossi.2 He returned to Italy in 
June 1946, immediately after the proclamation of the Republic, and entered politics in asso
ciation first with the Action Party and afterwards the PRI (Republicans). After Rossi and 
Spinelli rejoined the MFE the former persuaded Salvemini to collaborate in its activity, and 
at the congress in the Eliseo theatre in Rome he delivered a speech of which the main part is 
reproduced here.3 While accepting the Marshall Plan he took up a position clearly in favour 
of Europe as a ‘third force’, which was then the dominant viewpoint of the democratic Left.4

The European federation must be created in such a way as to bring peace, 
not war in Europe.

Winston Churchill has become the knight errant of European union. Of all 
the blows that have fallen on the heads of us federalists of late, this is the 
heaviest.

Having achieved the dismemberment of Germany Churchill now desires a

1 On Salvemini’s ideas and activities cf. M.L. Salvadori, Gaetano Salvemini, Turin, 
1963.

2 Cf. G. Salvemini, Lettere dall’America, 1944-1946, and G. Armani, Ernesto Rossi, 
p p .196-201.

3 In addition to addresses by Salvemini, Silone and Calamandrei and a brief intro
duction by Parri, Einaudi spoke at the congress on ‘A common market for Europe’, 
concluding with the statement: ‘It is impossible to put one’s faith in negotiations 
among sovereign states for the economic unification of Europe. The peoples (...) 
must impose their will on their rulers, who are always too timid (...) to renounce 
any part of their nation’s sovereign rights.’

4 Salvemini’s remarks in this speech on the objective necessity for the US to pro
vide large-scale aid for the economic reconstruction of Europe were fully devel
oped in his L ’Italia vista dall’America, vols. I and II, ed. by E. Tagliacozzo, Tomo VII 
of G. Salvemini, Opera, Milan, 1969. Cf. G. Migone, ‘A proposito di “L’Italia vista 
dall’America” di Gaetano Salvemini’ in his Problemi di storia nei rapporti tra Italia 
e Stati Uniti, Turin, 1971.
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European union, to be flanked by the united British empire that he continues 
to glorify. But this union is nothing but an invitation to the countries of Europe 
to be kind enough to form a safety zone protecting the British Isles against 
bombs and air attack from Soviet-controlled central Europe. The Second 
World War has shown that France and the Low Countries are no longer a big 
enough glacis for Britain’s safety, and so more European countries are being 
called on to enlarge the safety zone.

The British military experts have not yet taken the atomic bomb into 
account. Like military experts in all countries, they are preparing for the war 
that has just taken place. The atomic bomb was not tried out on Britain in the 
Second World War. Churchill is waiting for the Third World War before 
including this new factor in his calculations. By then, no doubt, he will arrive 
at the idea of world union, leaving Anglo-American unity unimpaired at the 
centre of it.

We must hope that European federalists will have nothing to do with such 
union, and will make their position perfectly clear to British friends who 
attend their meetings. A federated, neutral Europe determined to defend its 
neutrality against all comers would be a much more useful and effective pro
tection for the British Isles than a Europe, whether federal or fragmented, that 
had been drawn by the Anglo-American bloc into its power struggle against 
the Soviet bloc. Moreover, a federated Europe that did not include a reformed 
Germany would be like Hamlet without the prince. That is what European fed
eralists should make clear to their friends in Britain -  a country whose inhabit
ants are no doubt the least irrational on earth, though a little slow to grasp 
new ideas.

As a counterpart and rival to Churchill’s European union we are offered 
Stalin’s version.

Soviet Russia, having surrounded itself with a large safety zone consisting 
of the Baltic States, central Europe and the Balkans, which are all in its sphere 
of influence, finds this not enough and is trying to extend the zone towards 
the Atlantic and the Mediterranean. Safety zones are like the wolf in Dante, 
which gets hungrier the more it devours.

In order to enlarge its safety zone, the compact mass of Soviet and adjacent 
territory sends out emissaries in the form of Communist Parties. Each of these 
in its own country waves the flag of national independence, honour and sover
eignty. Naturally the flag is rapidly hauled down as soon as it becomes neces
sary to add more territory to the Soviet power base. Who would have thought 
Karl Marx’s internationalism would have fathered a bastard offspring of this 
kind!

In a fragmented Europe Soviet Russia would be like the iron pot in the fable, 
travelling alongside a pot of clay. And in the third World War, that everyone 
foresees and is therefore preparing for, the macedoine of tiny but indisputably 
sovereign states might be swallowed up by the land giant more quickly than 
by the aquatic giant that is somewhat further off, while military operations -  
that is to say military annihilation -  would take place still further away from 
the heartland of the Chosen People of Slavdom.
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The Soviet system, present and future, is called by Communists the ‘Federa
tion of Soviet Republics’. But anyone who tries to see clearly must realize that 
this federation bears no resemblance to Switzerland or the US or the kind of 
federation that Europeans ought to want for themselves.

The citizens of the Swiss and American federations make use of their per
sonal and political liberty to elect the government of each state and of the fed
eration itself, and to renew it when they choose. It would be absurd to main
tain that that liberty is used with all the intelligence and moral integrity that 
could be wished. But, although many put it to a distorted or senseless use, 
there are those who use it rightly and, sooner or later, bring about results that 
are not to be despised.

Anyone who likes to give the name of federation to a system in which per
sonal and political liberty does not exist, or is only a promise to be redeemed in 
an indefinite future, is entitled to do so -  at all events in countries where such 
liberty does exist, albeit in a distorted form. But it must be understood that the 
same expression applies to two different, incompatible ideas: a totalitarian fed
eration and a democratic one.

It may be that the totalitarian Soviet religion is destined to prevail over the 
empiricism of our pathetic little democracies, survivals of the nineteenth cen
tury, erratic blocks left behind by a glacier that has retreated to the high moun
tains. But, whatever our destiny, we must not let ourselves be duped by ideo
logical and verbal sleight of hand.

It would be well, therefore, to call a halt to certain international meetings 
at which so-called ‘progressive’ federalists join forces with us democrats, 
backward and even reactionary as we may be, to pass unanimous and utopian 
resolutions whose sole purpose is to pull the wool over others’ eyes, beginning 
with ourselves.

The European federation must be created for peace and not war in Europe. 
It must not serve as a safety zone for either the Soviet or the Anglo-American 
system. It must be neutral between the two, as Switzerland is neutral today in 
the heart of divided Europe. This federation should eventually be associated 
with a Russo-Anglo-American intercontinental system, once the two extra- 
European colossi have become as reasonable as the European pygmies ought 
to be but are not. For us to join either system in the mean time would simply 
mean being massacred for its benefit.

There are several other points on which European federalists should clarify 
their ideas, first in their own minds and afterwards at their congresses. Time 
does not permit me to mention them all. But there is one on which anyone 
speaking in Italy cannot escape the responsibility of expressing a clear opinion.

Italy is in such dire economic straits that she cannot do without American 
aid. That being so, what can European federalists do in Italy?

If Stalin could send to us here in Rome a single wagon-load of coal or grain 
-  and he would if he could, but under who knows what flags and with what 
a flourish of propaganda -  our reaction might be in doubt. But Russia’s eco
nomic situation is what it is, and no one can advise the Italian people to reject 
the Marshall Plan without offering any substitute. There are necessities that it
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is no use fighting against. But there are different ways of adapting to necessity. 
And the way in which many Italian politicians of all parties have gone about 
obtaining Western aid since the summer of 1943 has not always been as digni
fied as one might wish. A little less servility on our part would have done no 
harm to anyone, not even the British and Americans.

After all, US economic intervention in Italy is not motivated solely by 
American generosity -  though this exists and is very great, whatever the 
ignorant may say -  but can be steered in any direction by suitable propaganda. 
It is governed in part by considerations of foreign and home policy, the wis
dom of which may be debatable but which quite certainly exist. An economic 
collapse of the part of Europe that is not yet Sovietized, and especially of 
Italy, would threaten the whole European policy of the Anglo-American 
system and would confront the US with the dilemma of either withdrawing 
from Europe altogether or intervening more drastically, as in Greece. Either 
course would provoke reactions in the US that would do no good to 
whichever party was held responsible for it. In other words, the so-called Com
munist danger in Europe is also of concern to the US government as an 
electoral issue. This fact gives Italian statesmen considerable freedom of 
manoeuvre, which they should not relinquish.

In my opinion European federalists in Italy should pursue two objectives in 
relation to the Marshall Plan. Firstly, they should insist that the Italian govern
ment should not assume premature and unnecessary obligations in the inter
national field for the sake of economic aid which is not given simply for the 
beaux yeux of Italian women but is also in the giver’s interest. Secondly, they 
should call on the government to rise above the level of the narrow provincial 
egotism of the other recipients. At international meetings our government 
should proclaim the need to put an end to the competition of those, all too 
needy and numerous, who each demand the largest possible slice of a cake 
that is not sufficient for all. It should insist on an organic European plan so 
that American aid is not frittered away in alms, uncoordinated and without 
permanent results, but really serves to pave the way for the political unifica
tion of Europe. (...)

56. Giacomo Devoto: majority report of the National Executive 
Council of the MFE in preparation for the second National 
Congress 7 Dec. 1947

‘Relazione politica di maggioranza del Consiglio Direttivo Nazionale del MFE in 
vista del II Congresso nazionale’, in II Mondo Europeo, No. 58-9, 1-15 Jan. 1947, 
pp. 13-14 (extracts).

Campagnolo s election to the office of secretary-general of the MFE at the Venice congress 
of 5-7 October led to a grave crisis in the movement. Its first manifestations were the seces-
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sion of the delegates of Tuscany and Latium, who rejoined the Associazione Federalista Euro
pea, and increasing discord between Campagnolo and the majority of the National Execu
tive, with Devoto as his chief opponent. The Executive considered that Campagnolo was 
acting too high-handedly as secretary-general and was too radical in his attitude to parlia
mentary circles and as regards grass-roots activity.1 In April 1947 the dispute came to a head 
with Campagnolo's resignation from his post and from the MFE.2 The leadership was then 
taken over by an executive board consisting of Usellini, Gorini, Monti and Marchisio; these, 
together with Devoto and others - including Ernesto Rossi, coopted after his return to feder
alist activity - formed the national executive until the Milan congress of 15-17 February 
1948. Despite the settlement of the conflict with Campagnolo, the problem of the inadequacy 
of the national leadership of the movement was not resolved until Spinelli became secretary- 
general after the Milan congress. On the political plane3 the most striking evidence of this 
inadequacy was the failure to take immediate advantage of the opportunities afforded by 
the launching of the Marshall Plan.4 The executive, meeting on 7 December 1947 in 
preparation for the Milan congress, approved by a majority the political report reproduced 
below, which rejected the policy of ‘beginning in the West' that had been affirmed at the 
Montreux congress and was advocated by Spinelli and Rossi.

(...) Immediately after the Second World War it was thought that the only 
two dangers against which war was justified, namely totalitarianism and par-

1 Cf. documents in MFE Archives and the booklet Origini, scopi, caratteri e statuto 
del MFE; also ‘Attività dei centri direttivi del MFE’, L'Unità Europea, No. 9-10, 15 
May 1947, p. 5.

2 After leaving the MFE Campagnolo took an active part in the Società Europea 
di Cultura, founded at Geneva in 1946. Fie became its secretary-general and editor 
of its journal Comprendre, which appeared from 1950 onwards. Cf. U. Campagnolo, 
Petit dictionnaire pour une politique de la culture, op. cit.

3 There were at this time several federalist organizations in Italy besides the MFE 
and AFE: cf. L'Unità Europea, 15 June 1947, p. 3, and Lipgens, History, pp. 628-30. 
These were: (1) the Movimento Unionista Italiano, represented at the Constituent 
Assembly by Ugo Damiani. At the session of 12 Feb. 1947 he delivered a speech on 
very moderate federalist lines, published by the official press of the Chamber of 
Deputies under the title Coscienza federalista; (2) Unione Federale, linked with the 
British ‘Federal Union’; (3) the Movimento Italiano per la Federazione Europea, 
which published in the first months of 1948 a fortnightly journal, Stati Uniti 
d'Europa, edited by Antonio Scrimali; (4) the Movimento Unionista Europeo, with 
headquarters at Brescia; (5) the Movimento Autonomista di Federazione Europea 
(headquarters at Rome; chairman Tullio Tulli, secretary-general Veniero Spinelli); 
(6) the Istituto per gli Stati Uniti d’Europa, with headquarters in Brussels. The MFE 
and AFE reunited in June 1947 (cf. Bollettino d'informazioni del MFE, No. 1 of 
10 July and No. 2 of 11 Aug. 1947); the other groups disappeared or were amalgam
ated with the MFE under Spinelli’s leadership.

4 The two mass meetings at the Teatro Eliseo in Rome on 26 Oct. 1947 and 
26 Jan. 1948 (for the latter cf. doc. 58), which marked the resumption of large-scale 
contact between the federalists and parliamentary circles and resulted in a positive 
response to the Marshall Plan, were organized, it should be noted, not by the 
national authorities of the MFE but by its Rome branch, in which Rossi’s influence 
was strong.
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ticular sources of conflict, had been overcome for good and all. But the latest 
events of 1947 have shown that the totalitarian spirit is by no means extinct 
and the germs of warfare are still rife, not so much in the nature of things as in 
the subconscious, passive mentality of the man in the street.

If we were opposed by a single enemy or an individual bloc it might suffice 
to maintain or reaffirm the basis of last year’s policy and at the same time take 
up the struggle and endeavour to cope with the new situation. This would call 
for redoubled effort and skill on our leaders’ part and redoubled zeal from the 
Allies, but it would be a constructive effort and would certainly deserve 
approval.

But today, by a curious turn of events, the two concepts of totalitarianism 
and war, so tragically associated during the Second World War, are seen by 
federalists as two different targets which, in the majority opinion of the 
outgoing Council, cannot be aimed at simultaneously. Unless these concepts 
are analysed objectively the movement for European federation, which con
siders itself entitled to indicate the direction to be followed, may, while 
keeping both dangers in view, fall into the unfortunate position of favouring 
one without having overcome the other.

Previously the only surviving totalitarian regime seemed to be that in Spain, 
which was expected soon to give way to renascent democracy. But it turns out 
that the Spanish regime has no desire to reform itself and shows no sign of 
change, and what do we find elsewhere in Europe? In France there is wide pop
ular support for de Gaulle’s romantic dictatorship; in Italy, while totalitarian
ism is no longer the state regime, it survives not so much in occasional 
nostalgic outbreaks as in the hierarchical structure of the big parties. In 
Greece the monarchist government can hardly be considered a champion of 
anti-totalitarian ideals; in Turkey the authoritarian regime continues, admit
tedly to the country’s material advantage so far. In Germany, under the 
absurd policy of the occupying powers, it has become a commonplace to say 
that the only wrong thing Hitler did was to lose the war. In the East European 
countries an atmosphere of crisis and sacrifice is maintained by the govern
ments in power and gives the masses the impression that they are involved in 
the tensions of an unwaged war.

The variety and intensity of these forms of totalitarianism shows that it is 
no longer a constitutional concept or a political practice, but a state of mind. 
It cannot be dealt with by classifications, admissions, exclusions or surgical 
operations, but only by methods of education, comprehension and reform.

It would indeed be a good thing if the European federalist movement, reso
lutely and impartially rejecting the psychological basis of all these manifesta
tions of totalitarianism, in the West as in the East, were to overcome adverse 
elements with its own ideology, acting as a lively and organic force based on 
the principles so widely approved at Montreux. But in times like these, when 
the lowest significant unit is of the order of tens of thousands, no one thinks of 
an all-out struggle against every aspect of totalitarianism in the West and in 
the East. There is no federalist political party; federalist electoral lists are 
unreal.
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Convinced of the importance of the power factor there are those who think 
that, given the undoubted importance of the Marshall Plan, the West is in a 
position to accept, on the one hand, that supranational economic organization 
is a corollary of the Plan, and, on the other, that the structure of the Western 
states seems to guarantee that their regimes will continue to be non-totalitarian 
and acceptable to federalists.

However, while this geographical limitation may seem laudably practical, 
it involves underrating the totalitarianism of the West and over-emphasizing 
totalitarian manifestations in the East. In a different political climate the policy 
of ‘beginning in the West and leaving the East till later’ might indeed seem a 
reasonable first step, comparable to that which led in eleven years of Italian 
history from Magenta to Porta Pia. But as things are it would mean that 
instead of striking a blow simultaneously at war and totalitarianism in general, 
we should be opening a rift by striking indirectly at a particular form of total
itarianism and so increasing the risk of war. Given the present state of mind in 
eastern Europe, it is not a question of presenting in brilliant colours a federa
tion already achieved, making it acceptable to all, but of allaying the suspicion 
that federalist propaganda, while ostensibly aiming to create a balanced 
Europe, a peaceful and a mediating force, is in fact an instrument in the fight 
against the Eastern countries and their regimes.

Some federalists, wishing to distinguish federalism from a sentimental and 
dogmatic form of pacifism, may argue that the idea of war should not be 
frightening in itself, since for instance the American Civil War led to a 
federalist result and the Italian wars of independence swept away sovereign
ties that had lost their historical raison d'être. But at the present time war pre
sents itself either as a clash between two imperialisms equally devoid of ideal 
justification or as a clash between ideologies which, whatever the outcome of 
the struggle, will be increasingly envenomed by the passions that have been let 
loose, and tainted with totalitarianism on the winning as on the losing side. As 
has already been demonstrated in the economic sphere, on the moral plane 
also the damage caused by war is much greater than any profit it can bring.

Compared with this eventuality, all theoretical arguments lose their weight. 
If federalism is in danger of leading to war despite the intentions of its fore
runners, leaders and supporters, then the federalist movement must adjust its 
sights, shelve its favourite schemes or modify its activities and shun all forms 
of exclusiveness. It must condemn, and be seen to condemn, European nation
alism or Western nationalism, as well as the theological rigidity that sees ‘true 
democracy’ as residing in federalism alone.

While adhering to the basic attitude adopted last year, which it does not 
seem necessary to re-examine today, the majority of the outgoing Council 
considers that the following points should be made clear. Firstly, whatever the 
political direction and ideal definition of federalism, it must never be allowed 
to involve a direct risk of war. Secondly, in order to avoid or reduce the risk 
of war the movement should accept partial solutions which are not entitled to 
be called federalism but which, by limiting the sovereignty of states, constitute 
a favourable psychological precedent even if only a negative one. This applies,
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for instance, to political measures such as a reciprocal waiver of the right of 
asylum, or to economic measures such as the joint exploitation of minerals and 
water-power. Thirdly, the Marshall Plan is to be approved inasmuch as it calls 
for a degree of economic coordination in a supranational area and requires 
a corresponding surrender of sovereign rights, but not in so far as it has the 
effect of organizing a truncated part of Europe with potentially aggressive 
aims. (...)

57. Ernesto Rossi: minority report of the National Executive 
Council of the MFE in preparation for the second National 
Congress 15 Jan. 1948

‘Relazione politica della minoranza del Consiglio Direttivo Nazionale del MFE in 
vista del II Congresso nazionale’, in II Mondo Europeo, No. 58-9, 1-15 Jan. 1948, 
pp. 14-15 (extracts).

Ernesto Rossi, who dissented from the political report prepared by Devoto for the national 
congress and adopted by a majority of the National Executive Council at Milan on 7 De
cember 1947, drew up and circulated to MFE branches a minority report for the congress, the 
main passages of which are reproduced here. The report followed closely the line developed 
by Spinelli at Montreux.1 Spinelli's view prevailed at the Milan congress by a very narrow 
margin,2 and was embodied in a concluding resolution.3 The latter emphasized that the 
endorsement of a policy of \beginning in the West1 did not mean giving up the prospect that a 
united Europe might again become fully autonomous vis-à-vis both the Soviet Union and 
the US.4

1 Spinelli expounded his views at the Piedmontese regional congress of the MFE 
at Ivrea on 16 Nov. 1947 (the regional secretary at that time being Andrea Cabella) 
and subsequently at the meeting of the Rome branch of the MFE on 1 Feb. 1948 and 
at the Milan congress. For the Ivrea congress and Spinelli’s part in it see L'Unità 
Europea, No. 17-18, 10 Dec. 1947; for the Rome meeting cf. Il Mondo Europeo, 
No. 61,15 Feb. 1948.

2 This appears from the minutes of the congress in the MFE Archives, which also 
show that the MFE at that time had 133 branches and 12,000 members. The minutes 
were not published, but a reconstructed summary of the proceedings was given by 
A. Milo di Villagrazia in II Mondo Europeo, No. 62, pp. 2, 6 and Supplement on the 
Congress; also by P.F. Palumbo in ‘Il Movimento Federalista Europeo dalle origini 
al suo secondo congresso’, in Europa No. 1, June 1948, pp. 24-6. The closeness of 
Spinelli’s victory explains why the new executive elected at the congress did not 
decide to appoint him secretary-general until 6 June 1948: cf. Bollettino del MFE, 
No. 1 of that date.

3 Published as a leaflet (MFE Archives) and in L'Unità Europea, supplement of 
16 Api. 1948 (for members of the Turin branch only) to No. 1 of 10 Feb. 1948; repr. 
in L. Levi and S. Pistone, Trent'anni..., pp. 100-2.

4 An article by Spinelli of 30 Oct. 1947 entitled ‘Nenni e la neutralità’ (repr. in 
Dagli Stati sovrani agli Stati Uniti d'Europa, pp. 241-5) opposed the PSI thesis of a
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(...) The European federation as we conceive it should be the first nucleus 
of a federation that should grow till it includes all peoples of the earth. It 
should be open to all states that can and will take part in it: but, for the reasons 
I have given, states that are not democratic cannot be allowed to join. No 
absolute government could ever be sincere in doing so, since if it gave up its 
own army and its own autarkic policy it would be subjecting its own internal 
regime to higher supervision. It would be suicide for such a government to 
allow its citizens to appeal to federal authorities against itself whenever they 
thought their rights and liberties had been violated.

An imperialist form of unity under the hegemony of the strongest military 
power, governing by absolutist methods, has often occurred in the past and 
we can see instances of it in the present. A federal union including one or more 
states under absolute governments is inconceivable: absolutism and federalism 
are no more compatible than federalism and nationalism.

1. Democracy and totalitarianism
In his speech at the Teatro Eliseo in Rome on 26 October 1947 Gaetano Sal- 

vemini began making it clear why the Soviet Union Tears no resemblance to 
Switzerland or the US or the kind of federation that Europeans ought to want 
for themselves’; and he expressed the wish that we could ‘call a halt to certain 
international meetings at which so-called “progressive” federalists join forces 
with us democrats, backward and even reactionary as we may be, to pass 
unanimous and utopian resolutions whose sole purpose is to pull the wool 
over others’ eyes, beginning with ourselves.’

Prof. Devoto’s report, it seems to me, rivals the ambiguity of such 
‘unanimous’ resolutions. By enveloping in a smoke-screen all the part that 
deals with democracy and totalitarianism it tends to give people who are pur
suing the most opposite aims the impression that he has satisfied everyone. On 
the one hand are those federalists who, like me, think it desirable as a factor of 
peace and progress, and also feasible in the present international situation, to 
have a federation of western Europe alone, in which all the participating coun
tries have equal rights, and which might cover a larger or smaller area 
according to whether Britain joined in or not, whether Spain and Portugal 
could be turned into democracies, and whether or not part or the whole of 
Germany could be included. On the other hand are those who claim to be fed
eralists but in reality stand for Churchill’s imperialist ideas -  that is, they want 
to see western Europe united under British patronage into an anti-Soviet bloc, 
a weapon in the hands of Britain and the USA against the USSR. Finally there 
are those who also claim to be federalists, but who accept the Bialystok decla
rations [by the Cominform, condemning the Marshall plan] for the sake of 
favouring Soviet foreign policy and are therefore committed to defending the

neutral Italy and argued that only a federation of the European democracies ‘would 
be truly neutral, i.e. strong and healthy enough to refuse to be used as an instrument 
of imperialistic and warlike manoeuvres’.
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absolute sovereignty of their country, its economic autarky and the cause of 
national honour and independence.

The kind of unanimity that might be achieved on the basis of the Devoto 
report is not desirable. It would be an agreement on paper only, and would 
alienate from the movement all who seriously want to carry on federalist 
activity. As Salvemini has well said, £the arguments and divisions that are 
shirked today would undermine and prevent any effective action tomorrow, 
when concrete action may be possible and necessary.’ (...)

2. The Marshall Plan
(...) Prof. Devoto did not actually oppose the Marshall Plan, but he pre

sented it in a way reminiscent of those monarchists of ours who did not venture 
to come out openly for the monarchy but spoke of the Republic, before the 
referendum was held, in terms like these: ‘We would accept the Republic pro
vided it did not mean oppression of the Catholic church, forced seizure of all 
private property, the outlawing of all who collaborated with the former 
regime, and the incitement of anarchic impulses that threaten civilization 
itself.’ To which we might well reply: ‘Why should the Republic signify any of 
these dreadful things? Why all these doubts about the Republic, except as a 
means of fighting it while pretending to accept it? Do you believe that the alter
native would give complete protection against the disasters you are so afraid 
of?’

The Marshall Plan proposal has already led to a clarification of the utmost 
importance as to the respective positions of the two protagonists in inter
national affairs; and it foreshadows developments of such consequence to us 
that federalists cannot, it seems to me, avoid stating whether they are in favour 
of it or not. For my part I believe they should come out clearly in favour for 
the reasons well set out in a recent statement, not yet published, by a federalist 
who was the first exponent of our ideas in Italy during the war and whom I 
consider the ablest theoretician of European federalism -  Altiero Spinelli.

Replying to those who made much of the danger of imperialist developments 
due to the Marshall Plan, Spinelli put the problem in its true light as follows:

‘There is no doubt that American foreign policy presents actual and poten
tial features of imperialism, but one would have to think more than twice 
before maintaining that it is irremediably imperialistic at the present time. 
Imperialism is not simply a synonym of expansionism -  if it were, I would say 
that I am disposed to support any imperialism that brings freedom with it. To 
my mind imperialism means expansion involving the economic, political and 
military exploitation of a weaker country by a stronger one; and exploitation 
means using other countries as mere instruments to increase one’s own 
wealth, power and security, ignoring their right not to be used simply as a 
means. By this criterion, how can the Marshall Plan be said to be irremediably 
imperialistic?

‘From the economic point of view the Plan is aimed at restoring the Euro
pean economy, breaking up closed economic systems and re-establishing 
liberal trading conditions in as wide an area as possible. This policy, contrary
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both to American protectionism and to the autarkic spirit of European coun
tries, is as far removed from imperialism as possible -  though it is certainly 
expansionist, and we must hope that it will firmly continue to be so. The con
ference of the Sixteen in Paris did not grasp the opportunity offered by the 
Plan, but did its best to induce the US to treat the European countries as pro
tectorates pure and simple. But ever since the conference General Marshall 
has gone on battling for a plan of economic recovery and not the economic 
exploitation of Europe.

‘From the political point of view America is certainly determined not to let 
Western Europe fall into the hands of the Soviet Union, and as a result of 
Soviet pressure there are not a few signs of American political imperialism in 
Western Europe. But they are far outweighed by the political vision of a 
peaceful Europe capable of checking Soviet expansion by its own power. The 
Americans have not the necessary political and military resources to 
administer Europe as a colony: they would only embark on such a course, and 
who knows with what internal convulsions, if Europe were quite unable to get 
on its feet again. The Marshall Plan is not so much dictated by American eco
nomic needs as by the political desire to aid Europe so that America does not 
find herself permanently entangled there.

‘From the military point of view American imperialism in Europe is non
existent. It suffices to point out that the last American soldiers are just now 
leaving Italy, where it would certainly have been easy to keep them on the pre
text of supplying the troops in Austria. If the Soviet Union went to war at this 
time it might lose, but the Red Army could certainly reach Gibraltar without 
difficulty since the US Congress has refused to keep a strong American army 
in Europe.

cThe European democracies have been shamefully below the level of 
American policy -  selfish, grasping and arrogant -  and it may be that they will 
collapse, leaving some kind of authoritarian regimes -  Franco, de Gaulle, Mar
shal Messe -  confronting the Americans, who would use them as the British 
have used the Indian rajahs. But the liberal strain in American policy is still 
strong. And if the US manage in time to give the Western European nations a 
minimum of economic aid in return for the demolition, in part anyway, of 
their more or less socialist or corporatist autarkies, then they will give the 
democracies, willy-nilly, a new lease of life and will have made them unite 
more closely than they could have done on their own.

‘I am convinced that just as in the nineteenth century liberal regimes, 
whether they realized it or not, pivoted around Britain and British expansion
ism, so today they pivot around the US. Nineteenth-century imperialist Brit
ain, to give only one example, invaded the closed, reactionary, slave-owning 
world of the Boers and brought it into civilization once and for all. So far the 
Americans have cut a less impressive figure, but that is because they are not 
expansionist enough -  their isolationism is still too strong.

‘I will hazard a prophecy: if America is capable of holding to the Marshall 
Plan for the next ten years, with tenacity, with a touch of anti-Communism, 
with some traits of imperialism, but with the fundamental spirit of liberty and
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anti-nationalism that animates it today, then Europe west of the Stettin- 
Trieste line will be democratic and well on the way to federation.’

From this correct statement of the problem we can, I believe, deduce guide
lines for federalists in regard to the Marshall Plan. They should support in 
every way the impulse given by the Plan for the unification of those European 
markets that are prepared to use American aid more rationally; but they 
should endeavour to use the Plan as an instrument of the federal unification of 
Europe, explaining to Americans and Europeans alike that economic union 
cannot be achieved without simultaneous political union. Only federal union 
can put the countries of Western Europe on their feet again, consolidate their 
democracy and make it a truly autonomous force, capable of preventing the 
discord between the US and Russia from exploding into a war to decide 
whether our countries should fall into the Soviet zone or become American 
colonies.

3. Federalism and pacifism
The propaganda of our Movement should be directed towards creating a 

public opinion that will exercise ever stronger pressure on the US government 
to give economic aid to the West European countries on condition that they 
renounce the political attributes of sovereignty that today prevent federal 
union, and on the governments of these countries to initiate the process of uni
fication wherever it is practically possible, as soon as the occasion presents 
itself. (...)

We must do all we can to convince the Soviet rulers that federal union would 
be in their interest because it would eliminate the risk of American coloniza
tion; moreover, by making impossible any armed conflict between West Euro
pean countries, it would create a security zone that might enable the Soviet 
Union to develop peacefully towards democratic socialism in a way that 
defence needs have so far prevented. But if the Soviet rulers refuse to believe 
this, and if our desire to federate should collide with the imperialist designs of 
the Soviet government, that would be no reason for us to ‘readjust our sights 
and shelve our favourite schemes’.

Federalism means peace, but peace with freedom. And if we could not be 
sure of enjoying freedom in peace, we should also be ready to take the risk 
of war.

4. Integralism and gradualism
(...) For my part I do not think that what British federalists call the ‘func

tional approach’ -  coming gradually closer to federal union by creating new 
economic and administrative international organs one after the other -  can 
ever lead us to the goal. The governments of national states cannot renounce 
the attributes needed to safeguard the independence of their countries as long 
as they are responsible for defending them. It is for this very reason that 
Einaudi, speaking as a federalist at the Teatro Eliseo in Rome, when the Paris 
conference on a Franco-Italian customs union was in progress, stated plainly 
that it is impossible to have faith in European economic union coming about 
by way of negotiations among sovereign states.’
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Political union, i.e. entrusting to a single government the task of managing 
affairs of common interest to all citizens of states, is the necessary precondition 
of administrative and economic union. Gradualism on a territorial basis -  
beginning with states which can most easily unite federally and, as 
circumstances become more favourable, widening the area of the federation 
more and more until it covers the whole world -  this seems to me desirable, 
reasonable and practicable. But functional gradualism for the purpose of 
creating the United States of Europe seems to me as absurd as trying to make 
an ox stand up by pulling its tail. You might manage to lift up the tail, but the 
ox would still be where it was. (...)

58. Ivan Matteo Lombardo: ‘The Marshall Plan and European 
union’ 26 Jan. 1948

‘II Piano Marshall e l’unione europea’, in II Mondo Europeo, No. 61, 15 Feb. 1948, 
p. 3 (extracts).

Ivan Matteo Lombardo (1902-80) attended the second mass meeting of federalists at the 
Teatro Eliseo in Rome1 as a member of the PSI, but was about to leave that party and become 
a founder member of the USI3 of which he was afterwards appointed secretary.2 The 
concluding passage of his speech at the meeting is reproduced below. His statement in favour 
of the Marshall Plan, associated with the prospect of European union, was the most emphati
cally federalist declaration by any Italian politician at that time. It was not a passing phase, 
for he subsequently headed the Italian delegation to the conference on the European army in

1 Other speakers were Gustavo Colonnetti (DC), Guido De Ruggiero and Nicolo 
Carandini. Colonnetti presented to the public a resolution that had been submitted 
by the Italian Parliamentary Committee for European Union (under Giacchero’s 
chairmanship) and unanimously approved, a few days before the meeting, by the 
International Treaties Commission of the Constituent Assembly under Ivanoe 
Bonomi. This document, to which Sforza, the minister of foreign affairs, sub
scribed, urged that the future Parliament should ‘make every effort to promote, or 
in any case participate in an active and concrete manner in all initiatives for the pur
pose of bringing about collaboration, especially in the parliamentary sphere, to pre
pare for a United States of Europe’. This resolution constituted an official reply by 
the Constituent Assembly and the minister of foreign affairs to a motion put down 
on 14 November 1947 by Giacchero and other members of his Committee, asking 
the government ‘what arrangements it proposed to make to give early effect to the 
wishes formulated by the European parliamentary conference at Gstaad’. The text 
of the resolution and the addresses to the mass meeting by Colonnetti, De Ruggiero, 
Lombardo and Carandini were published in II Mondo Europeo No. 61,15 Feb. 1948. 
A summary of their speeches, with the text of the resolution, appeared in L'ltalia 
Socialista, 27 Jan. 1948.

2 The USI’s position was expressed, on similar lines to Lombardo’s, by Tristan 
Codignola in the preface to (various authors) Federazione Europea, op. cit.
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1951-2 and was the principal intermediary between the MFE and De Gasperi over the intro
duction of Art. 38 of the draft treaty for the European Defence Community, which led to the 
convening of the Ad Hoc Assembly.3

(...) If the plan for European reconstruction as it is now conceived were to 
fail, this would indeed bring about an intolerable situation which might soon 
become irreparable. This Europe, incapable of normal economic life, under
mined by poverty and convulsed by financial and economic instability, would 
be an easy prey to whichever imperialism chose to conquer it. The two 
strongest intercontinental powers, the USSR and the USA, with their 
contiguous spheres of influence would be in a more dangerous state of friction 
than ever.

The US are not disposed to disinterest themselves or disengage militarily 
from Europe, and if they failed in their plan of encouraging unity and restoring 
the area to prosperity they would come to envisage the problem in purely 
imperialist terms, making a hard-headed calculation of the strategic and 
tactical opportunities presented by each of the European countries. These fra
gile economic units, weak and incapable of standing alone, might soon turn 
into political, economic or military protectorates. Power politics, by 
whichever country they are practised -  East or West -  are intrinsically reac
tionary and imperialist.

The endorsement of the European recovery programme by part of the US 
Congress, where many members of the Republican opposition would like to 
distort it so as to return to the policy of Yalta and Potsdam, is the best safe
guard against any attempt at uncontrolled expansion in Europe by US capital
ism. The programme is a guarantee of peace because it makes it possible to 
give consistency and homogeneity to a third force that can take its place in 
between the two existing ones.

A union of the west European countries on the basis of a stronger and more 
closely knit economy, with more space for the free movement of persons, 
goods and capital; an economy prospering under a planning system that will 
do away with petty ideas of autarky and endeavour to raise the living standards 
of the various nations to a common level; one which will make it possible to 
rationalize production systems and standardize methods, weights and meas
ures, to share out markets and pool investment funds -  a union of this kind, 
in a continuing joint effort of work and collaboration, would be a guarantee 
of stability, soundness and prosperity.

Constant efforts to reduce tariff barriers and put an end to economic 
chauvinism; a free trading system no longer impeded by bilateral agreements 
(which are a prehistoric system and a poor alternative to large-scale plurilateral 
exchanges); steps towards the division of labour and the improvement of pro-

3 Cf. I.M. Lombardo, LEuropa che sorge, with preface by A. Spinelli, Rome, 1952.
Cf. also Levi and Pistone, Trent’anni..., pp. 143-61.
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duction -  all this could be an auspicious prelude to closer ties and a more com
plete association.

It seems to me that the plan for European recovery makes it possible to 
agree to something more than an economic union. It can provide the nucleus 
of that union of European peoples that must be urgently desired by any inhab
itant of the continent who is concerned for its future: a union of countries 
which can look beyond selfish and short-sighted national policies and limit the 
sovereignty of individual states for the benefit of a supranational authority.

Meanwhile the countries that have joined in the plan may constitute a third 
force, firstly as a means of stabilizing a Europe reborn to new economic life, 
and secondly as a link and mediator between the US and the Soviet Union, 
lest these two countries should go beyond the diplomatic cold war and that of 
armed positions in Europe and should be embroiled in the horror of a third 
world war.

An economic and political union of this kind might constitute the backbone 
of our continent, a Europe which is otherwise condemned to be a mere geo
graphical expression and a historical memory.

59. MFE appeal to candidates in the election of 18 April 1948
15 March 1948

From L'Unita Europea (supplement for members of Turin branch), 16 Apl. 1948 (un
abridged).

After the Milan congress the first important political initiative of the MFE, decided on by 
the national executive on 7 March 1948, was a letter to candidates in the parliamentary elec
tions fixed for 18 April, inviting them to sign by 31 March the undertaking of which the text 
follows. The letter was sent on 15 March to all candidates of parties which put forward 
national lists, excluding only the extreme right: the Movimento Sociale Italiano, the Movi- 
mento Nazionalista per la Democrazia Sociale and the Partito Nazionale Monarchico. Alto
gether 630 candidates of all parties complied by the due date, including six members of the 
Popular Democratic Front' of the PCI and PSIJ Many signatories were returned in the elec
tion, at which the centralist coalition gained an overwhelming majority.

T the undersigned, candidate in the forthcoming parliamentary election, 
hereby formally undertake to keep always in mind in public statements and 
in all my political activity the objective of a federal union of democratic 
European countries, and in particular:

(1) To use all possible influence in order that the political development of 
the European recovery programme (the Marshall Plan) shall be directed

1 Cf. L'Unita Europea, 16 Apl. 1948.
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towards a form of economic and political union such as may lead to a 
European federation, and not merely to bilateral agreements or military 
alliances.

(2) To take all appropriate initiatives for the convening at the earliest 
possible date of an international conference of parliamentarians from all 
democratic European countries, duly representative of their parliaments, to 
determine methods and procedures for the early convocation of a 
Constituent Assembly of the United States of Europe/

60. Luigi Sturzo: ‘European federation’ 29 April 1948
‘La federazione europea’, in II Popolo, 29 Apl. 1948; repr. in L. Sturzo, Politica di 

questi anni (1946-1948), Bologna, 1955, pp. 421-4.

Luigi Sturzo (1871-1959), who founded the Partito Popolare in 1919\ was much 
respected after 1945 as a spokesman for the Christian Democratic party, though he held no 
executive position in it.1 Between the wars he had addressed himself to the problem of supra- 
nationalism and criticized the League of Nations for failing effectively to limit national sov
ereignty; he did not, however., adopt a clearly federalist position.2 From 1922 onwards he 
endeavoured to organize a ‘White International’ uniting all European parties inspired by 
Christian principles, and in 1925, when an exile in Paris, he founded an international secre
tariat for this purpose.3 The present article shows that in the period after 1945 his position 
substantially converged with that of the MFE.4

1 On the Partito Popolare and Christian Democracy considered as its successor cf. 
M. Aga Rossi, Dal Partito Popolare alia Democrazia Cristiana, Bologna, 1969. For 
Sturzo’s role in both parties cf. (various authors) Luigi Sturzo, saggi e testimoniale; 
Rome, 1960.

2 See esp. L. Sturzo, Miscellanea londinese, Vol. 1, 1925-30, and Vol. II, 1931-33, 
Bologna, 1965; also E. Guccione, II federalismo europeo in Luigi Sturzo, op. cit.

3 Cf. G. Gualerzi, La politica estera dei popolari, Rome, 1959, and K.J. Hahn, His
toire, structure; action de la Démocratie Chrétienne en Europe, Cahiers du Centre 
international démocrate-chrétien d’information et de documentation, No. 21, 
Rome, 1975.

4 Of importance in this connection is Sturzo’s message to the Third National con
gress of the MFE held in Florence on 23-5 Apl. 1949. Apropos of the negotiations 
for the Council of Europe he said: ‘Even if the present agreements between the 
various national delegations for a first European parliament are not fully 
satisfactory, the very fact that we may soon have an authoritative body representing 
the future Federation is an appreciable step forward and is full of possibilities. It will 
be for federalists to make these effective and transform the Consultative Assembly 
into a sovereign body. (...) The European Federation as we conceive it cannot be 
the product of national tactics and bargaining or represent nationalist and private 
pressure groups, but must be an expression of the will of peoples who desire to be
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A long-term ideal may interest or even captivate the few, for the most part 
men of wisdom who can foresee the future or martyrs for the good of 
humanity. When that ideal, made fruitful by studies and sacrifice, appears to 
be a practical possibility, it will influence public opinion and may become a 
reality.

European federation will perhaps be the last stage of an idea that has lived 
subconsciously in our Christian civilization since the fall of the Roman empire. 
It has come to the surface in every age under various aspects, adapting itself 
to the different phases of the formation and coexistence of European states.

The Roman empire was divided and fell, the Roman church did not succeed 
in preventing the secession of Byzantium. But the further the hope of unity 
receded, the more heartfelt was the longing for a central authority to govern 
the destinies of Europe, especially during the Islamic and Tartar invasions and 
the incessant fratricidal wars of the barbarian kingdoms converted to Chris
tianity.

Thus from age to age the idea of a reunited Europe has been reborn -  the 
Papacy and the Empire, a confederation of princes, unions of democratic 
republics. But all these attempts broke against hard reality as, on each occa
sion, unification was impeded by the sovereign rights of reigning houses or 
national assemblies.

Will today’s Europe be more fortunate than that of the more or less remote 
past? That is the question that we federalists of 1948 must answer.

It is not given to man to foresee the future, but he has the means of shaping 
it. The federalists of 1948 will be fortunate if they can use the experience of 
the past and seize the opportunities of the present.

At one time Florence and Siena, Pisa and Florence, Pisa and Genoa, Genoa 
and Venice fought against one another: sovereign republics strove to increase 
their sphere of influence by acquiring some castle or mountain-top or trad
ing-post in the Levant. Then came the foreign principalities and occupations, 
until finally our country was unified. The same happened in other European 
states.

The flag of nationalism had a unifying value while our territory was still 
fragmented. But once its task was performed, nationalism became an obstacle 
to the life of states beyond their own frontiers.

The field of action widens to meet the demand created by easier communi
cations and trade, so as to produce larger and larger economic and political 
units. In this process the barrier of sovereignty is the last to fall. Protectionism 
and autarky regarded as means of economic independence give way more 
easily to the general need; but the sovereignty of a nation is so deeply rooted 
in men’s minds that they would sooner sacrifice their economy than their inde
pendence.

united because they are linked by a thousand years of civilization, of common aspira
tions and living for a future of peace and welfare.’ The message was published in full 
in Europa Federata, No. 10,15 May 1949.
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Hence the federations of states that have withstood internal and external 
shocks are those in which the confederated peoples have been subject to the 
same laws and duties, in a regime of equality and freedom. The absolute 
monarchies of yesterday were unable to create a federation of peoples; so- 
called union under the crown, as in Austria-Hungary, signified no more than 
the predominance of a race or a caste over the rest of the monarch’s 
subjects.

The most notable example of federation is that of Switzerland. It has the 
privilege of being a small country protected by mountains, but it has become 
great thanks to the worship of liberty, kept alive in rural communes and can
tons and in the whole federation. This national unity can be called the mature 
fruit of six centuries of experience, struggle and popular education.

The USA have had the good fortune to extend over a vast, rich territory that 
could hold and feed many more than its present 135 million inhabitants. Since 
its detachment from Europe it has been able to create its own independence 
based on liberty and democracy.

Today Europe, reduced to chaos by the war, is consolidating itself under 
the aegis of liberal democracy in the West and Communist totalitarianism in 
the East: the former with US cooperation, the latter under the domination of 
Moscow.

We want to see an independent, federated Europe. If the East remains 
totalitarian, European federation will begin in the West with Britain, France, 
Italy and the Benelux countries. Switzerland will begin by sending an 
observer, for its historic neutrality is still of value. The Scandinavian countries 
are, alas, in a delicate position and must remain on their guard. Ireland will 
overcome its first doubts and finally join in. The countries that are not yet free 
will have to wait for admission. For one thing must be clear: no country or 
state that is not truly free and democratic, in the genuine traditional sense of 
the word, can ever be allowed to join in the federation, where all peoples must 
be free and equal and united in a single purpose.

The Marshall Plan, in so far as it favours economic union and European rec
overy, is an essential precondition of the federation, but this can only be 
brought about by the free decision of independent peoples. The present is the 
right time to lay the foundations for a first measure of association, on a solid 
basis and with faith in the result.

As to war and the atomic bomb, a disunited and chaotic Europe will be 
powerless to prevent the one or to protect itself from the other; but a united 
Europe can use its influence to ward off both. This is yet another reason to 
make haste so that the dream of European federation may become a reality.
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61. Carlo Sforza: ‘How to make Europe5 18 July 1948
C. Sforza, Come far I'Europa?, Milan, 1948, pp. 18-19 (extracts)

Carlo Sforza (1872-1952) was minister of foreign affairs in the Giolitti government of 
1920-1 and was in exile during the Fascist period. He was again minister of foreign affairs 
from the beginning of 1947 to July 1951. During these years, as an adherent of the Mazzinian 
tradition, he was associated with the Republican Party (though in a somewhat distant rela
tionship, similar to that of Einaudi with the Liberals) and played a decisive part, together 
with De Gasperi, in determining Italy's choice of an Atlantic and pro-European policy.1 A 
basic feature of his foreign policy was the anti-nationalism that he had first shown as a firm 
opponent of Fascism and which now took the form of a more and more convinced advocacy 
of European federation.2 The present text is part of an address delivered at the University for 
Foreigners at Perugia on 18 July 1948. In it he expressed full support for the Hague Congress 
of 7-10 May 1948 and declared that the Brussels treaty, signed on 17 March 1948, could not 
become (a stable and genuine reality' unless it were transformed into ‘a federal bond with all 
the economic and moral consequences that that implies '. He reiterated the idea, which dates 
back to the Risorgimento, that it was for Italy to show its primacy by taking the lead in 
unifying Europe.3 He also endorsed the Ventotene thesis, but took a gradualist and function
alist view of the advance towards unity;4 given his position as foreign minister this was 
natural enough, even though Italy was a state which stood to gain in a special degree by Euro
pean unionJ

(...) Italians must be opposed to a priori negativism from whatever quarter. 
They must realize that the only way of saving Italy from a third world war and 
achieving primacy in the realm of ideas, which is the only one that counts in 
the long run, is to make ourselves the advocates of a European union open to

1 The fullest text (and bibliography) on Sforza’s ideas and activities is L. Zeno, 
Ritratto di Carlo Sforza. Col carteggio Croce-Sforza e altri documenti inediti, Florence, 
1975.

2 For Sforza’s views and commitment to European union see Zeno, op. cit., and 
Lipgens, Doc. Eur. Integr.,Vo\. 2, ‘Ideas of Italian Exiles’, docs. 191,198 and 201.

3 This idea was held by Mazzini and Gioberti in particular. Cf. D. Visconti, La 
concezione unitaria dell'Europa nel Risorgimento italiano, op. cit.; M. Albertini, Il 
Risorgimento e l'unità europea, Naples, 1979; S. Pistone, L'Italia e l'unità europea, 
pp. 18 ff.

4 Besides the 1948 memorandum a noteworthy instance of Sforza’s gradualist 
approach was the treaty signed on 26 March 1949 for an Italo-French customs 
union: this came to nothing in practice and was superseded by the moves towards 
union initiated by the Schuman Plan. Cf. Zeno, op. cit., p. 194 and, for federalist crit
icism, doc. 72 below.

5 Besides the considerations mentioned in the Introduction, an important reason 
why Sforza and the other principal Italian statesmen were in favour of European 
union, though in more cautious terms than the MFE, was that otherwise the leader
ship of the western bloc might be left to the USA, Britain and France: cf. Zeno, op. 
cit., p. 200.
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all, a union generous and clear-sighted enough to induce each of its small 
component states -  for Germany and even Russia are small in terms of modern 
technology -  so that each, I repeat, of the small European states should give 
up part of its sovereignty, just as 150 years ago the new North American states 
gave up part of theirs, and the Swiss cantons two generations later. This is our 
only salvation. Without it, appeals for the United States of Europe and inter
parliamentary conferences will be no more than pious spiritual exercises. 
Either we Europeans, and especially we Italians, will discard the idea of the 
national sovereign state -  and we must do so quickly, first in our minds and 
then in practice -  or we shall perish in the horrors of a third war.

As our ancestors resisted the unification of Europe according to the wild 
ideas of a Corsican adventurer -  as our parents and we ourselves opposed the 
myth of a Europe dragooned by generals and sophists under William II -  so 
today we are still resolved to resist any form of dictatorship by a single state. 
But it is not enough to resist, we must create. The only practical solution open 
to us is that of federation; and we may be proud as Italians that that solution 
was fully developed years ago in the minds of pioneer thinkers and brothers 
of ours, in their solitary exile in Ventotene. (...)

62. Constitution of the Parliamentary Group for European Union 
in the Chamber of Deputies and the Senate July 1948

Bollettino del MFE, No. 2, 6 Aug. 1948 (unabridged)

After the appeal to candidates at the election of 18 April the MFE took an active and 
authoritative part in the Hague congress in May 1948J While it had had no influence on the 
creation of the parliamentary committee for European union in the Constituent Assembly, it 
took a decisive part at the end of July 1948 in the foundation of the Italian parliamentary 
group for European union,2 the chief members of which were already active in the MFE. The

1 For the participation of the MFE in the Hague congress cf. Bollettino 
d'informazioni del MFE, No. 6, 24 May 1948; II Mondo Europeo, No. 63, 15 Jan. 
1949, p. 14; Per lEuropa dei popoli, published by CIME, Forli, 1966. Cf. also E. 
Rogati, ‘L’influenza dei federalisti sulla politica europea dell’Italia’, op. cit., 
pp. 461-4.

2 The proposal to form the Group was launched by the MFE at a meeting 
between parliamentarians and federalists on 9 June 1948. Those present were Adon- 
nino, Carandini, Cattani, Colonnetti, Conti, Damiani, Giacchero, Parri, Ravaioli, 
Rossi, Santero, Spinelli, Torraca, Tosi (representing Gronchi, president of the 
Chamber), and Zuccarini (see typed minutes in MFE Archives). The Group, formed 
by 106 senators and 167 deputies of the centre bloc, elected a Governing Council 
consisting of two sections: (1) Executive Committee for the Senate: Parri (presi
dent), Giovanni Conti (vice-president), Natale Santero (secretary), Celeste Bastia- 
netto, Giuseppe Asquini, Giuseppe Caron, Alessandro Casati and Stanislao Ceschi;
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constitution of the group, reproduced here, embodied a clear commitment to give effect to the 
conclusions of the Hague congress, interpreted in a federalist and not a 'unionist' sense.3 The 
group became an affiliate of the European Parliamentary Union and took an active part in 
the Interlaken congress (1-4 September 1948), which approved the drafts of a European fed
eral constitution and of a resolution calling fora European constituent assembly.4

ij-

Article 1. There is established within the Italian Parliament the Parliamen
tary Group for European Union, consisting of two sections for the Senate and 
Chamber of Deputies respectively, with a single governing body.

Article 2. All Senators and Deputies who agree on the following points are 
entitled to become members of the Group:

(1) It is the urgent duty of the nations of Europe to create an economic and 
political union capable of ensuring security and social progress.

(2) The time has come for the nations of Europe to transfer part of their 
sovereign rights to be exercised in common for the above purposes. Convinced 
of this, members of the Group undertake to work for the convening of a Euro
pean Assembly which will press on with immediate measures to bring about 
the necessary political and economic union of Europe in whatever constitu
tional form may appear most appropriate.

(3) The new organization shall be open to all democratically governed 
nations in Europe who undertake to conform to a ‘Charter of the Rights of 
Man5.

(4) The organization shall be independent of every external power and shall 
not constitute a threat to any nation.

63. Giulio Bergmann: ‘From the OEEC to European federation’
28 July 1948

Atti parlamentari Senato della Repubblica, session of 28 July 1948, pp. 1292-5 (extract)

In July 1948 the Chamber and Senate debated the ratification of the Paris agreements of 
16 April instituting the OEEC and the relatedItalo-US agreement on economic cooperation

(2) Executive Committee for the Chamber: Giacchero (president), Domenico Chia- 
ramello (vice-president), Michele Camposarcuno (secretary), Lodovico Benvenuti, 
Edoardo Clerici, Francesco Colitto and Ugo La Malfa. Cf. Bollettino del MFE, 
No. 2,1948.

3 Spinelli argued in ‘Lettera federalista’, Nos. 1 and 2 (Bolletino del MFE, Nos. 1 
and 2, 1948) that the European assembly envisaged by the Hague congress should 
consist of parliamentarians and that the fundamental task of the federalists among 
its members should be to press for it to be given constituent powers.

4 Cf. Lipgens, Doc. Eur. In te g r vol. 4 (in preparation), chapter on ‘The European 
Parliamentary Union’.
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signed in Rome on 28 June. The centralist majority voted for ratification, the PCI and PSI 
against.1 During the Senate debate Bergmann (PR1), Bastianetto (DC), Casati (PLI) and 
Gonzales (PSL1) moved a resolution (ordine del giorno) to the effect that:

‘The Senate calls on the government to promote as a matter of urgency the evolution of 
the international agreements signed in Paris on 16 April 1948 from a conventional to an 
institutional level by means of:

(a) A mandate to the organization set up under Art. 1 of the Convention, to bring about 
progressively the free movement of persons and goods in Europe, the international coordina
tion of transport and communications, and the stabilization and unification of currency;

(b) A European political authority to prepare for the establishment of a federation to 
which individual states may transfer part of their sovereignty to be exercised in common;

(c) The obligation to refer to the International Court of Justice or to a Federal European 
Tribunal disputes among states or between them and the European constituent authority or 
between it and individual citizens.2

This resolution was the first manifestation of the just-founded Parliamentary Group for 
European union. It was carried on 31 July by a large majority consisting of Senators fa
vourable to the OEEC, after Sforza, the minister of foreign affairs, had stated that its adop
tion ‘would confer prestige on this Assembly and would be advantageous to Italian policy '? 
At the session of 28 July the motion was presented by G. Bergmann (1881-1956), a member 
of the MFE and of the Parliamentary Group, in a speech of which the conclusion is repro
duced here, and which argued in lucid terms for the link between the Marshall Plan and the 
promotion of European union.4

(...) This motion invites the government to take the initiative, the first 
parliamentary initiative in Europe, for the formation of a political organization 
designed to become the federal government of Europe. That is to say, it calls 
for a political authority which will make it possible to set up a federal executive 
power and a European parliament to which our parliaments, those of the 
various nations, can transfer part of their sovereignty to be exercised in com
mon. At the same time it aims to stabilize the procedure for the settlement of 
disputes by conferring jurisdiction for the time being on the International

1 For a summary of the debate see G. Negri, ‘Il dibattito parlamentare sugli aiuti 
ERP’, in II Piano Marshall e l'Europa, ed. by E. Aga Rossi, Rome, 1983, pp. 193-201, 
and L. Graziano, op. cit., pp. 95-100.

2 The text of the motion appeared in Atti parlamentari Senato della Repubblica, 
p. 1288, and was reproduced in Bollettino del MFE, No. 2, 1948.

3 Cf. Atti parlamentari Senato della Repubblica, session of 31 July 1948, p. 1452.
4 A full summary of Bergmann’s speech was published in Bollettino del MFE, 

No. 2, 1948 ; the full text was published separately as II Piano Marshall e l'unità euro
pea, Rome, 1948. Mention should also be made of Bergmann’s speech to the Senate 
on 21 July 1949, published separately as II Consiglio dell'Europa, Rome, 1949, and 
his Per il *secondo tempo' dell'Assemblea di Strasburgo, published in 1950 as No. 1 of 
the series Quaderni del MFE. In the Senate debate on the OEEC an important 
speech was made by Parri, who invited the Left to consider the development of the 
Paris agreements in a unitary direction as the best way of preventing the formation 
of blocs. A summary of this speech was published in the Bollettino del MFE, No. 2, 
1948.
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Court at The Hague or by creating an international tribunal which has been 
the vehicle of civilization in so many countries, a court which can deal with dis
putes among states, between them and the Federation or between the Federa
tion and individual citizens.

Article 11 of our Constitution opens the way to this great event by declaring 
that ‘Italy consents, on condition of parity with other states, to limitations of 
sovereignty necessary to an order for assuring peace and justice among 
nations5. Today the time has come to take that step. We may bless the 
necessity and the opportunity of creating this first agency of European cooper
ation. Only thus can we ensure the true fulfilment of the obligations imposed 
by this international agreement.

History offers dozens of examples of alliances that have been destroyed by 
the centrifugal force of private interests. When a treaty no longer suits the 
conditions of the moment or the caprice of governments, what happens? As 
in private disputes, the party which does not wish to carry out its obligations 
accuses the other of not doing so. But private disputes can be dealt with by the 
magistrate and the executive power, while states, alas, can resort to sanctions 
or war. And international agreements, not backed by a judicial or executive 
guarantee, are themselves most often an occasion of war. (...)

Today we can and must take action so that Europe may cease to be a seat 
of international anarchy, with the risk of once again becoming a no man’s 
land.

Only by federation shall we achieve freedom from fear, which besets us in 
the political and the economic field. Only federation can prevent new tragedies 
threatening the noble work that lies before us, that of giving just laws to the 
Italian people, giving the masses freedom and education and integrating them 
in municipal life, in the life of provinces, regions and the state itself -  working 
for economic advance and social conquests. Moreover, federation may also 
facilitate the solution of the thorny problem of Germany and the revival, that 
we all hope for, of friendly and fruitful economic relations with Eastern 
Europe.

Only if Europe is united can it again become what it was during the centuries 
of world conflict, throughout the struggles among ideologies or between eco
nomic, religious and philosophical systems -  the great mediator in a synthesis 
of civilizations.

Will our endeavour succeed? Let us look at some examples. I shall not refer 
to the federations that have encountered less difficulty -  the Low Countries, 
Canada, Australia -  but those which have been born as the result of war, the 
two federations that are well known to have overcome major difficulties -  the 
USA and Switzerland.

As everyone knows, the constitutions of the USA originated in time of con
flict, the first in 1776 after the war of independence and the second, that of 
1787, which entered into force in January 1789, on the eve of the French 
Revolution.

Alexander Hamilton, who with Washington, Jefferson and Madison was 
one of the founders of the new American Confederation, wrote: [back-trans-
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lation] £We were assured that the conduct of members of the Federation 
would be guided by the common interest, but facts have belied this confi
dence. Whence the necessity of setting up a common government for the thir
teen states? Why are governments instituted? Because without compulsion the 
passions of men do not conform to the demands of reason and justice/ And 
Madison, known as the founder of the Constitution, wrote: [back-translation] 
‘It is not sufficient to have a league uniting states with treaties: there must be a 
national government with superior executive, legislative and juridical powers/

The Constitutional Convention of Philadelphia owed its origin to this 
instruction, and to the faith of these men in Utopia. Let no one suppose that 
the difficulties were slight. We all know about the two successive constitu
tions, but not everyone knows that during those ten years, as the historian 
Lambert relates, there was fierce rivalry among the colonies of different 
origin, different language, different religious traditions. There was an alliance 
of the English colonies against the French and Dutch ones, there were cus
toms disputes and no fewer than eleven territorial conflicts among the thirteen 
states in those ten years. People came to regret the British monarchy from 
which the thirteen colonies had broken loose, and the crown was actually 
offered to George Washington. Under the first constitution the colonies 
formed a Confederacy but were going to rack and ruin for want of a federal 
government. Unter the second constitution they attained the prosperity that 
Tocqueville spoke of in his immortal study of the American democracy, and 
the power and wealth that we know today: from two and a half million inhabit
ants they have increased to 142 million, with the highest standard of life in the 
world.

And yet even on the eve of federation, in 1787, there were students of affairs 
who said that the thing was impossible.

Let me finish my reference to America with the words of Josiah Tucker of 
Gloucester, the philosopher and economist, who wrote in 1786: ‘As to the 
future grandeur of America, and its being a rising empire under one head 
[...], it is one of the idlest and most visionary notions that ever was conceived 
even by writers of romance. [...] Every prognostic that can be formed from a 
contemplation of their mutual antipathies and clashing interests, their 
differences of governments, habitudes and manners (and let us not forget the 
negroes), plainly indicates that the Americans will have no centre of union 
among them, and no common interest to pursue. [...] Moreover, when the 
intersections and divisions of their country by great bays of the sea and by vast 
rivers, lakes and ridges of mountains are taken into account, they form the 
highest probability that the Americans never can be united into one compact 
empire, under any species of government whatsoever/"*

The quotation is from Cui bono?, a work couched in the form of letters to the 
French financier Necker, which was published in English in 1781 and translated into 
French. The reference to negroes seems to be an interpolation by the speaker. 
(Translator’s note).
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The formation of the Swiss Confederation was no less arduous. The cantons 
-  originally a tiny number and now 22 -  united by degrees. In 1815 they 
became a federation under the aegis of the Holy Alliance, after the brief cen
tralist experiment under Napoleon. But the federation of 1815, without an 
executive power, was something like the American Confederacy between 
1776 and 1787. It was an alliance of cantons with a diet and a Directory consti
tuted in turns by the cantonal governments of Berne, Lucerne and Zurich. As 
the historian Rappard wrote: £The love of liberty shown by the cantons which 
resisted every attempt at federation was not liberalism but jealousy. Similarly 
in modern Europe we see nationalist dictatorships setting up the inviolable 
rights of a diseased patriotism against any form of international organization, 
while at the same time they curse and proscribe liberalism in home affairs.5

And the historian Martin: ‘Nearly all the mistakes committed in our time 
in Europe have precedents in the Swiss Confederation under the Restoration. 
In those days there were in Switzerland eleven different measurements of a 
foot, 87 units for measuring grain, 81 for liquids and 50 different measure
ments of weight.5 Worthy pioneers of autarky! ‘Nor were things better as 
regards coinage and taxation. The cantonal governments seemed to vie with 
one another in devising tolls and duties: the canton of Ticino levied 13 
different dues along the St Gothard pass, and foreigners avoided passing 
through Swiss territory whenever they could.5 Martin goes on to say: ‘It is no 
less difficult today to bring about the unity of Europe than it was to unify Swit
zerland a century ago.5

Yet the movement for unification, begun in Zurich in 1830, managed to 
transform the cantonal constitutions between then and 1836, after which it 
gained ground by degrees until the federal state was founded by the constitu
tion of 1848 -  on the hundredth anniversary of which our President, 
interpreting our wishes, has just extended congratulations to our Swiss friends 
and neighbours. Yet as late as 1847, on the eve of that great event, Switzerland 
was torn by a domestic war against the seven cantons of the Sonderbund. This 
was long thought to have been a religious war, but, as the proceedings of the 
Constituent Assembly show and as today’s historians all agree, it was a war of 
conservative reaction against the reformist and federalist ideas of the progres
sive cantons. A year later, a free and triumphant Switzerland obtained the con
stitution that has governed it and secured its fortunes for a century. We hope 
that its good fortune may continue, and we express another hope that will cer
tainly be agreeable to our Swiss friends: that the peoples of Europe may suc
ceed in emulating Swiss good fortune and Swiss prosperity.

I hope honourable Senators will acknowledge that in the simplicity of this 
speech I have chosen to address myself to a serious theme with arguments of 
reason and not of facile sentiment. I shall not speak, therefore, of the fallen 
or of the aspirations of our freedom fighters who, communicating with one 
another across frontiers obliterated by war, expressed their common resolve 
to work for a united Europe. But you will allow a fellow-citizen who, in both 
postwar periods, has had the honour to devote part of his time to giving eco
nomic and moral assistance to ex-service men, to testify that despite the
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anguish and the variety of needs, and whatever their shades of political opin
ion, the longing for a unified continent of Europe is the only one that brings to 
the masses of humble folk a gleam of comfort and a breath of hope. This is the 
way to which Giuseppe Mazzini pointed a century ago when he founded 
‘Young Europe’, and Carlo Cattaneo when he spoke of the dilemma, still a 
live issue in his day, between ‘autocracy and the United States of Europe’.

I ask the Senate to take the first step along this road of peace, wisdom and 
humanity.

64. Paimiro Togliatti: ‘European federalism?’ Nov. 1948
‘Federalismo europeo?’, in Rinascita, No. 11, Nov. 1948, pp. 377-80 (unabridged 

except for an historical excursus)

Two important federalist manifestations took place in Rome in November 1948. On 
1 November the MFE organized at the Teatro Eliseo a mass meeting in connection with the 
second international congress of the UEF.1 The meeting was addressed by Giovanni Gronchi 
(DC), president of the Chamber of Deputies, H. Brugmans, chairman of the executive bureau 
of the UEF, Guido Calogero, a pro-European member of the PSI,2 and G. Saragat, vice
premier and leader of the PSLI. The firm support for European federation expressed by sta
tesmen of such prominence testified to the growing influence of the MFE (represented at the 
meeting by Spinelli) in parliamentary circles. Its enhanced political role was even more evi
dent at the UEF congress in Rome on 7-11 November, which was addressed by President 
Einaudi and Sforza, minister of foreign affairs, while the opening session was attended by 
De Gasperi and several members of his cabinet.3

Italy's Atlantic and European choice was opposed by the PCI, which had joined the 
Cominform in 1947 and was under strict Soviet control: it maintained the thesis of Italian 
neutrality and came out squarely against the MFE. The latter's contention that a West Euro-

1 Cf. account of the meeting in II Mondo Europeo, No. 63, 1949.
2 For Calogero’s Europeanism cf. G. Calogero, Difesa del liberalsocialismo e altri 

saggi, esp. the ‘Nota storica* by D. Cofrancesco.
3 A full account of the congress, and also of the meeting between its members and 

Pope Pius XII at Castelgandolfo, appeared in II Mondo Europeo, No. 3, 1949, in Bol
lettino del MFE, No. 5, 4 Dec. 1948, and in L'Unità Europea, 3 Nov. 1948. Imme
diately after the congress, on 13 Nov., an important public meeting was held at the 
Teatro Carignano in Turin, attended by A. Monti, Raymond Lebourre, Bovetti, 
Brugmans and Spinelli: cf. Il Mondo Europeo, No. 63.

At the Rome congress the MFE did not gain approval for a European constituent 
assembly, the proposal for which was urged by Calamandrei in a report entitled ‘La 
convocazione dell’Assemblea Costituente Europea’, published in II Ponte, No. 11, 
Nov. 1948, and repr. in Scritti e discorsi politici, voi. I, tomo secondo, pp. 440-63: 
this address enlarged on the Interlaken plan and clarified it in important ways. The 
UEF adopted by majority vote a motion which called for a European assembly but 
did not stipulate that it should have formal constituent powers: cf. Spinelli, ‘Lettera 
federalista No. 5’ in Bollettino del MFE, No. 5, 1948.
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pean federation could play an independent part between the superpowers and so contribute 
to world peace was an effective reply to the thesis of the pro-Soviet Left (designed chiefly to 
win over the democratic Left) that the choice was between Italian neutrality and subordina
tion to the US, and that talk of West European union was only a cover-up for the Atlantic 
option. Hence the sharp attack on federalism in the present article by Togliatti (1893-1964), 
in which he cited Lenin’s thesis that only the abolition of capitalism would do away with 
inter-state conflicts (federal limitations of sovereignty being irrelevant in this connection)
and accused the federalists of being objectively responsible for increasing east-west tension.4

/

I freely admit, and indeed it is obvious, that those who advocate a ‘federa
tion’ of European peoples and states as a means of ensuring peace in Europe, 
and who support the manifestations and initiatives aimed at bringing this 
about, are often in perfectly good faith. What we might call the European fed
eralist ‘ideal’ is, from this point of view, a development of the naive and 
abstract pacifism that prevailed among eighteenth-century rationalists. In the 
same way as individuals, in order that their homes and property might be left 
in peace, surrendered to the state part of their unlimited freedom, and the 
state then organized police forces, judges and prisons to deal with thieves and 
murderers, so it is suggested that each European state should give up part of 
its unlimited sovereignty so as to create a power superior to each of them, and 
should confer on this power the means of exacting obedience from individual 
states: the latter would no longer have the right or the means to wage war, and 
the European superstate would thus be the foundation of ‘perpetual peace’ in 
Europe. As a first step, those learned in these matters would work out approp
riate procedures and these would be discussed by students of politics, parlia
mentarians and so on. It is all reminiscent of how in the last century, likewise 
under the influence of the less useful aspects of eighteenth-century rational
ism, enthusiasts of various countries, convinced that the human race must one 
day speak a single universal language, thought they would open the way to his-

4 The PCI had taken up its position on European union in an article by Mario 
Giuliano (chef de cabinet to Eugenio Reale, under-secretary for foreign affairs) 
entitled ‘Tendenze progressiste e rapporti fra i popoli’ and published in No. 4-5 
(April-May 1945) of Política Estera, a special number on European federalism. This 
article, written while the Communists were associated with the government, did not 
in principle oppose the federal union of Europe, as the French Communist Party did 
at the same period (cf. Lipgens, Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 1, doc. 106), but argued that 
progress could only be made in that direction by strengthening ties of friendship 
with the USSR (the peaceful power par excellence, whose membership of a European 
union was said to be indispensable) and by bringing ‘progressive democracies’ to 
power throughout Europe. The much tougher line taken by the PCI in 1948 was no 
doubt due to its membership of the Cominform and its oppositionist attitude in the 
context of the cold war. For the foreign policy of the PCI in this period cf. S. 
Galante, La política del PCIe il Patío Atlántico. ‘Rinascita’ 1946-1949, Padua, 1973; 
id., ‘II PCI e gli Stati Uniti (1945-1949)’ in (various authors) Italia e Stati Uniti 
durante VAmministrazione Truman, pp. 253-75; and U. Terracini, ‘I comunisti e le 
scelte nodali della política estera italiana’, ibid., pp. 188-98, 235-49.
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tory, and thus to the imagination and creativity of mankind, by inventing a 
hotchpotch of their own which they passed off as the first basis of a world lan
guage, and which was embraced by a few ingenuous souls with zeal worthy of 
a better cause.

There is nothing new in the proposition that state sovereignty must not and 
cannot be understood in an absolute sense. The limitations of absolute sover
eignty have existed ever since there was a ‘community’ of states and have been 
more and more extensive or restricted according to the nature of that com
munity, which varied from one period to another. It therefore seems 
extremely naive to proclaim the principle of such limitations as a great new dis
covery and a keystone of the whole future edifice of peace in Europe. There 
are limitations of the absolute sovereignty of states that may serve to prepare 
the way for peaceful development; but there are others which, usurped or 
imposed on nations by a stronger power, generally provoke fresh conflicts 
after a longer or shorter period of subjection and apparent calm. It suffices to 
recall the economic measures imposed by Napoleonic imperialism on the 
states dominated by it; or, to take a similar example, the present intervention 
of American capitalists in the economic affairs of a group of European coun
tries, and the situation that has resulted or will inevitably result in those coun
tries.

It is quite beside the point to bring up, as some do, the example of various 
states or statelets that have united in the past to form larger political units. 
Anyone with the slightest sense of history or the elementary capacity to distin
guish between different situations can only smile when the European states of 
today are compared with the Swiss cantons in 1848, or the scattered colonies 
of New England when the American union was created. Among other things, 
let us not forget that notwithstanding the declaration of 1788 in which the thir
teen confederate states laid the foundation of the USA, the great war of seces
sion was eventually fought out on American soil between the North and the 
South, and so, for decades, was the war of extermination against the native 
Indians.

Those who remain in the field of abstract reasoning, detached from today’s 
down-to-earth realities in Europe and the world, and relying on misleading 
historical analogies, cannot have the first idea of what a European federalist 
movement amounts to. If a European federation means anything serious it 
must be no more and no less than a new, unitary, plurinational state. But states 
are not made by the sort of devices that are talked about at federalists’ meet
ings, international though they be, any more than a language can be created 
by putting together the vocabulary and grammar of Volaplik. States are made 
by a complicated, toilsome historical process, conditioned by circumstances at 
the relevant time. To understand anything at all one must be acquainted with 
that reality, and in fact take it as a starting-point.

But here a preliminary debate arises which, if it is followed through objec
tively, at once brings to light the true aims, not indeed of naive well-inten
tioned federalists but of the more or less well-known ‘fixers’ of the various 
European federalist movements. What kind of thing is this ‘Europe’ whose
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states and peoples, by renouncing their sovereignty, are to combine in a 
superior union and thus achieve perpetual peace? If we read the writings of 
the most rabid ‘federalists’ we at once come across the extraordinary fact that 
when most of them speak of Europe they do not mean the geographical and 
historical entity that we are all familiar with. On the contrary, there is an 
attempt at the present time, when defining the objectives of the federal move
ment, to accustom us not to take as our starting-point the geographical and 
historical reality whose traditional boundaries are sanctioned by nature and 
by the centuries of experience shared by the peoples who live within them.

Starting from an abstract pacifist rationalism, so-called European 
federalism leads to a specific policy, clearly determined by history, of dividing 
Europe in two. On the one hand are the ‘Europeans’, i.e. those countries in 
which the traditional forms of capitalism subsist; on the other are the ‘non-Eu
ropeans’, i.e. countries where these forms have been discarded or are being 
transformed and superseded, in a far from easy process of travail and struggle.

The ambiguity came clearly to light at the recent federalist congress in 
Rome. The premisses once accepted, there are those who ‘press on regardless’. 
This is the Europeanism of Churchill and his American friends, who are solely 
concerned to create an anti-Soviet and anti-socialist alliance, and for whom 
the notion of Europe is merely a propaganda device, as it once was for Hitler. 
As to the lot reserved for the members of this union, it varies according to the 
degree of optimism of the bigger powers. Some think Europe would be the 
scene of fierce land and sea battles; others again, that it would be a target for 
atomic bombs. Seen in this light, the much-praised makers of Europe appear 
the most radical of its destroyers. The other school of thought is more prudent. 
It cannot avoid taking note of the Anglo-American imperialism of the Chur- 
chillian faction; it professes to be alarmed by it; it looks for compromises, and 
loses itself in procedure; it presents proposals for new encounters on new 
bases; and it endeavours, of course, not to lose contact with groups which 
naively suppose that ‘European federalism’ means pacifism and international
ism and is therefore not an instrument of imperialist policy but a principle and 
away of peace.

But the middle way does not exist. It must be recognized, as an irreversible 
historical fact, that more than half of Europe is no longer capitalist. It has 
broken out of its chains, and no one can force it back into them. It is also an 
irreversible historical fact that in those countries where capitalism still exists 
it is undermined and in a state of decay. Thus the famous ‘West’ to which 
Europe is to be reduced is itself splitting in two. Even this limited area is no 
longer wholly ‘European’, wholly united as regards the ideal and practical 
bases that are dear to federal ideologists. This being so, if Europe desires to 
achieve by peaceful means, without further conflicts that threaten to extermi
nate its population and civilization, a higher form of union which, whether 
federal or non-federal, will ensure permanent peace, the right course is not to 
perpetuate the breach that exists today between the socialist and the non-so
cialist parts of Europe, by uniting the former to wage war on the latter. The
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way to European union is to resist any attempt of this kind under whatever dis
guise, be it ‘American aid’ or Churchillian ‘union’ or Brussels treaty or 
Atlantic pact or any other name that may be invented. All these solutions come 
to the same thing. They all amount to splitting the European continent in two 
and pushing it into a new war, not in the interest of European peoples but in 
order to preserve capitalism and imperialism. The true European union today 
-  that which will become tomorrow, when conditions have matured every
where, the solid foundation of a united and peaceful Europe -  is the union of 
peoples fighting against imperialism and its criminal plans to divide and de
stroy mankind; fighting for the triumph in all European countries of new 
regimes, new forms of democracy, which will finally bury capitalism and lay 
the foundations of a new civilization.

65. Enzo Giacchero: federalist motion in the Chamber of Depu
ties 30 Nov. 1948

Atti parlamentari Camera dei Deputati, session of 30 Nov. 1948, p. 4933 (unabridged)

The memorandum addressed by Sforza to the French government on 24 August 1948', the 
essential points of which were repeated in a memorandum of 27 October 1948 to the other 
OEEC countries, was an attempt to tackle the problem of West European defence by means 
of an autonomous European structure. After the conclusion of the Brussels treaty and the 
beginning of talks on the creation of an Atlantic defensive structure, the Italian government 
still had difficulties (which were not overcome until the beginning of 1949) in opting for 
Italy's full involvement in such a system, partly because there was strong support for a united 
but unaligned Europe on the left wing of the Christian Democratic party and of the PSLIJ 
This was the background to Giacchero's important Federalist motion' (as it was entitled), 
presented to the Chamber on 30 November and carried by a large majority on 4 December 
1948 in a debate on foreign policy moved by the Socialist-Communists, who advocated 
Italian neutrality as against either an Atlantic military bloc or a West European union.2

1 In the Catholic camp these views were especially represented by the Christian 
Democrats who looked to Gronchi for leadership and by Dossetti, editor of Cron
ache Sociali. Cf. G. di Capua, ‘Le avanguardie democratiche cattoliche e la politica 
estera’, and L. Gui, ‘I democratici cristiani e le scelte nodali della politica estera 
italiana’ in Italia e Stati Uniti durante l'Amministrazione Truman, pp. 169-87. For 
the PSLI see doc. 67 below. For the Sforza memorandum cf. A. Sterpellone, op. cit., 
pp. 228-30; G. Petrilli, La politica estera ed europea di De Gasperi, pp. 46-9; R. Salva- 
dori, op. cit., pp. 214-19; L. Graziano, op. cit., pp. 100-6. The two latter authors 
rightly point out that the memorandum was intended to reconcile Western solidarity 
with certain neutralist tendencies within the government coalition; but they wrongly 
infer from this that Sforza’s Europeanism, and that of the government as a whole, 
was essentially a cover for the Atlantic option.

2 A full account of the debate appeared in No. 50(1948) of Relazioni Interna
zionali, and a summary in II Mondo Europeo No. 63 (1949), p. 4.
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Giaccbero’s motion, while welcoming Sforza’s memorandum, took a clearly federalist line as 
compared to the minister's more qualified language, and emphasized that the unification of 
Europe should not he left entirely to diplomacy but should he promoted hy a European body 
of a parliamentary type. This position, like that of the majority of the UEFat the Rome con
gress, did not expressly call for a European constituent assembly: however; its endorsement 
by the Chamber of Deputies undoubtedly gave it increased political weight?

*

The Chamber,
Having debated the international situation;
Considering it to be the inescapable duty of the country’s representatives to 

assume clearly their responsibility for the direction of foreign policy, for the 
supreme purpose of helping to preserve peace and the fundamental values of 
civilization;

Declares as follows:
There will never be a stable prospect of peace and trustful cooperation until 

peoples have finally abandoned the way of nationalism, the essential feature 
of which is the principle of the unlimited and inviolable sovereignty of 
individual states.

It is a matter of urgency to put into practice, on a basis of parity and reci
procity, the limitations of sovereignty envisaged in Article 11 of the Constitu
tion of the Italian Republic. The peoples of devastated postwar Europe will 
find in a common political system the best method of organizing their 
resources in a healthy and permanent system of economic cooperation, so that 
the European economy may manage its affairs without the aid of other states 
and make a peaceful and fundamental contribution to world recovery.

A democratic and federated Europe, respecting the national character and 
particular historical needs of each of its peoples -  a Europe based on liberty, 
social justice and the defence of human rights, which is itself free of any 
external control, and is capable of ensuring that its territory does not become 
the object of others’ disputes -  will be an active element of peace, helping effec
tively to protect all countries against political and economic hegemony and 
against any attempt to dominate the world by force.

The Chamber approves the proposal of the Italian government, contained 
in the memorandum addressed to the French government on 24 August 1948, 
that all member countries of the Organization for European Economic Coop
eration should issue a joint declaration of their intention to promote a Federa-

3 While De Gasperi in his winding-up speech endorsed the Giacchero motion, he 
had previously stated that the government would accept it as a recommendation 
only, since they did not intend to ‘restrict action in favour of European cooperation 
by linking it to a strictly federal premise’: cf. Corriere della Sera, 30 Nov. 1948. The 
MFE had hoped for a clearer declaration in favour of a European constituent assem
bly: cf. ‘Lettera al Comitato Direttivo del Gruppo parlamentare per l’unione euro
pea’ in Bollettino del MFE, No. 5, 1948, and Spinelli, ‘Lettera federalista’ No. 5 in 
ibid., No. 6,1948.
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tion of European peoples, such declaration to be open for subsequent adher
ence by other governments.

It invites the Italian government to take active steps to develop its own 
initiative by concerting with the European countries that are party to the dec
laration with a view to concrete economic, political and constitutional mea
sures for the unification of Europe, such measures to be subject to parliamen
tary approval in accordance with the Constitution.

The Chamber expresses the view that accredited representatives of the 
European parliaments should participate from the outset in the study and elab
oration of these measures.

66. Pietro Nenni: For Italian neutrality in regard to the formation 
of a Western military bloc 30 Nov. 1948

Atti Parlamentari Camera dei deputati, session of 30 Nov. 1948, pp. 4926-31 (extracts)

In the foreign affairs debate from 30 November to 4 December 1948 the Socialist-Com
munist point of view was expressed in the following motion by Pietro Nenni (1891-1978):

(The Chamber; interpreting the Italian people's desire for peace, denounces the govern
ment's foreign policy and in particular its intention to take part in the transformation of the 
economic agreements among the Marshall Plan countries into a political alliance, with the 
deliberate object of involving the country in the Western military bloc and frustrating the 
legitimate desire for a policy of neutrality. The Chamber declares that the national interest 
obliges the government to refrain from any act or manifestation that might constitute or be 
interpreted as an adherence to alliances or blocs which, directly or indirectly, possess a mil
itary significance and content.n

The main portions of Nenni's speech, reproduced below, agree substantially with the PCI 
position as expressed in the article in Rinascita and by Togliatti in the foreign affairs debate. 
In addition Nenni stressed the anti-German arguments which were at that time a major ele
ment in left-wing propaganda against Italy's Atlantic and European option. From the incep
tion of the Marshall Plan the PSI and PCI, which had been linked by a pact for joint action 
since 1943, opposed not only Italian adherence to the nascent Western bloc but also the view 
of those who saw the Marshall Plan as the basis for European union and for the recovery of 
autonomy by that part of Europe which was able to choose for itself.2 This was consistent

1 This text is in Atti parlamentari Camera dei deputati, session of 30 Nov. 1948, 
p. 4919, and Relazioni Intemazionali No. 50, 1948.

2 Cf. D. Ardia, op. cit., and F. Pedone, Il Partito Socialista Italiano nei suoi 
congressi, voi. V, Il socialismo italiano di questo dopoguerra, Milan, 1968, pp. 165 ff. 
For PSI opposition to the ratification of the OEEC cf. esp. G. Negri, op. cit.; also 
P. Nenni, Tempo di Guerra fredda. Diari 1943-1956, Milan, 1981. The Nenni social
ists, and later the Communists, in time radically altered their attitude to the integra
tion of Western Europe, coming to see the strengthening of the European 
Community as the necessary condition of a lasting détente in Europe and the 
eventual dissolution of the blocs. This is cogent evidence that in the controversy
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with the position on European union which had been adopted by a majority of the PSIUP 
ever since it was founded during the Resistance, viz. that the creation of a European federa
tion must be subordinated to the overthrow of capitalism.3

(...) What is the European union of which Churchill and De Gasperi speak, 
and, alas, Léon Blum as well? It means German leadership of Europe. That 
is the object of American policy in Europe: to make Germany the arsenal and 
bridgehead of tomorrow’s war.

Sig. De Gasperi had occasion to meet M. Schuman and discuss the German 
problem with him. Seldom can two men have had such a profound knowledge 
of the subject they were discussing. De Gasperi lived in the Trentino when it 
was an Austrian province; Schuman is a native of Lorraine, one of the territo
ries that have been alternately occupied and liberated. I would be curious to 
know what happened at their talk, or what De Gasperi thought of the return 
of the Ruhr to those very Germans who created the Nazi movement and sup
ported it for ten years.

The Yalta and Potsdam agreements certainly provide for the revival of 
Germany, to which that country has a right, but they call for a series of 
preliminary measures, from denazification to the dismantling of the Krupp 
concern, which is a temple of war. The US are freely violating the 1945 agree
ments because, now that we are engaged in preparing for the third World 
War, not only spiritually but technically, they are looking for a land army to 
bear the brunt of the fighting. I can hardly believe, Mr Prime Minister, that the 
only Italian who cannot foresee here and now the consequences of restoring a 
militarist Germany is the honourable member De Gasperi from the Trentino. 
You well know that the first act of a restored Germany would be the An
schluss, with 70 million Germans massed on the Brenner Pass and pressing 
southward, threatening our national territory.

On these matters, which are not mere fantasy but are, so to speak, linked 
with the history of our country and the trials of our generation, we are entitled 
to demand full and clear explanations from the government. The more so as 
it must not be forgotten that one reason, the national reason, for which social
ists, not only yesterday or the day before but ever since 1918, have rallied to 
the Soviet Union is because they have seen in the acts of that mighty country 
an element of greater security for us Italians. (...)

I come to the last argument, the most serious and the weightiest: the fear 
of isolation. Throughout Italian history from 1870 to today, there is no 
expression, slogan or state of mind that has been more fatal than this. All the 
errors of our ruling class in matters of foreign policy have their root, it may be 
said, in the terror of isolation. This is an old attitude of timid moderates

between federalists and Socialist-Communists during the first phase of integration it 
was the former who were in the right. Cf. S. Pistone, L ’Italia e Vunità europea3 
pp. 347-9 and 404-8.

3 Cf. Pistone, op. cit., pp. 95-100.
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against whom Mazzini spoke out in his time (Mazzini, ‘the well known 
statesman of the last century’ whom Sforza dares, heaven knows why, to 
invoke as the moral authority for his policy) -  Mazzini, who in 1860 accused 
such people of acting as if Italy was not to be found in Rome, Milan or Naples 
but in Vienna, London or Paris; Mazzini, who in one of his last writings, the 
famous letter to his friends at Livorno, inveighed against the monarchy for 
having reduced Italy to a servile policy of alternation between French and 
German influences. Change the names a little, and things today are exactly the 
same.

Gentlemen, as many of you will recall, there was a controversy at the time 
of the unification of Italy between the ‘megalomanV and the 'micromani'. The 
former were nationalists avant la lettre who wanted to solve problems of power 
as soon as the country had become a single unit and before its basic problems 
had been tackled, let alone solved. The micromani were members of the historic 
right or the historic left who wanted Italy to steer clear of international com
mitments -  the expression dates from then -  a policy of ‘clean hands’ which 
later was the subject of much irony, not all of it unjustified. Reading the writ
ings of the time -  and it would be worth while for honourable members to do 
so, as there is some analogy between our problems and theirs -  we can appre
ciate the viewpoint of such men as the moderate politician Stefano Jacini from 
Lombardy, who thought the best foreign policy was to increase our economic 
strength.

Other ideas and other men prevailed, however, and things turned out dif
ferently. Urged by a ‘mysterious passion for the terrible Dark Continent’, as 
Oriani put it, or the irresistible attraction of power politics in the Mediterra
nean, we had the ten years of Crispi’s government: first we tried to find the 
key to the Mediterranean in the Red Sea, and then we plunged into Africa, 
where Adowa put an end to the first phase of a policy of adventures. Yet 
Adowa did not cure us of the African sickness, as we went back there in 1911. 
(...)

The worst thing that happened to us under Crispi’s government was not 
Adowa, to which there was a remedy, but the Triple Alliance. We joined the 
Triple Alliance, as we would today be joining the Western alliance, for fear 
of isolation -  which, in 1882, meant fear of the Pope and the French clerical 
party to whom we owed the ‘slap in the face’ in Tunis.

I need not recall to the House the story of the thirty years of the Triple Alli
ance. If I mention it it is only to draw a moral for the present day. The alliance 
had hardly been concluded when our rulers tried to escape from its rigidity by 
seeking agreements with Britain in the Mediterranean. Later, at the turn of the 
century, in Prinetti’s famous tour de valse, the collateral agreements were 
extended to France and the alliance began, as Salvemini has pointed out, to 
resemble a fly in a spider’s web. What is more, the Alliance did not cover the 
most sensitive aspect of our interests and therefore did not satisfy the national 
conscience. Thus in 1906 Leonida Bissolati in this House described it as a bill 
of exchange that the Italian people would not pay when it fell due, as indeed 
they did not. And he added that if under the alliance an attempt were made to



II. Italian Political Parties and Pressure Groups 217

lead the country into a war against France, £in that case there would be civil 
war.' (...)

Gentlemen, we were never so exposed to the blows of fate as during the 
Triple Alliance, and we were never so desperately alone as when we aban
doned it in the midst of war and made ourselves suspect to everybody: Austria 
and Germany regarded us as traitors to be chastised, and the British distrusted 
us because we had been allied to the Central Powers. It was Sonnino’s misfor
tune that he never managed to dispel such suspicions but gave the impression 
that, holding fast to the Treaty of London, he ignored the whole complex 
reality of the war, as if Italy had joined the Entente with the mental reserva
tion that after the war she could once again become the ally of Germany and 
Austria. This oscillation between alliances certainly did not strengthen the 
country’s sense of collective responsibility or increase respect for us in 
Europe. It was not because of the obtuseness or blameworthiness of men, 
groups or institutions: it was a demonstration of our organic inability to take 
part in a rigid system of alliances.

From this point of view the war of 1915-18 also brought us bitter disap
pointments. Having fought bravely and helped to defeat the German Reich 
and shatter the mosaic of the Habsburg empire, having regained the whole of 
the national territory and, in short, achieved our aims, we finished with the 
spectacle of Venice and Milan deriding our allies of the Piave, while D’An
nunzio’s adventure at Fiume was the first act of rebellion against the Versailles 
treaty.'

The Fascist regime was no more fortunate. Despite its vainglory, it too was 
terrified of isolation. There is a typical passage in Ciano’s diary, when the dic
tator’s son-in-law who was to meet such a tragic end wrote on 24 October 
1937, on the signature of the Anti-Comintern pact: ‘I have seldom seen him 
[Mussolini] so cheerful. We are no longer in the situation of 1935: Italy has 
broken out of her isolation and is at the centre of the most formidable politi
co-military combination that has ever existed.’

Alas, we were not at the centre of the most powerful military combination 
of all time, but at the centre of the fiercest clash of imperialisms. And it is 
curious that Mussolini should have imagined that he had escaped from isola
tion when he was about to enter the tragic phase of most complete isolation by 
turning Italy into an outpost of German power in the Mediterranean, just as 
today the US wishes to turn her into an outpost of American power.

Remembering all this, we are surprised and indignant to see the foreign 
minister of the Republic trying to frighten the country once more with the 
bogy of isolation. I must tell Count Sforza that we shall be isolated, and that 
most completely, on the day when we join the Brussels pact, the Atlantic or 
the Mediterranean pact, or the European union. We shall be thoroughly iso
lated then, whereas now we still have a certain freedom of manoeuvre.

When you have taken us into the alliance some people may be bold to say, 
as Robilant did in 1887, ‘Now we are safe as houses.’ But in reality we shall 
be like the earthenware pot that went travelling with the iron pot, and it does 
not take much wisdom to know what will happen to it.

i
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It is you, the government, and not we who are isolating Italy. Already, and 
this is even more important, you have isolated it from the whole of eastern 
Europe, the countries of which are our natural trading partners whatever 
their mode of government. What is the good of your trying to negotiate com
mercial treaties with the East if the logic of your policy places you in a state of 
imminent war with it?

Not only are you isolating us in the world, but you have divided the country 
internally and the rift is becoming deeper every day. I ask the House what is 
to be thought of a foreign minister who ignores the fact that the country is pro
foundly divided, and does not take this into account as an element in the situa
tion with which he has to deal.

The minister is afraid of cold winds from the north and tries to exorcize 
them after the fashion of the sorcerer’s apprentice in Goethe’s poem, who 
conjured up forces he could not control. In this way the government is not 
repelling the threat from the East, but creating it.

I believe that the history of the Soviet Union in the last thirty years teaches 
us that provided Italy does not turn her territory into a base of operations for 
other powers, her ports into safe shelters for Anglo-American navies and her 
airfields into launching grounds for attacks against the East, we need have no 
fear of a Russian attack. [Protests from the right and Centre; applause on the 
extreme Left]. But our fate might well be different if Italy became a cat’s paw 
of foreign imperialist interests. In that case, just as the Fascists who thought 
they were guarding against invasion from the West actually invited it and made 
it inevitable, so you would have invited and made inevitable an invasion from 
the East, against which you have not even the means of defence that the Fas
cists had -  you have nothing whatsoever. (...)

From every point of view -  peace, security, the consolidation of our institu
tions -  the only possible foreign policy consists in freedom from rigid alliance 
systems.

Today the choice that the situation offers us is between joining the Western 
bloc and remaining neutral, as has been recognized by an authoritative 
Catholic organ, the Cronache sociali.

Gentlemen, I have not yet spoken of the federalist illusions which are calcu
lated to elevate the discussion into the realms of utopia. Federalism, alas, is not 
a solution but an escape, a flight into abstraction. At the present time, either it 
signifies nothing at all or it is a flag covering imperialist contraband. It cannot 
bring about a synthesis of opposites, it is as yet too small and weak to have any 
hope of reconciling the gigantic interests that are in conflict.

Let us therefore have the courage to take our decisions without fleeing from 
reality to unreality. What my party proposes is to organize peace in a free 
autonomous democracy; to aid and support all concrete initiatives for peace, 
from wherever they come; to create conditions for neutrality by not assuming 
international commitments of a political or especially a military kind; to main
tain friendly relations with all countries of Europe and the world; to intensify 
trade and communications with west and east, north and south. This would 
not mean isolating Italy, but the reverse. Switzerland is not isolated in the
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world, though it pursues a policy of neutrality; nor is Sweden, which has just 
refused to join the Atlantic pact, though its geographical situation is in many 
ways similar to ours. We shall not be isolated or put ourselves outside Europe 
if we maintain an independent position and make sure that it is in our power to 
remain neutral. (...)

67. Ugo Guido Mondolfo: European federation as an alternative to 
the creation of a military Western bloc 1 Dec. 1948

Atti parlamentari Camera dei deputati, session of 1 Dec. 1948, pp. 4977-83 (extracts)

Reproduced below are the main passages from the speech by Ugo Mondolfo of the PSLI 
(1875-1958) in the debate in which rival motions were put forward by Giacchero and 
Nenni. It represents the answer of third-force socialism to the pro-Soviet point of view, and 
also came closest to the views of the MFE.1 Despite his criticism of the Giacchero motion, Mon
dolfo voted for it. On the opposing side, besides the Socialist-Communists, were the extreme 
right - monarchists and neo-Fascists -  such as Russo-Perez, Almirante, Covelli and Leone- 
Marchesano. The two latter; together with Consiglio, moved an ‘order of the day’ 
expressing scepticism as to the federal idea and the need of a healthy national 
consciousness to ensure ‘the necessary conditions of order; military defence and territorial 
reconstruction\2

(...) Today, therefore, we are faced by two colossi that may both be thought 
of as animated by imperialism in a broad sense, though in a radically different 
form. America is a super-capitalist power with an immense expansive force, 
which clearly needs bigger and bigger markets for the goods that it produces 
on an ever-increasing scale, and also needs to control supplies of the few raw 
materials that it does not itself possess in abundance. But its powers of produc
tive and commercial organization are such that it can pursue these imperialist 
aims by peaceful means. It has no interest in resorting to war; on the contrary, 
peace gives it increasing opportunities of expansion. Moreover, capitalist 
though it is, its political institutions are soundly democratic. Through them 
the people’s will can make itself felt and restrain any government, however 
right-wing, that might seek to involve the country in war arbitrarily and 
without serious necessity.

Russia, on the other hand, has not the same powerful organization for 
peaceful expansion; but it has an authoritarian regime that we need not discuss 
here, except to say that it is not restrained by the popular desire for peace, and

1 A position close to Mondolfo’s was taken up in the debate by the Christian Dem
ocrat Dino Del Bo, a member of the Gronchi group.

2 Cf. Atti Parlamentari Camera dei deputati, session of 4 Dec. 1948, p. 5119.

1



220 Documents

is in command of a warlike apparatus that can be unleashed at any moment.
( . . . )

For these reasons we consider that while the danger of war may arise at any 
time from any quarter, the greater danger at the present time is from Russia. 
(...)

The conclusion we draw from these premisses is such that you cannot accuse 
us of being pro-Western or anti-Russian.

Italian policy can be either pro-Russian, pro-Western or neutral. I will say 
straight away that my party favours the third option. (...) But I need not tell 
you that we do not want a kind of neutrality that would say to the Russians, 
if and when they showed themselves bent on advancing to the central Mediter
ranean: ‘We shall not stand in your way/ On the other hand we do not want 
to be involved in any conflict the Western powers might get into, even if it 
were only defensive. (...)

I have said that neutrality is not necessarily isolation in the sense of disso
ciating ourselves from everything that happens abroad. We are socialists and 
therefore internationalists: we cannot shut ourselves up within our own terri
tory, as if we had no duty to help ensure the peace and security of other na
tions. Moreover, we have to save Europe for our own sake. The Po valley is 
too convenient a thoroughfare, the long Italian coastline is too attractive, for 
us to be able to imagine, as Sig. Nenni was promising yesterday, that a policy 
of isolation can keep us safe from every possibility of attack.

For these reasons we wish to make an active contribution to ensuring the 
peace of Europe; and it seems to us that the best method of doing so lies in 
federation. It is strange that Sig. Nenni should find this policy repugnant, 
though I can understand its arousing the derision, scepticism and aversion of 
Sig. Leone-Marchese, Sig. Russo-Perez and other nationalists. (...)

You suggest that it is a utopia. Yesterday an honourable member, I forget 
who, reminded us that in 1763 a knowledgeable writer dismissed as a mad
man’s dream the idea of a federation of the English colonies in America; yet 
they did achieve a federation, albeit an incomplete one, in 1776, and a few 
years later it was transformed into the system by which, with only slight modi
fications, the US have been governed ever since.

I believe, in fact, that we are much closer to federation than is supposed even 
by many of those of us who belong to the federalist movement.

Federation is very different from the Brussels pact, as it is from the old 
League of Nations or the present-day United Nations, where each of the par
ties holds firmly to its full sovereignty and will not sacrifice any of it for the 
sake of closer union with other states. The veto right that existed in the League 
of Nations, and is still in force in the United Nations though in a more 
restricted form, is the absolute negation of the federal principle, as any one of 
the five great powers can assert its sovereignty against the interests or the 
unanimous wishes of every other state.

Federation must therefore be based on a firm restriction of the sovereignty 
of individual states -  firmer than that suggested yesterday by Sig. Giacchero, 
and in accordance with the views expressed by the executive committee of the
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Movimento Federalista Europeo. What is required is a surrender of sover
eignty on lines that were clearly and effectively set out thirty years ago, on 
5 January 1918, by Sig. Luigi Einaudi, who said: ‘Most people, when they talk 
of a League of Nations, think of a kind of permanent alliance or confederation 
of states. They all assume that the allied or confederate states are to remain 
fully sovereign and independent. But if we were really guided by historical 
experience, all the discussion about the League of Nations that has taken 
place in these last months of the war would have seemed pointless in view of 
the wretched outcome of past attempts, lasting for years or for centuries, to 
create a League in the sense of a confederation of sovereign states, which 
today is still apparently the most that can be achieved.’ (...)

At one time we thought that the federation of peoples could be based on the 
European Recovery Programme, by extending economic coordination among 
member states to the political field, since it appeared that such coordination 
involved a close association among them and would conduce to the end we 
have in view. But if you believe, and if the facts show, that such a link between 
European nations, connected as it must be with American aid, may be 
suspected of limiting their full independence, we are prepared to seek any 
other basis for European organization provided only that a federation is 
achieved and makes an effective contribution to peace and security.

I would assign to the European federation a complex and very important 
function, namely to transform the life of peoples from narrow-minded 
national egotism to a broad sense of human solidarity; to facilitate the move
ment of individuals and the exchange of goods and ideas; to make it easier for 
all to find work, to make material life more prosperous, and spiritual life 
richer and more elevated. Such a federation will moreover enable us to solve 
the German problem. As to the latter, I do not think that if we consider it dis
passionately we shall perceive the dangers that Sig. Nenni was painting yester
day. If Germany becomes part of a federal organization and thus gives up her 
sovereignty, especially in military matters, she can again become a major 
factor in the economic prosperity of Europe without endangering its security. 
And if any danger remained it would be eliminated by the fact that the 
Western powers intend to impose a federal system on Germany herself, where
as, as we know, the Russians have been in favour of restoring a unitary 
German state.

The European federation must of course be armed, but with an army that 
would be under the exclusive authority of the superstate, and therefore not an 
instrument of nervous, suspicious, petty nationalism. With this army drawn 
from a population of at least 250 million the European federation -  especially 
if, as we hope, it were extended to the East European countries, and particu
larly those that we now regard as satellites of Russia -  would be strong enough 
to resist imperialist threats from either the West or the East. For the same 
reason both West and East could feel secure against any threat from each 
other, because of the strength of a Europe determined to maintain its inde
pendence -  for Europe has its own autonomy to defend, its own civilization to 
be saved, its own way of life to protect; above all, because Europe desires to
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see shining upon all nations the torch of civilization that was first lit in our con
tinent and that has illuminated the world for so long. [Applause].

In view of these functions that the European federation would perform, in 
the military field among others, we may sincerely hope that the present suspi
cions between Russia and America might be allayed and eventually disappear. 
We may thus aspire not only to defend the peace and civilization of Europe 
but, in so doing, to defend that of the whole world. In this way Europe will 
have resumed its historic mission and be able to continue it in the future.

68. Francesco Cocco Ortu: European federation and a Western 
bloc 4 Dee. 1948

Atti parlamentari Camera dei deputati, session of 4 Dee. 1948, pp. 5078-86 (extraets)

Cocco Ortu (1912-69), speaking for the PLI (Liberals) in the debate of 30 November 
- 4 December 1948, did not expressly advocate membership of an Atlantic military bloc but 
clearly hinted at this choice, and thus expressed a veiled criticism of the Sforza memorandum.1 
The PLPs Atlantic policy went along with a clear advocacy of European federation. This 
had been in accordance with the party's position during the Resistance; it was shelved 
immediately after the war, but revived with the launching of the Marshall Plan.2 However, 
Cocco Ortu did not regard a European federation, neutral between the superpowers, as a con
crete alternative to a Western military bloc, since he did not believe that the federation could 
be created in the near future. In effect he anticipated the viewpoint which led the govern
ment coalition to join Nato some months later.

1 A speech on similar lines to Cocco Ortu’s was made by the Christian Democrat 
Taviani, who, however, supported the Sforza memorandum. The speech is reprinted 
in P.E. Taviani, Solidarietà atlantica e Comunità europea, Florence, 1958, pp. 3-24. 
While the PLI largely favoured the Atlantic option, some of its chief members, 
including Manlio Brosio, then ambassador in Moscow and afterwards secretary-gen
eral of Nato, were at this time advocates of neutrality. Cf. L. Cattani, ‘I liberali e le 
scelte nodali della politica estera italiana’ in Italia e Stati Uniti durante 
l'amministrazione Truman, pp. 149-68, and Brosio’s testimony, ibid., pp. 199-203. 
For PLI policy in general in this period see A. Giovannini, Il partito liberale italiano. 
Da Croce a Malagodi, Naples, 1968; also E. Camurani, Bibliografia del PLI, Rome, 
1968.

2 Cf. the speeches, published as separate pamphlets, by Nicolò Carandini, member 
of the PLI and MFE: L'Europa e il mondo, Rome, 1948 ; L'unità europea e il Congresso 
dell'Aja, Rome, 1948; Discorso pronunciato al II Congresso dell'UEF, Rome, 1948; 
L'Europa e il problema del mondo, Rome, 1949; Verso l'Europa unita, Rome, 1949. 
Cf. also G. Alpino, ‘L’Italia e l’ERP’, in La Gazzetta del Popolo, 19 Dee. 1948; id., 
‘Sotto l’ombrello dell’ERP l’Europa impara a fare da sè’, in Mostra dell'Occidente, 
Turin, 1949, pp. 4-6. Cf. also L. Mannello, Dal liberalismo al federalismo, lineamenti 
di una storia politica dell'Italia contemporanea, Parma, 1963.
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(...) Sig. Nenni has referred ironically in this Chamber to what he calls ‘the 
kindergarten of federalist illusions’. Well, I am a federalist -  I believe in the 
generous objective of creating Europe as a third major element of world 
politics between the great Euro-Asian power of the USSR and the great Atlan
tic, or rather doubly oceanic, power of the US. But I warn my federalist 
friends that if time should run out, as we hope it will not, they must not 
imagine -  and it would truly be a childish illusion if they did -  that war can be 
prevented by a European federation, which could only come to maturity after 
a certain period.

European federation is a noble aim that we wish to pursue with all our 
strength. The government should do so too, since only thus can Europe be 
saved from periodic butchery and the senseless destruction of human lives.

European federation is a noble aim, but the prospect of it cannot be a suffi
cient answer to a disarmed people of 45 million whose frontiers are unde
fended and which anxiously asks its government: ‘If it comes to the worst, 
what will you do for our Italy with its gates wide open to a Europe of confu
sion and conflict?’ We cannot answer this plea by simply talking about federal
ism. If the crisis were to come we should have to keep the ultimate rendez
vous that history will once again impose on nations with clear ideas. Some 
have spoken here of armed neutrality, and others of neutrality pure and sim
ple. I need not reply to the latter: they are answered by the history of the last 
war, in which the only countries that were able to remain neutral were those 
that played no part in wartime strategy -  and Italy would not be in that 
category! To those who speak of armed neutrality I would point out the offen
sive power of modern weapons, the way in which a great fortification like the 
Siegfried Line was pulverized in a brief space of time, or the existence of rival 
air forces with their tens of thousands of jet aircraft, to which Italy could 
oppose just 48 Mustangs from the Allied surplus. And how much use, I 
wonder, are Pacciardi’s seven disarmed divisions against armoured troops? 
How can ‘armed neutrality’ be a serious answer to the Italian people when it 
asks what we should do if the much-feared crisis were to come about?
(...)

When we entered the war, all thinking Italians who loved their country 
realized with anguish the dilemma it was in. Either we should be defeated, with 
foreseeable consequences, or Germany would win, in which case -  having 
destroyed France and conquered England, driven Russia eastward and solved 
the problem of German food supplies in the Ukraine -  she would have imposed 
on Europe the rule of the ‘master race’ on the basis of the new gospel, Rosen
berg’s ‘myth of the twentieth century’. In such a Europe, given the huge 
disparity of human, industrial, military and technological potential as between 
us and Germany, Mussolini would have played the inglorious part of 
Gauleiter of a Mediterranean province.

We wondered at that time whether the Italian dictator did not see that tragic 
prospect, or whether the country at large was conscious of the fatal choice that 
was being made. Today we wonder the same thing as far as the Socialist-Com
munist opposition is concerned -  do they not understand the danger they are



224 Documents

courting, if Europe should come under the hegemony of that power which 
they purpose to aid with such a transparent pretence of neutrality? (...)

Unlike many of our compatriots, I do not question the good faith of many 
of the Communist and Socialist party leaders. That is because I am a liberal 
and believe that others may be as much devoted to their ideals as I am to mine 
-  the more so as some of them have been faithful to those ideals for twenty 
or thirty years, when they could expect no material gain and had to endure 
persecution and sacrifices. And I believe that a political faith is not to be 
embraced and served like a fetish, but as a means of giving people the benefit 
of ways of life and forms of government that are judged to be the best. 
Accepting the good faith of the Italian Socialist and Communist leaders, there 
could be no doubt that, having reached the stage of putting their convictions 
into practice, they would endeavour to create a new order on the basis of their 
ideology, which we for our part reject, in accordance with the circumstances 
of the Italian people. But when and if they come to do this, i.e. to create a form 
of Communism suited to their country as Tito did in Yugoslavia, they will find 
themselves, like Tito, up against that hegemony which they are at present 
endeavouring to aid under the guise of neutrality. If Italy went Communist it 
would still have two thousand years of its own history and civilization behind 
it, and in that event the Socialist-Communist leaders would be faced with a 
conflict between themselves and Moscow that might have the gravest conse
quences. (...)

Giving them, as we do, credit for loyalty and devotion to our people’s inter
ests -  though many would contest this -  we say to them: Just as Mussolini did 
not foresee his future role as a vassal when he took the dangerous course of 
marching with the strongest industrial and military power of continental 
Europe, may you not be repeating his suicidal error when you seek to ally us 
with a state which, in addition to its huge population and formidable 
industrial and military power, is strengthened by Slav racial fanaticism and an 
inflexible ideology? (...) You do not realize that our government’s policy is 
dictated by a law that is rooted in geography and confirmed by history and 
which says that whenever a hegemony or threat of hegemony arises in 
Europe, all the small and medium-sized nations that wish to remain free will 
gravitate to the extra-European power that combats that hegemony, and does 
so not out of philanthropy but for the sake of its own national interests. This is 
a principle and a historical law that cannot fail. I will not repeat at length the 
examples I cited two months ago, when I recalled that it had operated in the 
days of Philip II of Spain, Napoleon, William II and Hitler. Even though 
moral issues play little part in foreign affairs, nations form a different judge
ment of the opposing sides. Thus, although when Britain fought Napoleon I 
both sides were defending their own national interests, in European eyes 
Napoleon stood for oppression and Britain for freedom, and so it was again 
when the British fought William II. That is the law that has governed relations 
among European countries for centuries -  the law that Mussolini failed to 
understand, and that you, Sig. Nenni, do not understand either. And it was in 
obedience to this historical law that, on the 18th of April, the Italian people
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said 'yes' to democracy and liberty. It could hardly have been expected that 
Italy would embark on a course leading to suicide and annihilation by 
continuing to range herself with a great, hegemonic military power that 
pursued its own interests and not those of our people.

That is the inner meaning of European history, and it is a long way removed 
from the fear of isolation that Sig. Nenni talks about. Our government’s policy 
is based on awareness of a common interest, not on subjection to any power. 
My party approves it in its broad lines, though differing on some points of 
detail. It is the policy which has led to economic cooperation and which we 
may hope will lead to a united Europe, which would mean the realization of a 
great dream of world peace.

This is an aim that must be pursued with all our strength. But in the mean 
time, what will the government do in case of emergency? The immediate 
security of our home territory is what worries the Italian people. This cannot 
be denied, and they will not be reassured by the promises of Sig. Togliatti and 
Sig. Nenni that the homeland of socialism would never wage war on a neutral 
Italy. Our Socialist-Communist colleagues seem to make light of Lithuania, 
Latvia and Finland! (...)

We too believe in peace. We hope that an understanding may still be reached 
between the great nations of the world. But it would be a grave charge against 
this government and our political ruling class if they could not show that they 
had done everything possible to save the Italian people from having to face a 
historical crisis in a state of isolation, helpless and disarmed, and with the 
country’s frontiers open to every kind of aggression and invasion.

That is the central and dominant problem of our foreign policy; indeed, at 
the moment it is the key to Italian policy altogether, the crucial question for 
an anxious people which knows it is faced with a life-and-death choice.

We Liberals hoped that this House would address a clear message to the 
government on this subject, but it has not done so. (...) That message we our
selves now give, within the limits imposed by the debate. It is that on 18 April 
the Italian people gave a clear and unequivocal reply in favour of democracy, 
liberty and its own civilization. There can be no doubt as to the course Italy 
must follow at this time, and the democratic government of Italy must not 
betray the Italian people’s choice. Further, political action for a European fed
eration should be pursued with the utmost faith and determination, and in the 
hope that this dream will be realized in the fullness of time. But meanwhile 
there is an urgent problem for the Italian people: its independence must be 
watched over and its territory defended. In this respect we think that Parlia
ment must not dictate a rigid line to the government but must leave it the neces
sary freedom of action, it being understood that every fundamental decision 
must be reserved to Parliament itself as the sovereign representative of the 
Italian people.
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69. Italian Council of the European Movement: resolution on the 
Council of Europe 10 March 1949

Europa Federate No. 9, 10 April 1949, p. 5 (unabridged)

The International Coordinating Committee of the Movements for European Unity, 
which organized the Hague congress of 7-10 May 1948, adopted the title of European Move
ment on 25 October of that year. The Italian Council of The European Movement (CIME) 
was constituted on 10 December 1948 on the initiative of the MFE and the Italian Parlia
mentary Group for European Union. In addition to members of parliament and of the MFE, 
the Council included representatives of the parties of the centre coalition, the trade union 
confederation (Confederazione Italiana Sindacati Lavoratori), the Associazioni Cattoliche 
Lavoratori Italiani, the Association Européenne des Enseignants and, from 1910 onwards, 
the Unione Italiana del Lavoro and the European League of Economic Cooperation. The 
executive committee of the Council, elected on 20 December 1948, consisted of Senators 
Parri and Sentero, deputies Giacchero and Camposarcuno, and Spinelli and Carandini for 
the MFE.1

The CIME's first important initiative took place after negotiations had begun for the set
ting-up of the Council of Europe. The International Council of the European Movement, 
meeting at Brussels on 25-28 February 1949, adopted a rather mildly phrased resolution 
which made no reference to the need to limit state sovereignty and did not stipulate that the 
Council of Europe should be established by a treaty ratified by national parliaments. The 
resolution also envisaged a right of cooption by the Assembly which would have diluted the 
Council's representative character; allowing it to modify its own composition in a sense con
trary to the choice expressed by national parliaments; this would have weakened the links 
between the Assembly and the popular sovereignty that it was supposed to reflect, albeit at 
one remove through the national parliaments.2 The Brussels resolution was sharply criticized 
by the CIME,3 which, as soon as it learnt that the Brussels treaty countries had invited the

1 Cf. Bollettino del MFE, No. 6, 31 Dec. 1948, p. 3, and Europa Federata, No. 22, 
20 May 1950, p. 5, on additions to membership of the CIME in 1950.

2 Cf. Nouvelles de l'Europe. Le Congrès de Bruxelles, Organisation et activités du 
Mouvement Européen, published by the Bureau d’Étude pour un Centre européen de 
la culture, 1949, pp. 16-19.

3 Cf. Europa Federata, No. 8, 10 March 1949, with text (pp. 7-8) of the resolution 
adopted at Brussels and the criticism of it by the Italian delegation composed of Ben- 
venuti, Calosso, Dominedo, Giacchero and Rubinacci (all deputies), Carandini, 
Milo di Villagrazia and Spinelli; the Italians nevertheless voted for the resolution so 
as not to weaken the action of the European Movement. The MFE’s opinion of the 
Brussels meeting was expressed by Spinelli in ‘Lettera federalista’ No. 8 published in 
No. 8 of Europa Federata.

The position of the Italian federalists at Brussels was itself criticized by Sforza in 
an article in the Corriere della Sera of 6 March 1949, which argued that the MFE’s 
radicalism made it harder to achieve concrete though limited progress and was thus 
damaging to the idea of European unity. The basic reason for Sforza’s criticism was 
the government’s belief that British participation was vital to European union and 
that compromises must be made to meet the British distrust of supranational solu
tions. The Italian government did not free itself from the influence of the ‘British 
factor in this respect till 1950, at the time of the launching of the Schuman Plan.
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Italian government to comment on the proposed organization of the Council of Europe, 
adopted on 10 March 1949 the resolution reproduced below, agreeing in substance with the 
MFE objective of conferring constituent powers on the Consultative Assembly.

The Italian Council of the European Movement,
Having considered at its meeting on 10 March the results of the 

International Council of the European Movement held in Brussels from 25 to 
28 February,

Having learnt that the five Brussels Treaty countries have forwarded to the 
Italian government a draft proposal for the organization of the Council of 
Europe, inviting it to express its opinion and any comments on the subject by 
28 March,

Convinced that it is expressing the viewpoint of all Italians who have at heart 
the future of a free and united Italy,

Recommends the following objectives to the government:
I. The European Consultative Assembly should consist of members freely 

elected by the parliamentarians of each country so as to represent adequately 
all existing political forces.

II. The European Consultative Assembly should consist of at least 300 
members.

III. The Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe should not take 
any decision on European union without first hearing the opinion of the Con
sultative Assembly. In questions concerning the legal and political problems of 
the structure of the European organization the Assembly’s opinion should be 
binding on the Council of Ministers.

IV. The Consultative Assembly should have the right to place on its agenda 
any question whatever of European concern, in particular that of immediate 
constitutional measures for the unification of Europe.

V. In the pursuit of such wide and important aims there should be no lim
itation on the frequency and duration of sessions of the Consultative Assem
bly.

VI. The Act establishing the Council of Europe should be submitted to 
national parliaments for approval.

70. Ugo La Malfa: ‘The Atlantic pact as a means of unifying
Western Europe’ 14 March 1949

‘Il Patto atlantico come mezzo per costruire l’unità dell’Europa occidentale’, in Rela
zioni Internazionali, XIII, 1949, 12, 19 March, pp. 184-5 (extracts)

The MFE played an important part in this change: Spinelli had argued lucidly, more 
than a year earlier, that the ‘British factor’ must be disregarded (‘Lettera federalista’ 
No. 7, in Europa Federata No. 7, 10 Feb. 1949). Cf. E. Rogati, op. cit., pp. 466-7.
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At the beginning of 1949 the Italian government decided to agree to the proposal for an 
Atlantic pact and to drop the idea expressed in Sforza's memorandum for an independent 
defence organization of Western Europe. This decision was due to weakening resistance 
within the centre coalition to the idea of a military Atlantic alliance, plus the realization that 
there was no practical prospect of early European union on the lines suggested by Sforza. In 
order to secure clear parliamentary support for its decision the government on 11 March - 
anticipating the official invitation to join the Atlantic pact, which was received on the 16th 
- sought a vote of confidence in its foreign policy and received it after a full debate in the 
Chamber; which rejected the Socialist-Communists' policy of neutrality.1 However; the 
pro-Nato majority did not give up the idea that the true answer to the problem of European 
defence was the rapid creation of West European unity in the military sphere as well. Impor
tant statements were made by those who accepted the North Atlantic treaty as a means of 
defending Europe in the short term but emphasized that it should not delay the construction 
of a united Europe capable of defending itself and hence playing an autonomous and concilia
tory role as between the superpowers. One of the most notable statements in this sense was 
made by Ugo La Malfa, who criticized the government for refusing to accede to the Brussels 
treaty and expressed very clearly the view that the Atlantic treaty should be a means of 
bringing about European union.

La Malfa (1903-79) was a founder of the Action Party and subsequently a leading 
member of the PRI (Republicans).2 The present speech is in line with the PRTs pro-European 
policy as it emerged during the Resistance3 and was revived after the launching of the Mar
shall Plan. The final resolution of the 20th national congress of the PRI (Naples, 
16-18 January 1948) stated that ‘The Party regards the Marshall Plan as a basis for the eco
nomic reconstruction and independence of European countries. It urges that in the execution 
of the Plan Italian foreign policy should pursue the aim of European union as a guarantee of 
world peace.'4 The 21st national congress (Rome, 5-8 February 1949) adopted a resolution 
expressing the hope that Italy may become a founding member of the nascent European 
union, the firm foundation of a future federal union, and that within the framework of this

1 For a summary of the debate see L. Graziano, op. cit., pp. 110-26, and Relazioni 
Intemazionali, XIII, 1949, No. 12. In this debate Mondolfo remained faithful to the 
idea of a neutral European federation as an alternative to the creation of a military 
Atlantic bloc.

2 La Malfa was also the most important Italian spokesman of the European 
League for Economic Cooperation. In that capacity he took part on 22 Jan. 1948 in 
a meeting at Montecitorio (seat of the Constituent Assembly) called by Ruini to 
coordinate the activity of the various Italian federalist groups at the Hague congress. 
(The documents relating to the meeting are in the Giacchero archives). La Malfa 
came closer to the MFE after Spinelli resumed charge of it; on 15 July 1950 he pub
lished in Europa Federata (No. 29, p. 4) an article entitled ‘The way to economic inte
gration’ which had previously appeared in the bulletin of the American Committee 
on United Europe and which argued the need for a European political authority to 
bring about economic integration, gradual though this might be. La Malfa’s most 
important statements on European union in the period here considered are 
reprinted in U. La Malfa, La politica economica in Italia 1946-1962, Milan, 1962.

3 Cf. W. Lipgens, Europa-Foderationsplane der Widerstandsbewegungen 1940-45, 
Munich, 1968, pp. 96 f.

4 Reproduced in the report to the 21st national congress by Amedeo Sommovigo, 
member of the Party secretariat, in Relazioni per il X X I Congresso Nazionale, 
published by the PRI Secretariat, Rome, 1949, p. 22.
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union it may take part in the proposed system of security and the organization of peace 
throughout the democratic West. ’5

&

It is true that the ERP constitutes economic aid by the USA to Europe and 
therefore a US intervention, and it is equally true that the Atlantic pact repres
ents military aid by the US to Europe. However, the Brussels treaty, the 
OEEC, the Council and the European Union are not instances of American 
intervention; they are what Sig. Corbino called ‘the defence of Western 
Europe against being stripped leaf by leaf, like an artichoke’, and what I 
would call the revival of West European civilization. Now the Brussels treaty, 
the OEEC and so on must be evaluated in their proper place and in their true 
nature if we want to understand anything about the Atlantic treaty. And this is 
where we part company from the opposition. We say that the ERP and the 
Atlantic treaty are means for the reconstruction of Western Europe; members 
opposite say that European Union, the OEEC and the Brussels treaty are 
steps towards the enslavement of a Europe to the US by means of the Marshall 
Plan and the Atlantic treaty.

If the opposition are in the right, we are on the way to creating two blocs: 
an Eastern bloc, and a Western one subject to the US. But if democratic Euro
peans are in the right, as I believe a majority of this House would agree, the 
ERP and the Atlantic treaty are the means of bringing a great Europe to birth, 
within the limits that are today in practice those of Western Europe. (...)

Has this Western Europe emerged in a state of division and disarray? I 
would not blame the Communists or the Soviet Union if they saw this disarray 
as an opportunity for revolutionary action. It is an objective situation: from 
the Communist point of view, a divided Europe is a Europe ripe for revolution. 
But when this Europe begins to emerge from its state of disintegration thanks 
to the Brussels treaty and other forms of political, economic and social organi
zation, and when the US embark on a policy of active resistance, the problems 
facing Soviet Russia and the Communist Parties become serious and call for 
much thought. This is a reality which cannot be simply overcome by the 
Cominform declaration or by Zhdanov’s policy, but requires some political 
adjustment.

The problem, I say, becomes a grave one for the Soviet Union and the 
Communist Parties. Why? -  because their optimistic view of the European 
situation has to give way to a more objective assessment of the new realities 
that are taking shape. Either the Communists think that the whole American 
and European postwar world is one great capitalist coalition against them -  a 
doctrinaire idea which in my opinion has nothing to do with the real world -  
or they must realize that various groupings have come into existence or are in 
process of doing so. That is to say, not a capitalist front but a new Europe is

5 Reproduced in X X II Congresso Nationale del PRI, Rome 1950, p. 24; for the PRI 
in general cf. B. Di Porto, II partito repubblicano italiano. Profilo di una storia 
dalle origini alle odieme battaglie, Rome, 1963.
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being born alongside the US, who are strong enough by themselves to stand 
up to the Russians. This is what Sig. Corbino calls an element of balance and 
what I call a defence formation, by means of which traditional civilizations 
like those of Britain, France and Italy can hope to resist and survive instead of 
going under. That Europe is being born, and America has no part in it except 
as a factor and element of support enabling it to come about. Anyway, my 
Communist friends, why do you oppose the Brussels treaty? Why have you 
carried on such a campaign against it? The treaty is an agreement among Euro
pean nations that were in disarray from the military point of view, an agree
ment made in difficult conditions a year ago. It is a European pact and, as you 
know, I have always blamed those among us who looked askance at it: a mil
itary pact to the advantage of Britain and France. I have never understood 
why the policy of the majority in this House has from time to time been so 
petty. As I have always said, the Brussels pact is a European agreement and 
Italy ought to be in it: she ought to be a member of everything European, be it 
a political agreement or an economic or military one. The way to create a new 
political unity is to construct it in political terms and also in economic and 
social and military matters. That is the proper way of setting about things. Mil
itary affairs are not separate from economic and social ones: they are the 
expression of a serious political capacity for unification.

The Brussels treaty, as my friend Sig. Corbino said, is an agreement among 
nations that were unable to defend themselves in the last war. Why is it that 
the military organization of the Brussels treaty powers is a provocation, while 
Soviet military organization is non-aggressive? Both are simply expressions of 
the policies of the states concerned.

I put it to the foreign minister, therefore, that Italy should join the Brussels 
treaty organization as a permanent feature in the European scene. The treaty 
is an example of Western European civilization organizing itself, and that civ
ilization is a precondition of peace. The League of Nations and other abstract 
systems did not prove capable of ensuring peace. European countries which, 
in the postwar world, pool their efforts to bring about a new union and a new 
equilibrium are contributing to peace and not to war.

That is the problem of our foreign policy. Whether you like or do not like 
the political reality that is taking shape, the question is: do you believe that 
Britain, France and Italy, which are organizing together and superseding their 
frontiers by the limitation of sovereignty, by giving themselves a constitution, 
a new economy, a unified military organization — do you believe that this 
European organization is worthy of consideration? If you do, then you 
should act accordingly and cease to pursue a policy that no longer has any pur
pose. All your endeavours, Sig. Togliatti, to prevent this reality from coming 
about are in vain, absolutely in vain. There is nothing more you can do, for it 
would really take a war to prevent it, and I presume that the Soviet leaders are 
men of political sense and do not want war. (...)

You must be willing to accept that countries of ancient tradition, those 
which you say used to pursue imperialist policies but which are now enfeebled 
-  that by organizing together these countries will continue to exist and be an
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influence for peace and détente in international life. It is in their interest, it is 
what is called a European policy, and you must realize that you have been mis
taken in opposing it.

Why do I say that this policy will be a contribution to peace? Because, while 
you maintain that the Atlantic treaty and the other pacts are instruments of 
war, I believe that this unity has the effect of eliminating areas of conflict, 
political disorder and subversion, such as might occur in Greece or elsewhere, 
and preserving the European situation in a democratic form. (This you cannot 
deny -  you cannot maintain that socialists are traitors -  you know there is a 
European tradition of democracy). That being so, you will realize that it is a 
unique element of balance that will enable Russia and America to pursue a 
genuine policy of peace. (...)

What is this neutrality? Honourable members have referred to Sweden and 
Switzerland; but if there is a real movement towards European union over and 
above accidental circumstances including the Atlantic pact -  and that is my 
conception of Europe -  then, Sig. Nenni, is there any Italian who could disso
ciate himself from the impulse towards unity and say ‘We must remain neu
tral’? Neutrality is a state of selfishness. Dear Sig. Nenni, if this Europe is 
coming into existence we must be part of it. We must belong to Europe, 
whether it be Churchill’s or de Gaulle’s or even Franco’s. That is, we must 
play an active part in working for peace and not take refuge in a policy which 
says: ‘Let the floods come: I am safe here, and sooner or later they will sub
side.’ (...)

I am firmly convinced that we shall achieve a policy for peace. Naturally the 
Communist Parties of Italy and France may be sacrificed by that policy. The 
new political configuration and the strengthening of Europe set a limit to their 
expansion.

The Atlantic treaty is an element, a contingent means for the peaceful 
reconstruction of Europe. I do not, of course, disguise the perils of the situa
tion. European democrats are aware of them, I assure you. If, for instance, we 
had in Italy a different political team in place of De Gasperi, Sforza, Pacciardi 
and Saragat, whom you attack so fiercely; if de Gaulle were in power in 
France instead of Ramadier, Schuman and the others whom you so despise; if 
in England, instead of Attlee and Bevin, whom you hate so much, the man at 
the head of affairs was Churchill, so much loved in one way and so much mis
trusted in another -  then the instrument of the Atlantic treaty might indeed 
prove dangerous.

My Communist friends : you know that we are engaged, with slender forces, 
in a long and hard struggle to create and strengthen the consciousness of a 
democratic, peaceful Europe. Have you asked yourselves whether your ver
sion of the political struggle in Italy and in Europe, tending as it does to thwart 
our efforts, may not create a Europe of Fascism? And that, if Europe does 
turn Fascist, not only will it be involved in war in consequence of its own struc
ture, but it will drag America into war as well. Have you thought of that -  
have you faced that problem? Has it occurred to you that if you continue to 
wear us down as you are doing, stirring up the country and fighting indiscrimi-
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nately against our politicians and political tendencies, you may end by 
conjuring up something that does not at present exist? (...)

This Europe is being born as a democratic Europe, under the banner of 
socialism, and it needs to be strengthened. We admit it: the stronger we are, 
the better is the prospect of our cause succeeding. So now I appeal to the 
Socialist party. The present position of Italian socialism in the democratic 
line-up is one of neutrality. That is to say, when Sig. Nenni cannot persuade 
the country to adopt his views, he tries to impose them on his party. His is a 
false position that cannot help our cause and condemns us to inaction. We 
have a single cause that is democratic and socialist, and that is the cause of 
peace. (...)

Sig. Nenni is right: the battle we are fighting began two years ago. It began 
on the home front in each country and has become the battle for Europe. Well 
then, our hope is to advance the battle-line, to create Europe, and live in peace 
with East and West alike.

71. Lodovico Benvenuti: European federation and the Atlantic 
treaty 16 March 1949

L. Benvenuti, Federazione europeo e Patto atlantico. Discorso pronunciato alla Camera 
dei Deputati nella seduta del 16 marzo 1949\ published by the official press of the 
Chamber of Deputies, Rome, 1949 (extracts)

In the debate on Italy's membership of the Atlantic treaty in the Chamber from 11 to 
18 March 1949 L. Benvenuti, who was also a spokesman of the MFE, moved an ‘order of 
the day ' which illustrates clearly the point of view which linked membership of Nato with 
the building of European unity. A similar resolution was moved in the Senate on 27 March 
by Santero, Ruini, Parri, Casati', Persico and Tosatti; the text was: 1The Senate approves 
the government's statements to the effect that membership of the Atlantic treaty is not only 
a contribution to world peace and security\ based on association among nations which 
believe in freedom and the rule of law, but also an essential means towards the federal union 
of Europe. It urges the government to take or encourage any initiative that may hasten the 
achievement of this end.'1 The two \orders of the day' were adopted as recommendations to 
the government, which accepted them as such though not as binding obligations: this was 
made clear by Sforza and De Gasperi in the respective debates. Italy's accession to the treaty 
was ratified in July, the debates on that occasion being at a much lower level than in March. 
In addition to the extreme right and the Socialist-Communists, Calamandrei of the USI 
voted against ratification for reasons he had given in the earlier debate: viz. that the treaty 
turned the European states into ‘satellites of one of the two blocs' and would delay the crea
tion of a cWest European federation, politically and militarily united and independent...

1 The text of this motion, and the speech by Santero (Christian Democrat and 
member of the MFE) presenting it, were published in Europa Federata, No. 10, 
15 May 1949, p. 6.
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and capable of mediating between the opposing blocs'.2 The federalist neutralists of the PSLI, 
including Mondolfo, abstained on the ratification: this group joined with Romita’s 
followers and the USI to form the PSU (Partito Socialista Unificato) in December 1949?

*c

The President. The following order of the day is moved by Signori 
Benvenuti, Giacchero, Dominedd, Camposarenno and Leonetti:

'The Chamber of Deputies regards the government’s foreign policy as 
helping to guarantee world peace and security on the basis of the association 
of nations which believe in freedom and the rule of law, and also as an essential 
means of giving effect to the spirit of the motion adopted by the Chamber on 
4 December 1948, and it approves the relevant statements by the premier and 
foreign minister.’

I invite Sig. Benvenuti to speak to the motion.
L. Benvenuti. Gentlemen: The Executive Council of the Parliamentary 

Group for European Union considers that in this momentous debate, in which 
it is incumbent on every Deputy and every movement to assume their proper 
responsibility, a member of the Council itself should explain the purpose of 
the motion which the President has just read out, and which is linked with the 
federalist motion adopted by this House on 4 December 1948.

Let me first express my full concurrence with the ideas of Sig. La Malfa as 
regards the relation between the Atlantic treaty and the movement for Euro
pean union. I am sorry that I cannot endorse the views of Sig. Mondolfo, who 
was my revered master, but this disagreement in no way diminishes the affec
tion and devotion that I feel for him and that neither events nor the passage of 
time have ever weakened.

European union is at present, it may be said, an explosive subject. Indeed, 
if members on the extreme left raise a hue and cry over a modest pact of mutual 
aid between the European nations and North America, a pact that does not 
even involve automatic military assistance, I wonder what they will say when 
we achieve the ultimate aim of our movement, the union of at least 200 million 
Europeans in a healthy, liberal federal state!

For this is the point we wish to impress on the government, namely that the 
cause of European union should remain present and alive within the Atlantic 
system. In other words, it must not be possible for the Atlantic treaty to be 
interpreted by anyone as in any way equivalent to the numerous military pacts 
that have been concluded since the war among East European states or 
between them and the Soviet Union.

2 Cf. P. Calamandrei, ‘Ragioni di un no -  Dichiarazione di voto alla Camera dei 
Deputati nella seduta del 18 Marzo 1949’, in II Ponte, Aprii 1949. In the ratification 
debate in the Chamber the link between the Atlantic treaty and European union was 
stressed by Taviani, then secretary-general of the Christian Democratic party, in a 
speech on 15 July, reproduced in P.E. Taviani, op. cit., pp. 27-53.

3 Cf. D. Ardia, op. cit., pp. 187-208.
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It is indeed noteworthy that, as the foreign minister confirmed to us yester
day, the East European states, which have lost all freedom in their internal 
affairs, are not even free to unite among themselves because Russia objects to 
their doing so. We must not tolerate such Iron Curtain practices as between 
Western nations. Not only are such tendencies to be rejected, but the spirit of 
the pact we are discussing is and must remain the exact opposite: a spirit of 
unity among peoples.

I am astonished that not a single member of the Socialist-Communist 
opposition in this House has recalled the old socialist tradition and declared 
once at least: £Let us break down the frontiers between peoples!’ Whether it is 
a question of relations in Western or in Eastern Europe, we have not heard, 
either from the Socialist-Communists or from any Soviet source, the faintest 
suggestion of support for a policy that would place relations between Euro
pean nations on a genuinely unitary basis.

This, in fact, is the raison d'être of the Atlantic treaty. On the one hand, gen
tlemen, we have the Soviet Union telling Europeans to remain disunited, disor
dered, pulverized. On the other is the American democracy, proclaiming and 
practising the opposite principle, inviting Europeans to organize and unite in 
a healthy system of economic and political interdependence. And now we 
have the Americans advancing from the provision of aid to that of cooperation 
in the reconstruction of European countries, whom they are inviting to adopt 
the course of economic unification through the OEEC.

That being so, we take leave to insist on what is for us the main problem, 
namely to ensure that the Atlantic security system does not hold up the po
litical unification of Europe. For the truth is that while the peace and secu
rity to which the peoples of Western Europe are entitled will be effectively 
safeguarded by the Atlantic treaty, they will be placed on a really firm basis 
only by the creation of a European state, which will prevent the recurrence of 
conflict and discord among nations. It is only from this point of view that we 
can to some extent enter into the views of Sig. Mondolfo. (...)

Gentlemen, it is still alleged that European union and the Atlantic treaty are 
contrary to the international system embodied in the UN Charter. This 
extraordinary deference to the Charter by the Communist opposition reminds 
us of a similar sensitivity of the Fascist regime towards the Covenant of the 
League of Nations, which was strictly invoked whenever an attempt was made 
to advance to more effective forms of international security. For instance, 
when the Briand plan for European union was discussed at Geneva in 1930 the 
chief objection put forward by the Fascist government was that it would 
empty the Covenant of meaning and must therefore be rejected. It is quite na
tural that today the Communists should take the same line, claiming that the 
Atlantic treaty is contrary to the UN Charter. In both cases the political forces 
that refuse to practise a sincere policy of cooperation are only too ready to 
cling to international arrangements that are ineffective or completely unable 
to deter and prevent aggression. (...)

That is why, I repeat, we European federalists are voting for the Atlantic 
treaty, which certainly does not solve the European problem, but which offers
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an immediate and fundamental guarantee of security, defence and peace for 
all. It would, as I said, be dangerous if European nations were to rely on this 
form of security as an answer to all their fears: the problem of European 
defence will not be finally solved until the continent is united as a strong 
federal state which can defend itself. This work of unification, for which Italy 
and the present government have striven actively and consistently, must con
tinue without delay, in a realistic and concrete manner, not by improvisation 
or in a dogmatic spirit, but with a firm vision of the goal. And we must bear in 
mind that while Europe will have its defence problems in the future as it has 
today, the paramount reason for its creation lies in the peaceful and construc
tive development of a sublime human patrimony of civilization and culture.

The immediate problem of the defence of Europe, which the Atlantic treaty 
is intended to solve, thus presents itself in the following terms. Soviet Russia 
today bases its policy on what we consider the outworn principle of unlimited 
national or state sovereignty, and not on that of the unification of peoples into 
a superstate. In other words, it is a policy of power in the old-fashioned sense. 
Clearly, as long as the Russians take this line they can never put up with the 
formation on their borders of a large state with a population of 200 million. 
Consequently Europe would probably never succeed in forming a union, given 
the present state of its military resources, if the Europeans who have created 
the great American democracy on the other side of the Atlantic did not stretch 
out a brotherly hand and offer military as well as economic aid to the peoples 
of our continent. This is the political essence of the Atlantic treaty, to which 
we adhere with conviction both as Europeans and as federalists. (...)

72. Altiero Spinelli: speech at the third national congress of the 
MFE 23 April 1949

Published in (various authors) II pensiero dei federalisti al III Congresso nazionale del 
MFE, pp. 37-5 5 ; also in Dagli stati sovrani agli Stati Uniti d ’Europa, pp. 323-42 ; L. Levi 
and S. Pistone, Trentanni di vita . . ., pp. 111-26 (the extract below is on pp. 115-23); 
and S. Pistone, L ’Italia e l ’unità europea, pp. 185-91.

The third national congress of the MFE (Florence, 23-5 April 1949) was an important 
manifestation of the political strength and organization achieved by the Movement since Spi- 
nelli’s return;1 it also afforded an excellent opportunity to work out in intellectual terms a

t
1 Spinelli was elected secretary-general of the MFE in June 1948; his deputy, 

appointed at the same time, was Luciano Bolis (b. 1918), who received the gold 
medal of the Resistance and wrote, among other works, II mio granello di sabbia 
(Turin, 1946, with preface by Parri). As to the organization of the MFE, at the time 
of the Florence congress it had 150 branches but still had the same number of 
members (12,000) as at the time of the Milan congress. Cf. / /pensiero dei federalist al 
III Congresso nazionale del MFE, and Nos. 9-11 of Europa Federata, 1949.
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strategy with regard to the functionalist approach to integration which had come to the fore 
with the launching of the Marshall Plan. This strategy, outlined in Spinelli's speech, has been 
described in the Introduction to the present chapter. It should now be made clear how it repre
sented the application to the actual situation in those years of the criteria of federalist action 
developed by Spinelli and the other founders of the MFE in Ventotene and during the 
Second World War.2

The speech starts from the position that national political circles are at one and the same 
time an obstacle to European union (because it would involve transferring a large part of 
their power to supranational bodies) and an indispensable instrument for bringing it about 
(because the peaceful and democratic unification of Europe must necessarily be effected by 
free decisions of its democratic political representatives). It follows that an essential condition 
of achieving effective European unity is the existence of an autonomous movement of parties 
and national governments having as its sole aim the federal democratic union of Europe, and 
based on the clear awareness that the dividing line between progress and reaction coincides 
not with the criteria indicated by traditional ideologies (liberalism, democracy and socialism) 
but with the line between supporters and opponents of European union. For a movement 
of this kind to succeed in unifying Europe it must keep alive the demand for federation, and 
for a constituent assembly as the only effective and democratic way of achieving it, by 
remaining in constant touch with public opinion and the more open-minded elements in the 
national political classes. It must also take advantage of the contradictions in which national 
states are inevitably involved on account of their historical crisis and the impossibility of 
solving their basic problems except in a unified Europe. As we have seen, these principles 
could not be translated into effective political action immediately after the war, but it 
became possible to do so following the advent of functionalist integration. The campaign of 
1950 for a federal pact was a basic application of the strategy outlined by Spinelli at the Flor
ence congress, during the period preceding the EDC negotiations.3

(...) American interest in the unification of Europe has favoured the spread 
of a new ‘European’ language. It has given a boost to those who already upheld

2 Cf. M. Albertini, ‘I principi di azione del Manifesto di Ventotene’ in II Manifesto 
di Ventotene, Naples, 1982, and S. Pistone, L'Italia e l'unità europea, pp. 76-89.

3 Spinelli’s views on strategy were combined with a severely critical attitude 
towards the doctrine of ‘integral federalism’ which was strong at that time in the 
UEF, its chief exponents being Brugmans and Alexandre Marc. In Spinelli’s view, 
those who concentrated on propaganda (sometimes of a very doctrinaire kind) 
advocating federalism as an answer to all the problems of society and the state ended 
by displaying completely inadequate activity in the campaign for European federa
tion. Cf. A. Spinelli, ‘Lettera federalista’ No. 5, in Bollettino del MFE, No. 5, 1948. 
In Italy, it should be noted, the doctrine of integral federalism was originally deve
loped by Silvio Trentin and Adriano Olivetti. The former’s principal writings (he 
was an anti-Fascist exile, a member of Giustizia e Libertà and afterwards of the 
Action Party, and died in 1944) are Stato - Nazione - Federalismo, Milan, 1945, and 
Liberare e Federare (1942), repr. in Scritti inediti, ed. by P. Gobetti and with contribu
tions by E. Lussu and H.W. Tobler, Parma, 1972. Cf. (various authors) Atti del con
vegno di studio su Silvio Trentin (Jesolo, 20 aprile 1975), Vicenza, 1976, and F. Rosen- 
garten, Silvio Trentin dall'interventismo alla Resistenza, Milan, 1977. Olivetti’s basic 
work is L'ordine politico della Comunità, first published in Switzerland in 1944 and 
repr. at Milan, 1970; cf. G. Pampaioni, Adriano Olivetti: un'idea di democrazia, 
Milan, 1980, and U. Serafini, Adriano Olivetti e il Movimento Comunità, op. cit.
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the need for European union and will now have a wider audience, and it has 
led governments to take account of questions of European organization. But 
it has also brought into action all the forces determined to oppose such union.

The Communists are not the most important of such forces. The chief ene
mies of European union are all those whose interests, be they economic, politi
cal or military, are linked with the maintenance of national sovereignty. In 
every country there are groups whose prestige and privileges would be dimin
ished by a limitation of sovereignty. Their interests are petty and are harmful 
to nations as a whole: by maintaining them, they help to ruin Europe and their 
own countries alike. But no matter: each one thinks of himself alone. They 
include industrialists and workers in protected industries; bureaucrats who 
plan and grant favours, who are more and more conscious of their power and 
convinced that they are indispensable; generals who still dream of 
commanding large armies; and ministers who see themselves as lords of war 
and peace, the great ones of the earth, and feel humiliated at the idea of being 
reduced to the level of administrators of autonomous but not fully sovereign 
territories. Then there is the type of nationalistic half-culture that considers its 
own country endowed with a universal spirit and is horrified at the idea of sub
jecting its own glorious nation to any superior authority.

Entrenched in commanding positions in every country, dispersed thrpugh 
all parties of the right, centre and left, determined to profit to the utmost from 
the natural inertia of the public mind, these enemies of European union know 
that they can no longer openly fly the flag of nationalism and have therefore 
disguised themselves with great skill.

They are helped to conceal their real nature by a convenient doctrine known 
as the ‘functional approach’, or, to use an even newer term, ‘unionism5 -  this 
is vaguer and sounds more attractive, but the meaning is the same. Those who 
profess this doctrine argue that Europe is so complex an entity and so full of 
tradition that it would take generations to unify it in the way that the USA or 
the Swiss cantons were unified. Federalists, we are told, are guilty of doctri
naire naivety when they talk of beginning with the limitation of sovereignty. 
That will be the roof that crowns the edifice, but we must begin in a spirit of 
sound empiricism. We must start by creating European organs in which repre
sentatives of individual states will begin to develop and administer particular 
matters of European concern. By multiplying such organs we shall eventually 
create a basis for European unification.

In this way, and as a consequence of the Marshall plan, there are coming 
or have come into existence such organizations as the OEEC or the commis
sions for this or that form of European union: the Ruhr control commission, 
the Allied control commission in Germany; the unified military staff for a par
ticular group of European states; a Council of Europe representing govern
ments, with a Consultative Assembly to discuss European matters, as yet 
unspecified.

The proliferation of functionalism is unlimited, and beside it our federalism 
looks poor indeed. A chorus of praise goes up each time a new functional 
institution is born, and everyone rejoices that the process of unification has got
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under way and can no longer be stopped. A movement has come into being 
-  the so-called European Movement -  whose task is to sing the praises of func
tionalism; and because we Italian federalists at the recent Brussels meeting 
refused to join in the chorus and went on defending our own modest princi
ples, various devices were used to prevent Italian federalists from taking part 
in the economic conference that the European Movement is at present holding 
at Westminster.

Yet today there is scarcely any need to criticize the principle of functional
ism. It suffices to examine how it works and how much the organs it has 
created really amount to.

The OEEC is supposed to plan the reconstruction of the European 
economy by means of American aid. It does not affect the sovereignty of 
states, each of which is represented by jealous guardians of its national inter
ests.

The first year’s administration of the Marshall plan has elapsed. With enor
mous effort the OEEC has managed to share out the American aid. It was 
only able to do so because the Americans kept the dollars in their own hands 
and, after letting the various governments sound off and making some small 
concession or other to those that made the most noise, finally said that the dol
lars yould be shared out in such and such a way and not otherwise. But the 
OEEC had another, much more important task. It was supposed to set in 
motion the dismantling of economic nationalism and to introduce the freer 
movement of goods. Yet in the first year of the ERP not even the tiniest step 
has been taken in this direction. The ERP has saved the Europeans from star
vation, but up to now it has, at the same time, strengthened the autarkic econo
mies. If it goes on in the same way we shall have at the end of the Marshall plan 
a Europe in which the economic barriers destroyed by the war are rebuilt and 
consolidated -  a collection of countries still disunited and impoverished, and 
still clamouring for dollars from the American taxpayer.

Along with the OEEC we have such lesser adornments of functionalism as 
the Benelux customs union and the Italo-French economic union. But Benelux 
has made economic relations between Belgium and Holland even more diffi
cult, because each of them has a different monetary and economic policy. As 
for the Italo-French union, there is a commission in which the champions of 
the respective national economic interests are firmly entrenched and which 
produces wordy and empty reports for the governments to approve; but there 
is no sign of a lowering of interest rates, or any substantial relaxation of 
savage protectionism, or greater freedom of movement for workers.

Let us look at other much-praised achievements of functionalism. There is 
the German question, perhaps the most crucial of all European problems. In 
a spirit of ‘sound empiricism’ it was determined to speed up the reconstruction 
of the West German state while keeping it under the watchful control of the 
victorious powers until Germany could prove that she had become a true 
democracy. As the Ruhr basin is the most important industrial complex in 
Europe, it was decided to remove it from the full sovereignty of the new 
German state and place it under the control -  of whom? Another commission
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of delegates of sovereign states, whose decisions on the production and distri
bution of the Ruhr coal and steel will perforce be arrived at in terms of 
national egotism.

It was thought that the new state should be allowed only limited powers. For
eign policy, finance, trade, military matters, and the ultimate safeguarding of 
civil liberties were transferred -  to whom? Again to a commission of delegates 
of sovereign states. What can such a commission do but reflect the British fear 
of German competition, the French fear of German power, and the American 
determination that in the last resort their own point of view should triumph, 
right or wrong, on the principle that ‘I am the strongest5? Is this the way to 
bring the German people back to democracy? No self-respecting nation can 
put up with a regime of capitulations. The functional approach to the German 
problem is calculated to cause all Germans -  those in whom the old nationalist 
dreams live on, and those who would like to lay them to rest -  to go on har
bouring an indomitable spirit of nationalism and desire for revanche. The Ger
mans will continue to venerate as their heroes Frederick the Great and his suc
cessors -  rapacious, unscrupulous, ready to use any means of establishing or 
restoring German power.

And since there is also the problem of European defence, here too we have 
an example of functionalism. A year ago five European countries concluded 
a military alliance under the name of Western Union, with a cluster of the 
usual Commissions of sovereign states. But there is a limit to bluff, especially 
in military matters. The Brussels treaty powers very soon created a military 
staff, but it was apparent at once that it was not capable of organizing the 
defence of Europe: it was no more than a cooperative society for the purpose 
of obtaining military aid from America. The Americans saw that a disunited 
Europe could not defend itself, and as they are all too closely concerned for 
the security of Western Europe they solemnly declared in the Atlantic pact 
what was indeed the case, that anything that affected Western Europe was 
America’s business. The European nationalists, having achieved this purpose, 
threw off the mask of ‘unionism5 and are now rushing for the American 
money-bags, each country hoping to get as much as possible for its own forces 
at the others5 expense.

Finally, to give some semblance of satisfaction to the demand for European 
union that went up from every quarter, the functionalists and unionists and for
eign ministries went to work and decided to create a functional political body, 
the Council of Europe, based -  on what? Again on a commission of repre
sentatives of sovereign states. A Committee of ministers is to meet perodically 
and take decisions requiring a unanimous vote, as is right and proper, on mat
ters of European concern -  in fact, a miniature United Nations on the Euro
pean scale, as if the original one had not shown itself to be impotent. Along
side the Committee of ministers there is to be a Consultative Assembly with no 
powers, with a very limited right of initiative, and with a built-in veto system 
in so far as a majority of two-thirds is required for all recommendations.

In the well-contrived system of institutions designed to fix and rigidify the 
sovereign prerogatives of states, the Consultative Assembly is the only point
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at which the guard has slipped a little. Members of the Assembly are to vote 
as individuals and not by national groups, and each country may choose its 
own method of appointing deputies. Some major countries intend to send 
delegations chosen by their parliaments, in a kind of secondary election. 
Among the non-governmental delegations there may be some who will speak 
for Europe instead of their own states, who will urge that the Assembly be 
given wider powers and a more representative character, and will arouse the 
interest of their fellow-members in a lively and life-giving organization of 
Europe.

There, my federalist friends, you have a picture of the way in which func
tionalism, or unionism if you prefer, has tackled the problem of the unifica
tion of Europe. That is how it has responded to the European peoples’ desire 
for unity.

All this goes under the name of ‘sound empiricism’. We are not here to give 
lessons in philosophy, but if ‘sound empiricism’ means anything it must mean 
respect for facts and logic, a sense of the possible and of the relationship 
between principles and consequences. Now self-contradictory things cannot 
both be possible. To want both European unity and the maintenance of 
national sovereignty, the right of each state to pursue a policy of disunion and 
to think exclusively in terms of national interests and power, is a contradiction 
that no statecraft can reconcile. We can well understand the applause in some 
quarters for what is called European union, as the last stronghold and refuge 
of camouflaged European nationalism. There are those who are deceived, and 
those who deceive them; there are muddle-headed thinkers who mistake 
words for realities, and there are those who realize all too clearly that this is 
the way to preserve the privileges of nationalism in these degenerate days 
when the direct language of nationalism is no longer tolerated. We should 
remember De Sanctis’s warning that reaction never proclaims itself as what it 
is but always claims to be true progress, true freedom, and in this case true 
unity. Against reaction in this guise, federalists must speak out plainly.

Above all we must not allow our disgust at certain forms of gross deception 
to lead us into doctrinaire extremism. None uf us expects the European feder
ation to come into being fully-armed and perfect, like Minerva from the head 
of Jove. We know that the nail of federalism can only be driven gradually into 
the hard wood of national sovereignty, with one hammer-blow after another. 
But we think the hammer must be made of iron, and the functionalist one is no 
more than putty.

It would be absurd if we expected to achieve federation by ignoring the 
existence of states or sweeping them away as if by a revolutionary wave. Mil
itary conquests are made by demolishing states, but federations have always 
been born, and can only be born in the future, by means of pacts whereby 
states irrevocably renounce certain attributes of sovereignty which they 
entrust to a superstate. The original states may be few in number, the sover- 
eign powers transferred may be exiguous, the federal power may be inade
quately constituted. All this can be corrected at a later stage. But there must be 
the initial pact and the transfer of some measure of sovereignty to the federa-
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tion. Consequently those federalists who look at the matter realistically are in 
a paradoxical situation. The nation-state with its powerful crystallization of 
national interests of every kind is the chief obstacle to their aims; yet it is also 
the abode of sovereignty and therefore the instrument which alone can bring 
about federation in agreement with other states.

It is impossible for the countries of Europe to extricate themselves from 
economic stagnation, defend their independence or consolidate their demo
cratic institutions as long as they cling to economic autarky, costly and useless 
national armies, and empty absolute sovereignty. This being so, the federalist 
alternative should be taken more and more seriously in governing circles. 
Whenever our rulers reject it or fall back on so-called ‘sound empiricism’, that 
is on inconclusive and impermanent agreements among states that remain sov
ereign, they lose an opportunity to serve their peoples well; but at the next 
turning-point they will be faced still more emphatically by the imperative com
mand : federate or perish!

From this point of view even functionalist attempts are a step forward, as 
they demonstrate the need for union and the uselessness of certain solutions. 
All the problems it was hoped to solve -  economic, military, institutional, or 
the inclusion of Germany in the community of democratic nations -  are still 
there as an indication that they have not been tackled in the right way.

In some countries, such as France, the ruling classes are more federal- 
minded; in others, such as Britain, less so. The rulers’ readiness to adopt 
federal solutions is proportionate to their awareness that they cannot give 
their people security, prosperity and freedom within the limits of a purely 
national policy. On the eve of the Second World War Britain was in the fore
front of federal aspirations; today it is in the rear, as it imagines that it can find 
salvation in an experiment of national socialism, and it will only be drawn 
back into Europe by a strong, determined initiative from the continental coun
tries.

But even where the federal consciousness is more backward, governments 
know that they have to reckon with this alternative. Where it is strong, on the 
other hand, it is constantly threatened by national egotism and timidity.

The theme of European union is one that the facts constantly bring back 
into view; and, each time, national interests do their best to deflect it with illu
sory solutions. We must return to the charge again and again, impressing on 
governments and peoples that if they want to reduce economic autarky by 
degrees, to organize European defence, to democratize Germany and so on, 
they must first set up a federal government with sufficient powers to do these 
things. The federal state is not the roof but the necessary foundation of the 
complex edifice of European unity.

We should be failing in our task if, instead of firmly defending the federal 
solution, we were to applaud initiatives that lead nowhere. We can leave it to 
pro-government newspapers to do that. Italian federalists have never failed in 
their duty in this respect or been led astray by the desire for ephemeral suc
cesses.

Nor have we ever opted out of the debate. We have been present and made



242 Documents

our voice heard on every occasion, national or international. I am sure the 
Council will approve this position without reserve. If the Federal Movement 
has become a serious factor in Italy it is because it has had a fixed policy and 
has not dodged about from one position to another, without consistency but 
with great torrents of oratory.

The Federalist Movement in Italy is not there to applaud whatever the 
government may do. It is there to mobilize more and more sections of public 
opinion in order to persuade the government to adopt one foreign policy and 
not another. Otherwise our Movement would be useless. To be a federalist it is 
not enough to think in an abstract way that European federation would be a 
good thing. We must have conviction and be able to inspire others with the 
belief that either our generation will federate Europe and thus save European 
civilization and world peace, or else Europe is destined to become a plaything 
of the great powers and an object of imperialist ambitions. We do not, like the 
Swiss, have centuries in which to act: for us it is a matter of years only. (...)

73. Admiral Oscar Di Giamberardino : The Atlantic pact and the 
defence of Europe 25 June 1949

‘Patto atlantico e difesa europea’, in Europa Federata, No. 12, 15 July 1949, pp. 6-7 
(second half, with conclusions, unabridged)

While the MFE, from the Milan congress onwards, upheld the objective of a federated 
Europe capable of independent self-defence as an alternative to a US protectorate of Western 
Europe, it had to recognize that the inability of European governments to advance rapidly in 
that direction had made the Atlantic option inevitable. In this situation there was no room 
for any recrimination or stipulation of neutrality for Italy alone. However, under the 
American umbrella it was still possible to arrest the decline of European independence, as the 
terms of the Atlantic treaty were such as to raise, but not solve, the problem of the organiza
tion of European defence. If Western Europe chose federal union it could, within the 
Atlantic framework, stand on its own feet from the defence point of view and regain the inde
pendence it had lost at the end of the war. If it did not do so, the Nato system could be 
expected to develop into a military machine subordinate to American imperialism.1 Putting 
the problem in this way, Admiral Di Giamberardino (1881-1960), an active member of the 
MFE, gave a lecture on 25 June 1949 in which, after a close analysis from the technical mil
itary point of view showing that it was irresponsible to base European defence essentially on 
American protection, he discussed with great lucidity the problem of creating a federal Euro
pean army.2 He also put forward interesting views on the German3 and Spanish4 problems.

1 Cf. Report of the National Executive Committee to the Third MFE congress in 
Europa Federata, No. 9, 10 April 1949, esp. p. 3.

2 At the request of the Italian members of the Central Committee of the UEF, a 
group of senior serving officers who were MFE members (Admiral Di 
Giamberardino, General Taddeo Orlandi, Admiral Paolo Maroni, General Giu-
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(...) The problem of the defence of Western Europe would be properly 
tackled only if the arrangements were not discussed at length, as hitherto, 
among representatives of different states with different interests and a nation
alist mentality, but could be defined by a single central federal authority of the 
United States of Europe. This would overcome all the well known and serious 
defects inherent in the armed forces of a coalition, and the Americans would 
no longer hesitate to provide the necessary funds for the rearmament of a 
Europe which, being still politically fragmented, does not afford the necessary 
guarantees for the constitution of a unitary and efficient armed force.

In a federated Europe it would also be possible to create an armed force of 
a size that would considerably offset the numerical advantage of the Soviet 
army, since there would then be a sound basis for solving both the German and 
the Spanish problem, overcoming the emotional objections that still persist 
with solutions that do not infringe democratic principles.

Germany would be attracted to the United States of Europe because it 
would be freed from its minority status and enjoy wider scope as a member 
of a great, free organization. Only in this way would the West Germans have 
an ideological reason to fight for Europe, as they would be doing so in order 
to liberate their fellow-nationals in the Eastern zone and bring them into the 
wider homeland of federated Europe. In the defence of Europe the Germans

seppe Santoro, General Carlo Melotti and Rear-Admiral Aldo Levi) had prepared a 
study of ‘The armed forces of the European federation’ to be presented at the UEF 
congress in Rome. Owing to lack of time it was not discussed by the political 
committee of the congress, but was published in Bollettino del MFE, No. 6, 31 Dec. 
1948. The present lecture took up some of the main points of the study and 
anticipated the line later taken by the MFE in the discussion on the EDC. Cf. S. Pi- 
stone, L ’ltalia e L ’unita europea, pp. 191-206.

3 On the German question the Florence congress of the MFE approved a motion 
(cf. Europa Federata No. 9, 1949, p. 4) to the effect that the inclusion of West Ger
many in a European federation on a footing of legal equality with other countries 
was the only way to reconcile the full recovery of Germany and the termination of 
the military occupation with the need for safeguards against a revival of German 
nationalism. Spinelli also wrote an important essay on the federalist solution to the 
German question in July 1949: ‘Considerazioni di un federalista sulla Germania’, 
published in (various authors) Federazione europea, op. cit.; repr. in A. Spinelli, Dagli 
Stati sovrani agli Stati Uniti dEuropa, and in S. Pistone, La Germania e Vunita euro
pea, Naples, 1978.

4 The number of Europa Federata in which Di Giamberardino’s address was pub
lished contained an appeal for democracy in Spain, signed by the parliamentarians 
Catti, Parri, Saragat, Zoli, Tosatti, Silone, Romita, Calosso, Ruini and Gasparotto. 
See also a letter from Henry Frenay, president of the central committee of the UEF, 
to Duncan Sandys, chairman of the international executive committee of the Euro
pean Movement, urging that the latter should formally oppose the suggestion by the 
US government, Churchill and others that the democratic countries should resume 
diplomatic relations with Franco Spain; the letter (published in Europa Federata 
No. 11,15 June 1949, p. 6) also opposed the inclusion of Spain in the Atlantic pact.
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would enable the federation of free states to bring its forces up to strength and 
would contribute their unfailing efficiency as well as numbers.

In the vital contest in which Russia is using the bait of union to draw the 
German people towards Communism, it is urgently necessary to proclaim the 
counter-ideal of the United States of Europe, not only in words but by actively 
starting to build it.

As regards Spain we must consider that Franco’s regime does not survive 
because of majority support but because Spaniards remember the excesses of 
both sides in the civil war. They fear that the revolutionary transition from dic
tatorship to democracy might lead to another massacre, in which not only the 
guilty would suffer. But if Spain were to join an already existing United States 
of Europe, in a vote conducted under federal auspices, we may suppose that it 
would not remain in its present isolation but would willingly adopt a 
democratic regime and bring valuable aid to the defence of Western Europe.

Finally we must consider the need to reduce the power of the Communist 
fifth columns in our midst. The question has an important military side, but 
can only be tackled on a political basis. The Communists’ popularity with the 
working class can be reduced by putting into effect the chief social reforms 
that they have advocated, but of course by democratic instead of totalitarian 
means. We must also make the workers understand what would happen if 
there were a Bolshevik invasion. Instead of the supplies that America would 
send by sea if Western Europe were federated and able to defend its territory, 
it would be deprived of food and materials for the benefit of the Red Army 
and the population of eastern Europe. Meanwhile the Americans would, as in 
the last war, carry out bombing raids as a method of liberation, and would do 
their best to destroy everything that could be of use to the Russians. The 
workers would be forced to go on manning the factories for the invader’s 
benefit, as a direct aid to Communism, and would therefore be in greater 
danger of attack with atomic bombs than any other section of the population.

Common danger calls for union
These politico-military considerations on the need for a European federa

tion, forming a single front against what is a grave threat to all of us, are 
within the understanding of realistic Italians and the rationalistic French. 
Unfortunately we cannot be sure that they are appreciated by the British with 
their traditional empiricism, dealing with problems as they arise but giving 
little thought to the future. The British and their rulers have to see, and 
probably even to suffer, some adversity before they will do anything to 
remedy it. That, perhaps, is why they are supposed to lose every battle but the 
last; but it cannot be said that the method has served them well in recent times. 
Political empiricism was the source of Britain’s prosperity and power in 
former days, when world political movements took place slowly, but it does 
not consort well with the ideological dynamism by which history is 
accelerated in modern times. Britain remains behind, and those who look to 
her for support are left behind also.

As to the defence of Europe, it must also be remembered that Britain still
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relies on the sea as a protection. The Channel saved her once more in the 
Second World War. Hence the front on the Rhine, or further east on the Elbe, 
may be thought of by the British as merely a remote part of their outer defence 
system. In this way the fate of Europe is dependent on a conservative outlook 
which fails to take due account of the storm-clouds that are looming up. 
When the future is so threatening it is not wise to trifle with inadequate reme
dies: we must try to do the most today, for tomorrow may be too late. The last 
war was a cataclysm that could have been foreseen and prevented, but people 
did not choose to look into the future in time. To prevent a coming war or to 
prepare to wage it successfully calls for men who can discern causes and 
effects and foresee the future. But in practice wars are chiefly in the hands of 
statesmen whose attention is focused on immediate problems, while the mil
itary, if they attach any importance to ideas, are generally preoccupied by his
tory and especially by a detailed study of the last war, so that they look to the 
past to explain the future. That is why every war in turn brings unpleasant sur
prises both to politicians who are absorbed by the present and to soldiers and 
sailors with their eyes fixed on the past.

The probable development of the next war can be foreseen in its broad lines, 
and we should therefore take remedial action today and not wait passively and 
stupidly for a rain of disasters some of which, at least, could be avoided.

A United States of Europe, by promptly setting up an armed force of 
respectable strength, could become, first and foremost, an element of balance 
which would serve the cause of peace, which is the heart’s desire of practically 
everyone. If war should nevertheless come the United States of Europe would 
afford the only hope of saving Western Europe, because American aid -  not 
just material, but huge armies also -  is, we repeat, not enough by itself. It 
might be lacking at the crucial moment because the whole of the American 
forces might have to be withdrawn from defensive operations to carry out a 
decisive offensive against a target of paramount importance, which would pre
sumably not be in the western part of Europe. The victorious Americans 
would then no doubt return to aid the western countries that had been shat
tered from the material and moral points of view, but would it not be too late?

Europe stands at a crossroads. It must choose between federation and the 
risk of becoming a scorched-earth wilderness over which the Russians and 
Americans would fight to establish an alien regime, each according to its own 
desires.

The conclusion is that, while the Atlantic pact must be accepted, it does not 
in itself guarantee the security of Western Europe and must be considered as 
merely a necessary starting-point for the constitution of a United States of 
Europe with a federal armed force capable of defending its territory and its 
basic liberties.
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74. Chamber of Deputies: order of the day concerning the Council 
of Europe 23 Oct. 1949

Published in Europa Federata, No. 14, 30 Nov. 1949 (whence the following text is 
taken, unabridged); repr. in M.A. Rollier, Stati Uniti d ’Europa, Milan, 1950, pp. 151-2. 
The latter work was first published clandestinely in 1944; the 1950 edition is completed 
by an appendix containing various documents relating to European unity.

The Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe at its first session (10 August - 
6 September 1949) adopted a series of recommendations designed to increase its powers and 
in general to develop the new European institution into a structure that could advance the 
unification of Europe.1 It was immediately supported by federalists in the Italian parliament,2 
which in a debate on foreign policy on 22 October 1949 adopted the present resolution, 
moved by the Christian Democrat Cappi and signed by La Malfa, Treves, Chiostergi, 
Dominedd, Benvenuti, Giacchero, Bellavista, Montini, Campilli, Amadeo Ezio, De Vita, 
Clerici, Chiesa Tibaldi, Troisi, Bovetti, Conci, To si, Calosso, Bettiol and Terranova. The 
resolution illustrated the growing influence of the MEE in political circles; it had no practical 
effect, however, owing to the opposition of the British and Scandinavians on the Council of 
Ministers to any kind of supranationalism.

The Chamber,
Referring to its previous resolutions,
Reaffirming that world peace, prosperity and freedom cannot be firmly 

secured until the democratic countries of Europe succeed in creating a unitary 
political and economic organization;

Considering that recent international events, including those concerning the 
activity of the OEEC, and the circumstances of monetary devaluation have 
raised new and serious problems which must be boldly faced so as to foster 
public confidence in a Europe capable of overcoming particularism and 
national antagonism;

Noting that the Strasburg Assembly is empowered, under Articles 1(b) and 
22 of the Statute of the Council of Europe, to discuss, with the political 
authority of a European constitutional body, questions of common interest to

1 Cf. A.J. Zurcher, op. cit., ch. 5, and P. Duclos, La réforme du Conseil de l ’Europe; 
Paris (Librairie générale de droit et de jurisprudence), 1958. At its first session the 
Assembly voted unanimously for a motion by the British Labour MP Ronald Mackay 
stating that the aim of the Council of Europe should be ‘to secure in the future a polit
ical authority for Europe with limited functions but real powers’ (Zurcher, pp. 48—
9).

2 The third congress of the European Parliamentary Union (EPU), held in Venice 
from 19 to 22 Sept. 1949, passed a resolution to the effect that the Assembly of the 
Council of Europe should be given legislative powers. The advanced position of the 
Italian members was effectively expressed on this occasion by Benvenuti (1892— 
1975): cf. the EPU booklet on the congress, published in 1949, and MFE comment 
in Europa Federata, No. 13, 30 Sept. 1949, p. 4.
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the peoples of Europe and to point out to governments common action that 
should be undertaken, especially in the economic and social field;

In accordance with the declaration in section A, paragraph III(l) of the 
political resolution adopted by the Strasburg Assembly,

Invites the government:
To promote the convening of an extraordinary session of the European 

Assembly to be held not later than January 1950, not only to discuss the 
possible admission of new member and associate states as recommended by 
the Assembly in section B(3) of the above-mentioned resolution, but also and 
primarily to discuss the economic problems of Europe as a whole, seeing that 
the gravity and urgency of such problems from the general European point of 
view do not permit of any delay by the Council of Europe; and

Invites the minister of foreign affairs, as a member of the Committee of 
Ministers, to support in that Committee at its meeting in November the recom
mendations of the Strasburg Assembly concerning modifications of the Sta
tute of the Council of Europe for the purpose of investing it with wider 
powers in relation to the task entrusted to it in the interest of the peoples of 
Europe.

75. ‘Petition for a pact of European federal union’
first half of Feb. 1950

‘Petizione per un patto di unione federale europea’, in Europa Federata, No. 15, 
20 Feb. 1950, p. 2, and No. 16, 30 March 1950, p. 5 (unabridged)

The Assembly of the Council of Europe at its first session instructed its general affairs com
mittee ‘to draw up before 30 April 1950\ for submission to the Assembly, an agreement on 
European Union which will define the principles of the Council of Europe, basic to its politi
cal, economic, social and cultural plans, and which will bind all Member or Associate states'. 
In this connection the UEF, at an extraordinary meeting in Paris from 28 to 31 October 
1949, decided to organize a campaign for a European pact of federal union which would, it 
was hoped, then be recommended by the Strasburg Assembly to member states of the Council 
of Europe.1 The pact proposed by the UEF did not amount to a federal constitution, which 
was to follow at a later stage, but would nevertheless have given a considerable impulse to 
the federal process, as it provided for the direct election of a European parliament. The cam
paign was supported by the Mouvement Socialiste pour les Etats-Unis d'Europe (MSEUE), 
the Nouvelles Équipes Internationales and the Christian Workers' Movement for Europe, 
and was directed by an international organizing committee of prominent European personal
ities, with national committees in each country. The Italian committee2 was certainly the

1 Cf. Europa Federata, No. 14, 30 Nov. 1949, with full text of the proposed federal 
pact and the UEF debates.

2 Among the members of the Italian organizing Committee were Calamandrei, 
Campilli, Colonnetti, Croce, De Sica, Ida Einaudi (wife of the President), La Malfa,
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most active of these, thanks to the MFEand with remarkable success collected signatures for 
a petition to the Italian parliament and the Strasburg Assembly.3 We reproduce below the 
text of the petition, which was distributed from the first half of February 1950 onwards, and 
also the organizing committee's appeal of March 1950.

To the Parliament of the Italian Republic 
To the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe 

With every day that passes, the division of democratic Europe into sovereign 
states is leading its peoples nearer to poverty, enslavement and war. For this 
reason the Strasburg Assembly at its first session declared it to be its aim ‘to 
secure a political authority for Europe with limited objectives but real powers5.

We the undersigned, citizens of the Italian Republic -  recalling that Arti
cle 11 of our Constitution declares that ‘Italy consents, on condition of parity 
with other states, to limitations of sovereignty necessary to a system for 
assuring peace and justice among nations5 -  ask that the European Assembly 
and our Parliament will at once take all necessary measures in order that the 
democratic nations of Europe should unite irrevocably in a federal pact so as 
to exercise jointly the rights and functions that can no longer be given effect in 
the framework of national sovereignties.

This pact should institute a supranational European political authority, 
democratically elected and with the necessary powers to (a) guarantee the 
equality of rights of its peoples and the fundamental liberties of its citizens; 
(b) carry out a programme of economic unification; (c) conduct a common 
foreign policy; (d) organize joint defence measures.

We urge that (1) this pact should be put into effect as soon as it is ratified 
by a sufficient number of countries with a minimum total population to be laid 
down in the pact itself; (2) the initial nucleus of the European federation, 
consisting of members of the pact, should remain open to future accession by

Ivan Matteo Lombardo, Carlo Levi, Menichella, Maria Montessori, Moravia, Oli
vetti, Parri, Giulio Pastore, Alberto Pirelli, Romita, Salvatorelli, Salvemini, Saragat, 
Silone and Sturzo. Cf. Europa Federata, No. 16, pp. 5-6, which also gave a list of 
members of the international organizing committee.

3 See docs. 77, 78 and 80. On 28 Jan. 1950 Einaudi sent the following message to 
the UEF: ‘The UEF knows my views concerning its work and the strong support for 
federalism that exists in my country. Thus the welcome I send in this message is not 
a mere civility but the expression of a deep feeling; it also reflects the faith of those 
of us who have perceived the way that must be followed in order to preserve our 
regained liberty. If, as must be admitted, the new democratic Italy has taken every 
opportunity of showing its determination to advance in that direction, it is also cer
tain that my country will not hesitate to range itself with other nations as soon as the 
federalist ideal is about to become a reality and each nation is called on to surrender 
any part of its sovereignty that is not compatible with the demands of a unified 
Europe. I send my greetings to the UEF with renewed wishes for the success of its 
noble work for the ideals of peace and justice.’ (Text in Europa Federata, No. 16, 
1950, p. 1).
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any other democratic European country; (3) close bonds of association should 
at once be established between the federated countries and other democratic 
countries that cannot at once accede to the pact.

FOR A UNITED STATES OF EUROPE
Italians!
If the course of events is not altered the fate of Europe, and therefore of 

Italy, is sealed. If the part of Europe in which the rights of liberty still survive 
remains divided into so many sovereign states, enclosed in anachronistic 
autarky, it will never recover from its present wretched condition and will be a 
no man’s land at the mercy of storms that are gathering more and more threat
eningly on the horizon; the third world war will for ever extinguish the last 
lights of our civilization.

Italians!
Our last hope lies in European solidarity, as a first step towards the 

solidarity of the whole world.
All the problems that beset us today are problems of unification. Unemploy

ment can only be relieved if frontiers are opened to those who cannot find 
work at home; the huge resources of our continent can only be fully used if 
markets are unified; and unity is also the only way to defend our independ
ence and make us secure from aggression.

The citizens of the free countries of our continent are mobilizing at this 
time, under the leadership of an international committee, to sign and collect 
support for a petition to the Strasburg Assembly and to their own parliaments 
for the immediate federal unification of Europe. European federation means 
solving in common the problems that affect all the associated countries, while 
respecting the traditions and autonomy of member states as far as their partic
ular interests are concerned. It means a European parliament elected by uni
versal suffrage of all citizens; a European government with the necessary 
means of enforcing decisions within its constitutional powers; a European 
Court to safeguard the equality of peoples and the freedom of citizens; a 
single market, a single currency, a single defence system and foreign policy.

Citizens and workers!
Europe is relatively smaller today than Italy was a century ago, when it was 

divided into seven tiny states. At that time selfish regionalism was overcome, 
sovereignty was transferred to a higher level and a unified nation came into 
being. The same upward trend leads today from the nation to the federation, 
as our fathers advanced to national unity through the Risorgimento.

Italy cannot be saved unless Europe is saved. But by saving the peace of 
Europe we shall save that of the world.

For the sake of Italy and the world, pledge your loyalty to the United States 
of Europe. Sign the petition for a federal pact, and use all your efforts to make 
the vote a reality.
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76. Alcide De Gasperi: ‘European union’ 20 Feb. 1950
‘L’unione europea’, in II Popolo, 20 Feb. 1950; repr. in Maria Romana Catti De Gas- 

peri, La nostra patria Europa. Il pensiero europeistico di Alcide De Gasperi, Milan, 1969, 
pp. 24-7 (whence the present (unabridged) text is taken) and in De Gasperi e l ’Europa, 
Scritti e discorsi, ed. by M.R. De Gasperi, Brescia, 1979, pp. 81-4.

In 1950, as mentioned in n. 3 to the introduction to doc. 78, De Gasperi (1881-1954) 
believed that functionalism was the only possible road towards integration in Europe. He 
did not, in any case, wish to take too advanced a line as compared with other European 
statesmen,1 and therefore remained aloof from the 'constitutional’ approach of the MFE. A t 
the same time he had a clear view of two crucial aspects of the integration process, which 
led him to draw closer to the federalist position at the time of the EDC discussions. In the 
first place, taking into account objective conditions in Italy and the state of national interests, 
he upheld a correlation between the free movement of goods and that of manpower; while 
emphasizing that the removal of obstacles to free movement should be accompanied by the 
coordination of national economic policies. This was the approach adopted soon afterwards 
with the setting up of the European Coal and Steel Community. Secondly he realized that 
while the advance towards unity must be a gradual one, politics and economics should go 
hand in hand. This appears clearly from the statement reproduced here, which was made in 
reply to federalist arguments by the MFE and the American Committee on United Europe.2

There are some who complain of a certain slowness, an unduly gradual 
approach towards the economic integration and political unification of 
Europe. But a reasonable degree of gradualness should inspire confidence in 
our friends and not distrust.

We have to work for a political and economic union that will be genuine 
and lasting, and this requires a detailed exchange of ideas and proposals and 
the careful examination of mutual concessions.

The fact that we have been stimulated to make concessions in such delicate 
matters as national economic interests, which in the past have been so jealously 
watched over, shows how strong is the impulse and how convinced we are of 
the need for European unity.

Our American friends must not consider European union as a new creation 
-  one of the many international institutions that spring up at particular

1 Cf. E. Rogati, op. cit., p. 461.
2 Cf. M.R. Catti De Gasperi, La nostra patria Europa, p. 24, and G. Petrilli, La 

politica estera ed europea di De Gasperi, pp. 55 ff. The Christian Democrats at this 
time came out more explicitly in favour of the unification of Western Europe after 
the launching of the Marshall Plan. The concluding resolution of the party’s third 
congress held at Venice on 2-6 June 1949 spoke of the need to ‘involve Italy more 
and more in the collaboration and solidarity of all free nations and, through the 
Council of Europe, to make her a more and more efficient element in the reorganiza
tion of Europe on a basis of effective unity’ (cf. Atti e documenti della DC, vol. I, 
p. 435).



II. Italian Political Parties and Pressure Groups 251

historical moments on the initiative of men of good will who desire to consoli
date peace, harmonize discordant views and eliminate disputes. Although 
such institutions are new, they are indispensable and can easily be constructed 
in perfect accordance with the schemes of their inventors.

European union, on the other hand, is based on an existing reality -  it is not 
a new creation, still less can it become a superstructure. This is its strength, 
and the basis of our secure confidence. Europe exists, and therefore we can 
never set up a superfluous institution with no basis in reality. But we must take 
care lest the new political and economic form of the continent should be an 
artificial construction, ignoring realities that we cannot alter at will.

Sacrifices are necessary. Italy has not hesitated to make them, although it 
is one of the countries with the lowest economic standards in Europe. Inclu
sion in a common European market consisting of richer and better equipped 
countries is bound to be risky for a country like ours with a high demographic 
potential, a scarcity of raw materials and a largely secondary industry. We are 
convinced that European integration may provide the solution of some of our 
chief internal problems, but these must be taken account of by the other Euro
pean states if the effects of integration are not to be impaired by Italy’s over
population and under-employment. This interconnection between internal 
problems and collective solutions applies, of course, to all the states compris
ing the European union.

Up to now we have achieved the following concrete aims: an Italo-French 
customs union, a regional union of Italy, France and the Benelux countries; 
the liberalization of over 76% of our raw material imports, of nearly 53% of 
farm products, and, subject to the entry into force of the commercial tariff, 
nearly 51% of finished products; and the almost complete liberalization of 
invisible transactions. We have also put into effect new ideas such as the agree
ments for industrial cooperation with France, which are necessary for future 
customs union and integration on a regional basis.

We must, as we have made clear internationally, continue towards integra
tion in multiple directions. We must, for instance, ensure the liberalization of 
movement not only of capital but of human beings: otherwise we cannot solve 
the problem of unemployment, which at present weighs so heavily on Italy. 
Without the free movement of labour the general problem of the liberaliza
tion of trade will not be solved but aggravated. And we must see to the integra
tion of economic and financial policy and international political cooperation.

All these problems should be dealt with simultaneously and, I repeat, gradu
ally, if the economies that are not prostrate as a result of the war are to be 
enabled to return to a normal state. Political union and economic and commer
cial integration are interdependent processes and react upon each other.
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77. The Partito Socialista Unitario (PSU) and European federal 
union 28 March 1950

Europa Federata, No. 17, 15 April 1950, p. 6 (unabridged)

From the time of its founding conference held at Florence on 4-8 December 1949 the PSU 
pursued a strongly federalist line, and the manifesto issued by its executive in January 1950 
supported the petition for a federal pact.1 This was emphasized on 25 March, when the exec
utive addressed to all its provincial federations and branches the circular here reproduced\ 
signed by Mondolfo, the party secretary. Similar circulars were issued at that time by the PLI, 
PS LI, PRI and DC and by important trade union bodies including the Unione Italiana del 
Lavoro.2 The petition was opposed, on the other hand, by the PCI3 and PSI.4

Dear Comrades,
The Movimento Federalista Europeo, of which many comrades and leaders 

of our Party are members, in agreement with the federalist movements of 
other countries, has launched a campaign for a petition for a pact of federal 
European union. Your executive has decided to give its full support to this 
campaign.

The federalist approach was already endorsed by the keynote resolution of 
the Florence congress, and at this juncture it is the best foreign policy platform 
that the Party can oppose to the pseudo-pacifist campaigns of the Communists 
and fellow-travellers [fusionisti].

The pro-Soviet policy of the Communists and their associates is matched 
by the pro-American policy of the Christian Democratic government, based

1 A copy of the manifesto is in the MFE archives. See also A. Garosci, ‘Nascita di 
un partito’ in II Ponte, Jan. 1950, and the thesis by Ortensia Semoli Hick, op. cit., 
pp. 148-9, which refers to a report by D. Healey on the Florence conference in the 
archives of the International Department of the Labour Party, Transport House, 
London.

2 Texts of circulars in Europa Federata, No. 16, 17, 24 and 26. From No. 16 of 
1950 to No. 35 of the same year this journal published bulletins on the petition cam
paign with information on the support expressed by parties, trade unions etc. and in 
hundreds of public demonstrations.

3 The PCI (Communist Party) was at that time carrying on a campaign of ‘parti
sans of peace’, using the fear of atomic weapons as a pretext for pro-Soviet propa
ganda. Cf. L. Einaudi, ‘Chi vuole l’atomica?’ in Corriere della Sera, 29 March 1948, 
and ‘Chi vuole la pace?’, ibid., 4 April 1948, repr. in II buongoverno, voi. II, 
pp. 634-8 and 638-43 respectively. The Communists were alarmed by the success of 
the petition campaign and attacked the federalists in various ways including articles 
in L ’Unità (29 April, 6 May, 3 July 1950). Cf. Europa Federata, No. 19, p. 2, and 
No. 21, p. 9.

4 The PSI also took a hostile view of the campaign, and in a circular of July 1950 
declared that membership of the MFE was incompatible with remaining in the party. 
Cf. A. Benzoni and V. Tedesco, Il movimento socialista nel dopoguerra, p. 76.
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on the safeguard of the Atlantic pact and the strengthening of its military 
clauses.

However, the socialist and democratic position is that which stands for the 
effective maintenance of peace by a federation of all the democratic countries 
of Europe, with the surrender of national sovereignty provided for in Arti
cle 11 of the Italian Constitution.

The petition for a pact of European federal union, addressed to the Consul
tative Assembly of the Council of Europe and the Parliament of the Italian 
Republic, asks that they will both £at once take all necessary measures in order 
that the democratic nations of Europe should unite irrevocably in a federal 
pact so as to exercise jointly the rights and functions that can no longer be 
given effect in the framework of national sovereignties/

If it were possible to collect in Italy a million or two million signatures for 
this petition, then along with other signatures in the main democratic countries 
of Europe it might be a decisive step towards the creation of a European posi
tion independent of the two great power blocs.

Party federations and branches should therefore give full support and coop
eration to the organizing committee and to sections of the MFE in the work of 
collecting signatures. This support and cooperation may take the following 
forms:

(1) Federations and branches should display notices of the petition at their 
headquarters and distribute propaganda material for the campaign.

(2) PSU activists should help to collect as many signatures as possible on the 
petition forms that will be sent direct to Party branches by the MFE.

(3) Branches should cooperate with other democratic parties in organizing 
public meetings to advertise the campaign.

We are convinced that the Party will cooperate fully in this initiative, the 
success of which cannot fail also to help in achieving the political aims of the 
Party itself.

With fraternal greetings,
U.G. Mondolfo, 
Secretary, PSU.

78. Appeal of the Italian Council of the European Movement 
(CIME) in support of the petition for a federal pact

beginning of June 1950
Europa Federata, No. 25, 10 June 1950, p. 1 (unabridged)

In support of the campaign for a federal pact the CIME decided at a meeting on 11 May 
1950 to launch the appeal reproduced here, which went out at the beginning of June. By 
October 1950 the petition had been signed by 521,359 citizens including 246 parliamentar-
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ians and endorsed by 493 municipalities and 39 provincial administrations.1 The collection 
of signatures was concluded by a mass meeting on 4 November 1950 at the Teatro Sistina in 
Rome,2 at which President Einaudi was present and during which the petition was signed by 
prime minister De Gasperi,3 foreign minister Sforza, ministers Aldisio, Campilli, La Malfa, 
Petrilli, Spataro and Togni, and undersecretaries E. A. Martino, Dominedo, Gava, Malves- 
titi, Battista, Ziini and Rubinacci. The petition was officially forwarded to the president of 
the Strasburg assembly on 11 August 1950 and to the presidents of the two Italian Chambers 
on 7 November 1950.4

Italians,
‘The Italian Republic consents, on condition of parity with other states, to 

limitations of sovereignty necessary to a system for assuring peace and justice 
among nations.’

This solemn declaration in the Italian Constitution, which also appears in 
substance in other European constitutions, reflects the aspirations of peoples 
in the aftermath of war and their awareness of a common and urgent necessity. 
But it will be no more than rhetoric until the citizens of all free countries of 
Europe persuade their governments to advance from aspirations to bold deci
sions without losing any more precious time, since it is an illusion to hope to 
save in any other way the freedom, prosperity and lasting peace of Europe and 
the world.

These thoughts and this necessity are expressed in the Petition for a pact of 
federal union, which in the course of these months is being signed in Italy and 
other European states and will be presented to the Strasburg Assembly and the 
national parliaments.

1 For these figures cf. Petizione di cittadini italiani al Parlamento della Repubblica 
Italiana, published by the organizing committee, Rome, 1950, with a list of over 300 
meetings held in Italy in support of the petition.

2 The official rapporteur was Carandini. For an account of the meeting cf. Europa 
Federata No. 35, 15 Nov. 1950.

3 De Gasperi gave his support on a personal basis and made a very cautious 
speech at the meeting of 4 Nov.: while supporting the basic objective he advised fed
eralists to adopt a gradual approach lest too advanced positions might make it more 
difficult to move forward to integration by way of functionalist solutions. A sum
mary of his statement appeared in Europa Federata No. 35, pp. 3-4, and the full text 
in De Gasperi e lEuropa, op. cit., pp. 96-9. As to relations between De Gasperi and 
the MFE at the time of the petition cf. E. Rogati, op. cit., pp. 469-72, and A. Chiti- 
Batelli, II federalismo europeo dalla Resistenza ai Trattati di Roma, op. cit., p. 252. 
The latter work emphasizes the important part played by Nicolo Carandini, pre
viously ambassador in London, who was a member of the MFE. According to De 
Gasperi’s daughter, Maria Romana Catti De Gasperi {La nostra patria Europa, p. 27) 
it was Carandini who submitted the text of the petition to De Gasperi in March 
1950.

4 Cf. Europa Federata, Nos. 31 and 35.
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Italians,
The Italian Council of the European Movement, whose aim is to promote 

the formation of a federation or union of the democratic states of Europe, to 
which member states will transfer part of their sovereignty to be exercised in 
common, invites you to sign in large numbers the petition for a pact of federal 
union.

The future of our country is a cause inseparable from the future of all the 
free peoples of Europe. Without unity none of them can ensure its own free
dom, justice and peace.

Do everything you can to transform the wish into a reality: Europe united 
and at peace.

79. Ferruccio Parri: ‘Panorama of 1950’ 17 June 1950
‘Panorama del 1950’, in Europa Federate No. 26, 17 June 1950, pp. 3, 12 (un

abridged)
if*

In this article Ferrucio Parri (1890-1981), chairman of the federalist group in the Senate, 
expressed support for the Schuman Plan on the ground that it was a step towards functional 
integration and would therefore give more scope for the struggle for European federation 
which had been carried forward by the petition for a federal pact. A similar judgement on 
the Schuman Plan was expressed at this time by the MFEJ

In my opinion this year of 1950 is a turning point in the history of the 
making of Europe and opens up wide and fruitful possibilities of development. 
Possibilities, not certainties: clear, purposeful action and perseverance on the 
part of leaders, together with pressure from public opinion, may be decisive 
factors in determining the ways to be followed and the solutions to be 
adopted. All the cards are on the table: the forces, tendencies and obstacles 
that affect policy in America, Britain, France and Germany are defined or 
have become more evident; the approach to economic problems is more 
mature and we are therefore closer to concrete solutions; we may also have 
seen the end of improvisations and artificial plans, premature schemes of 
union and polemical measures.

The liberalization of trade and the consequent organization of payments 
have been so far worked out that, whatever fluctuations may occur, they are 
matters that can no longer be postponed. We do not yet have the organic 
institutions of a new European economy; but the present arrangements are a

1 Cf. the editorial ‘Schuman ha proposto il cartello europeo dell’acciaio’ (‘Schu
man proposes European steel cartel’) in Europa Federata No. 22, 20 May 1950; also 
Parri’s speech to the Assembly of the Council of Europe, ‘Comprendere l’Inghilterra, 
non attendere l’Inghilterra’ (‘Let us understand Britain, but not wait for her’) in 
Europa FederataNo. 32, 30 Sept. 1950, p. 4.
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step in the direction of a unitary policy in matters of finance, currency and 
credit, of trade and production in the broad sense, and hence of appropriate 
central institutions.

No less promising is the other direction in which the problem of union has 
been tackled in 1950. Despite all possible objections and technical complica
tions the Schuman plan, with the necessary guarantees to prevent its being 
merely a Franco-German arrangement, is so important and full of possibilities 
as to constitute a turning-point in itself. Its implications are evident: the coal 
and steel sector is linked with the control of sources of energy on the one hand 
and heavy chemicals on the other. And it is worth noting the advanced state 
of problems relating to the coordination of basic food products. But speciali
zation, rationalization and the increase of production point to the same road 
of development, namely the unification of investment policy and the 
completed structure of a European market governed by central institutions 
which must necessarily be federal.

All this forms a logical scheme, the pattern of which can be seen more 
clearly in 1950. It presupposes the application of a political purpose at the 
point of transition to a common authority vested with effective powers. This is 
what gives meaning and value to the French proposal, which, thank heaven, 
offers for the first time a possibility of escape from the European impasse, that 
is to say the Franco-German deadlock -  a solution which will of necessity take 
its place in the framework of a higher political organization. It is a master
stroke of decisive policy at a moment of inertia.

Moreover there has been clarification of the broad lines of proposals for the 
organization of the Western world. For example the system of the Atlantic 
community, which evidently presents dangers of political and military rigidity 
if it is not completed and balanced by a federal Europe: technologists and mil
itary men do not, in this respect, represent official American policy. Our 
parochial nationalists are too ready to offer to an American protectorate the 
loyalty they once showed to Fiitler. There is the system of the sterling area, 
which is not anti-European but is anti-federalist and anti-American. Finally 
there is what we may provisionally call the French system; this is definitely 
moving along federal lines, but no one can fail to see that in the economic 
sphere, too, it is insufficient in itself and requires to be completed by close 
links extending beyond Europe. In my opinion it should now move further 
along this line: the many possible hesitations, national and political, are secon
dary in comparison with this primary necessity.

A European policy does not develop in the smooth, automatic, gradual way 
that contemplative optimists would like. It proceeds by fits and starts, with 
politics and economics interacting at critical moments. It is fostered by the 
fears which, in the present state of the European public mind, enable the 
forces of ideology and propaganda to operate effectively: tomorrow’s federal 
Europe should erect a monument of gratitude to Stalin.

The will and the idea are not sufficient without a point of application. But 
it is they which keep the ship on course. The European will to revive, and the 
fact that the great world revolution does not allow Europe to revive except in
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unitary forms freely consented to, that is to say federation -  these must be the 
guiding principles of European policy at the present time. And they must lead, 
before the end of this year, to a clear affirmation of the need to improve on 
the stammering formulae of Strasburg by proposing to peoples and govern
ments the constitution of a government of Europe as an objective to be aimed 
at here and now. In short, the development of economic problems must soon 
find its conclusion and its proper place in an appropriate phase of political 
organization.

The federalists, who at the beginning of this year perceived how rapidly the 
situation was maturing, were resolved to apply the directive force of their will 
and their ideas to the course of events. ‘The federalist hour’ was the title of 
the document, not yet forgotten, which some months ago initiated the cam
paign for a federal pact. The events of these months could not have endorsed 
it in a more convincing or encouraging manner.

80. Resolution of the Italian parliament in favour of the petition 
for a federal pact 10 Nov. 1950

Atti parlamentari, Camera dei deputati, voi. 580-99, session of 10 Nov. 1950, p. 23579; 
Senato della Repubblica, voi. 527-57, session of 15 Nov. 1950, p. 20795; also in Europa 
Federata No. 35, 15 Nov. 1950, p. 8; (here unabridged)

The Italian Parliamentary group for European union decided at a meeting on 12 October 
1950, in which De Gasperi and Sforza took part,1 to propose for the approval of the Chamber 
and Senate the motion here reproduced, which embodied the fundamental principles of the 
campaign for a federal pact. It was approved by the Chamber on 10 November in a debate 
in which Sforza spoke and Nenni moved a neutralist resolution which was rejected by a 
majority.2 The Senate approved the federalist motion on 15 NovemberI De Gasperi, who 
spoke in the debate, repeated the appeal to federalists not to insist on unduly advanced posi
tions, which he feared would produce a dangerous backlash in other European countries; 
however, he stated that European federation had concrete opportunities of being realized,

1 Cf. Europa Federata, No. 34, 31 Oct. 1950, pp. 2, 5.
2 A summary of the debate, in which the federalist motion was introduced by Giac- 

chero, is in Europa Federata, No. 35, pp. 7-8. It was supported en bloc by the DC 
(Christian Democrats), PLI, PSLI and PRI. Despite the pro-federal attitude of the 
PSU it was opposed by Zagari of that party, who declared that federalism had 
become no more than a cloak for international Catholic action. This was basically 
because the PSU was in opposition at the time: cf. Europa Federata, loc. cit., p. 8.

3 In June 1950 the Senate approved a resolution moved by the Republican Berg- 
mann, inviting the government to support by diplomatic means the resolution of the 
Assembly of the Council of Europe in Sept. 1949 for ‘the institution of a European 
political authority with limited functions but with real powers’. Cf. Europa Federata 
No. 25, 10 June 1950, pp. 4, 7, with text of resolution and summary of speeches in 
its favour by Bergmann and Bastianetto.
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and supported the federalist motion against the neutralist position defended by the socialist 
Lussu.4 The parliamentary approval of the motion marked a break-through of the campaign 
for a federal pact in Italy; on the European level it led to the meeting at Strasburg on 20- 
4 November 1950 of the Conseil Européen de Vigilance, later the Conseil des Peuples dEu- 
rope, from which emanated the proposal for the convening of a European Constituent Assem
bly!

The Chamber of Deputies /  The Senate of the Republic,
Affirming the fundamental interest of Italy in the maintenance of peace, and 

believing that for this purpose the causes of conflict in Europe must be elimi
nated;

Considering that the moral, social and material revival of Western Europe 
is the most effective contribution to safeguarding peace and democracy, which 
are a necessity and law of life for these countries;

Considering also that in order to find a lasting solution to the key problem 
of collective security in Europe it is urgently necessary to consolidate its mil
itary capacity for defence and its political organization, which requires closer 
bonds of a federal character;

Noting that the wishes of a large part of the Italian people are eloquently 
indicated by the ‘petition for a federal pact’ presented to the Italian parliament;

Considers it urgent to promote an initial federation of the democratic coun
tries of the West European continent, which are seeking with greater urgency 
the strength, security and prosperity that union can provide, and are 
spiritually riper for union.

The Chamber /  Senate,
Regarding this as the basis of a fuller European unity, the first step towards 

a better and more effective peaceful organization of the world at the present 
stage of history, the harmonious and necessary articulation of the Atlantic 
community and of the security organization of the UN that is now under dis
cussion, on both the political and the military level,

4 Text of De Gasperi’s speech in De Gasperi e lEuropa, pp. 100-15. Cf. G. Petrilli, 
La politica estera ed europea di De Gasperi, pp. 66-7.

5 The third congress of the UEF (Strasburg, 17-19 Nov. 1950) and the Conseil 
Européen de Vigilance displayed clear awareness that little or nothing was to be 
hoped for from the Council of Europe and that the Schuman plan offered a much 
better prospect of integration because it did not rely on British support. The result 
was the call for a European Constituent Assembly, which 5,000 young people from 
all European countries endorsed on 24 Nov. at a mass meeting of protest against the 
inertia of the Council of Europe. At that time the chief spokesman of the Italian fed
eralists was Spinelli, who argued for a European Constituent Assembly both at the 
UEF congress and in a report to the Conseil Européen de Vigilance. Cf. Europa Fede- 
rata No. 36, 1 Dec. 1950, also Levi and Pistone, Trent’anni..., pp. 127-41, with text 
of Spinelli’s report. The latter was also published in the series Quaderni del MFE, 
Rome, 1951, under the title ‘L’Assemblea Costituente Federate Europea’.
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In accordance with the recent vote of the Strasburg Assembly, advocates the 
creation of a European army which, after the present period of emergency 
arrangements, should represent the autonomous capacity and strength of a 
Europe in control of its destiny; believing that the European character of such 
a military organization is the precondition of a German contribution to Euro
pean defence, and

Regarding these aims as the primary objective of Italian foreign policy, 
Invites the government to support and promote every initiative that may 

lead to the early conclusion, as a first step, of an initial convention among the 
countries concerned for the constitution of a parliament and a federal Council 
of government.

Bibliography to Chapter II

/. Sources

Giacchero Archives

MFE Archives

Rossi Archives

A) Archives
Private archives of Enzo Giacchero at Pecetto 
(near Turin): documents and correspondence of the 
European Parliamentary Union, the Parliamentary 
Group for European Union in the Constituent 
Assembly and in Parliament, the Italian Council of 
the European Movement and the Italian Delegation 
to the Consultative Assembly of the Council of 
Europe
Archives of the Secretariat-General of the Movi- 
mento Federalista Italiano (1945-60), deposited with 
the Centro Europeo di Studi e Informazioni, Turin 
Papers of Ernesto Rossi in the custody of his 
widow, Ada Rossi, Rome (documents and correspon
dence relating to the MFE from 1941 to 1955)

B) Newspapers and Periodicals
Bollettino del Movimento Federalista Europeo, Rome, July-Dee. 1948 (MFE 

Archives)
Bollettino d'informazioni del Movimento Federalista Europeo, Milan, July 

1947-June 1948 (MFE Archives)
Critica Sociale - Rivista quindicinale del socialismo, Milan, 1945-50, and spe

cial number Socialismo, federalismo e unità europea, 5 Jan. 1972 (library of 
the Istituto di Scienze Politiche -  Università di Torino)

Europa Federata -  journal of the MFE, Rome, 1949-50 (MFE Archives)
ì



260 Bibliography

Europa Socialista -  fortnightly review edited by Ignazio Sitane, Rome, 1946-7 
(MFE Archives)

Il Mondo Europeo, Rome, Sept. 1947-Jan. 1949 (MFE Archives)
Vitalia Libera - Giustizia e Libertà -  journal of thè Partito d’Azione (Action 

Party), Milan, 1945-6, Jan-M ay 1947 (Centro Gobetti)
Vitalia Socialista - L'Italia Libera -  daily newspaper of thè Partito d’Azione, 

Rome, June-Dec. 1947, 1948-9 (Centro Gobetti)
Noi Socialisti -  journal of thè Unione Socialisti Italiani, Milan, 1948 (MFE 

Archives)
Relazioni Internazionali -  weekly journal of thè Istituto di Studi di Politica 

Internazionale, Milan, 1945-50 (Istituto di Scienze Politiche dell’Universi
tà di Torino)

Stati Uniti d'Europa -  fortnightly journal of thè Movimento Italiano per la 
Federazione Europea, Rome, Jan. 1948-Feb. 1948 (MFE Archives)

L'Unità Europea -  organ of thè Movimento Federalista Europeo, Rome, 
Milan, Turin, May 1943-April 1948 (MFE Archives)

C) Printed Sources
(Various authors): Spirito europeo, with introduction by U. Campagnolo, 

Milan (Comunità), 1950
Atti e documenti della Assemblea Costituente (25 June 1946-31 Jan. 1948), 

Rome, Tipografia della Camera dei deputati 
Atti e documenti della Democrazia Cristiana. 1943-1967, Rome (Cinque Lune), 

1968, 2 vols.
Atti Parlamentari, Camera dei Deputati, Rome, Tipografia della Camera dei 

Deputati
Atti Parlamentari, Senato, Rome, Tipografia del Senato 
Bolis, Luciano: Il mio granello di sabbia, with preface by Ferruccio Parri, Turin 

(Einaudi), 1946
Brugmans, Hendrik -  Einaudi, Luigi -  Rossi, Ernesto -  Streit, Clarence K. -  

Wootton, Barbara -  Robbins, Lionel -  Bentwich, Norman -  Spinelli, 
Altiero: Federazione europea, with preface by Tristano Lodignola, Florence 
(La Nuova Italia), 1948

Calamandrei, Piero -  Levi, Alessandro: Commentario sistematico alla Costitu
zione italiana, Florence (G. Barbera), 1950 

Campagnolo, Umberto: Repubblica Federale Europea. Unificazione giuridica 
dell'Europa, Milan (Europa Unita), 1945 

Campilli, Pietro: L'economia italiana e la cooperazione europea, Rome (Ses
tante), 1950

Carandini, Nicolò: L'unità europea e il Congresso dell'Aja, Rome (Athenais), 
1948

Centre d’Action pour la Fédération Européenne: L'Europe de demain, Neu
châtel (La Baconnière), 1945

Corbino, Epicarmo: I  compiti dell'Italia per l'unione europea, Rome (Edizioni 
della Bussola), 1949

Croce, Benedetto: Storia dell'Europa nel secolo decimonono, Bari (Laterza),



II. Italian Political Parties and Pressure Groups 261

1932; tr. History of Europe in the Nineteenth Century; London (George Allen 
& Unwin), 1934

Dominedò, F.M.: Introduzione all’Europa, Rome (Seli), 1950 
Einaudi, Luigi: La guerra e l ’unità europea, Milan (Comunità), 1948, 1950 
Europa, special number of July-Aug. 1950 on the conference of the European 

Movement (Rome, 4-8 July 1950), with contributions by Einaudi, De Gas- 
peri, Jouhaux, Togni, Drapier, Jaeger, Dieterlen, Buttler and Chevalley 

European Parliamentary Union, see Unione Parlamentare Europea 
Garosci, Aldo: Cominciare subito: Italia, Francia, Germania (Collana MFE), 

Rome, 1950
Humanitas, Aug.-Sept. 1950, special number on ‘What is Europe?5, with con

tributions by M. Andriani, V. Arangio Ruiz, L. Dehio, R. Mondolfo, A. Pas
tore, C. Sforza, U. Spirito and others 

L ’idea federalista, Florence (A.F.E.), 1945
Luzzatto, G.: Precedenti e prospettive di un federalismo funzionale, Rome 

(Athenais), 1947
Magrini, Attardo: Il federalismo, Milan (Cavallotti), 1946 
Mila, Massimo: ‘Augusto Monti educatore e scrittore5, in II Ponte, 1949, 

p p .1136-48
Mochi, Alberto: Civiltà: i termini di una crisi, Rome (L’Universale), 1947 
Mochi, Alberto: Oriente comunista e federazione europea, Florence (La Nuova 

Italia), 1950
Monti, Augusto: L ’idea federalista italiana e i progetti di federazione europea, 

Milan (Sonzogno), 1945
Nenni, Pietro: Tempo di guerra fredda. Diari 1943-1956, Milan (Sugarco), 

1981
Parri, F. -  Calamandrei, P. -  Silone, I. -  Einaudi, L. -  Salvemini, G.: Europa 

Federata, with introduction by E. Rossi, Milan (Comunità), 1947 
Partito Repubblicano Italiano: Relazioni per il X X I0 Congresso Nazionale 

(Roma, 5-8 febbraio 1949), published by PRI Secretariat, Rome, 1949 
Partito Repubblicano Italiano: Il X X IT  Congresso del PRI (Livorno, 18-21 

maggio 1950), published by PRI Secretariat, Rome, 1950 
Pavan, P.: ‘L’unione europea e i cattolici5, in Orientamenti sociali, No. 3, 1950 
Il pensiero dei federalisti italiani al II0 Congresso Nazionale del MFE, collana 

del MFE, No. 3, Rome, 1949 (with speeches by Spinelli, Carandini, Antonio 
Mil di Villagrazia, Rollier, Salvatorelli, Rossi, Aldo Pedussia, Lodovico 
Benvenuti, Garosci, La Malfa, Giovanni Calò, Guglielmo Usellini, Alfredo 
Poggi, Calamandrei)

Petizione di cittadini italiani al Parlamento della Repubblica Italiana, published 
by Organizing Committee of the Petition for a Federal Pact, Rome, 1950 

Politica Estera, No. 4-5, April-May 1945, special number on European feder
ation, with articles by Clodio (pseudonym of Roberto Ducei), Salvatorelli, 
Sforza, Guido Gonella, Antonio Calvi, Mario Giuliano, La Malfa, Einaudi, 
Dino Secco Suardo, Mario Zagari, Leopoldo Piccardi, Basilio Cialdea, 
Bonomi, Calogero, Fedele D’Amico, Guido De Ruggiero, Omodeo, Ran- 
dolfo Pacciardi, Giuseppe Ugo Papi, Paolo Treves)



262 Bibliography

Rollier, Mario Alberto: Stati Uniti d ’Europa, Milan (Domus), 1950 
Rugarli, S.: Stati Uniti d ’Europa, Milan (Centro Studi Sociologici), 1945 
Rulli, Guglielmo: US.E. - Stati Uniti d ’Europa, Naples (Casella), 1945 
Ruini, Meuccio: Decalogo dell’unione europea, Rome (Edizioni del lavoro), 

1950
Salvemini, Gaetano: L ’Italia vista dall’America, vols. I and II, ed. by E. Taglia- 

cozzo, Tomo VII dell’‘Opera ’ di G. Salvemini, Milan (Mondadori), 1969 
Scopi, caratteri, organizzazione del Movimento Federalista Europeo, published 

by MFE, Milan, 1946; revised edn. 1947, entitled Origini, scopi', statuto del 
MFE

Sforza, Carlo: Come far l ’Europa?, Milan (Rizzoli), 1948 
Sforza, Carlo: Cinque anni a Palazzo Chigi: la politica estera italiana dal 1947 

al 1951, Rome (Atlante), 1952
Sforza, Carlo: O federazione europea o nuove guerre, Florence (La Nuova Ita

lia), 1948
Sforza, Carlo: L ’Italia alle soglie dell’Europa, Milan (Rizzoli), 1947 
Silone, I., in Part One (£The Initiates’) of The God that Failed: Six Studies in 

Communism by A. Koestler and others, with introduction by Richard 
Crossman, London (Hamish Flamilton), 1950; tr. Il Dio che è fallito, Milan 
(Comunità), 1950

Spinelli, Altiero: Dagli Stati sovrani agli Stati Uniti d ’Europa, with introduction 
by Garosci, Florence (La Nuova Italia), 1950 

Sturzo, Luigi: Italy and the new world-order, London, 1944, tr. L ’Italia e l ’or
dine internazionale, Turin (Einaudi), 1944 

Sturzo, Luigi: Miscellanea Londinese, voi. I: 1925-30; voi. II: 1931-33, 
Bologna (Zanichelli), 1945

Trabalza, Agostino: Stati Uniti d’Europa. Contributo alla formazione di una 
coscienza internazionale, Rome (Atlantica), 1945 

Trentin, Silvio: Stato, nazione, federalismo, Milan (La Fiaccola), 1945 
Ulisse, No. 4, 1948, special number, L ’idea d’Europa, with articles by Garosci, 

Silone, Astaldi, Ciasca, Giusso and others 
Unione Parlamentare Europea: Il Piano di Interlaken, published by MFE, 

Rome, 1948
Visconti, Dante: La concezione unitaria dell’Europa nel Risorgimento italiano, 

Milan (Vallardi), 1948

II. Monographs and Studies
(Various authors) : Atti del convegno di studio su Silvio Trentin (fesolo, 20 aprile 

1975), Vicenza (Neri Pozza), 1976
(Various authors) : Commemorazione di Luigi Einaudi nel centenario della 

nascita (1874-1974), Fondazione Luigi Einaudi, Turin, 1975 
(Various authors): Italia e Stati Uniti durante l ’Amministrazione Truman, 

Milan (F. Angeli), 1976
(Various authors): L ’Italia negli ultimi trentanni. Rassegna critica degli studi,



II. Italian Political Parties and Pressure Groups 263

Atti del seminario organizzato dal Consiglio regionale della Toscana nel 
X X X  anniversario della Costituzione della Repubblica, Bologna (Il Mulino), 
1978

(Various authors): Lezioni subantifascismo, ed. by P. Permoli, Bari (Laterza), 
1960

(Various authors): Luigi Sturzo, Saggi e testimonianze, Rome (Civitas), 1960 
(Various authors): Socialismo e socialisti, Bari (Laterza), 1974 
Adstans (pseudonym of thè diplomai Paolo Canali) : Alcide De Gasperi nella 

politica estera italiana, Milan (Mondadori), 1953 
Aga Rossi, Elena: Dal Partito Popolare alla Democrazia Cristiana, Bologna 

(Cappelli), 1969
Aga Rossi, Elena: Il Movimento Repubblicano, Giustizia e Libertà e il Partito 

dAzione, Bologna (Cappelli), 1969
Aga Rossi, Elena (ed.): Il Piano Marshall e l ’Europa, Rome (Istituto della 

Enciclopedia Italiana), 1983
Ajello, Nicola: Intellettuali e PCI, 1944-1958', Bari (Laterza), 1979 
Albertini, Mario: Il federalismo. Antologia e definizione, lst edn., Milan (Giuf- 

fré), 1963, 2nd edn., Bologna (Il Mulino), 1979 
Albertini, Mario: Il Risorgimento e l ’unità europea, Naples (Guida), 1979 
Albertini, Mario -  Chiti-Batelli, Andrea -  Petrilli, Giuseppe: Storia del federa

lismo europeo, ed. by Edmondo Paolini, with preface by Altiero Spinelli, 
Turin (ERI), 1973

Albonetti, Achille: Preistoria degli Stati Uniti d ’Europa, Milan (Giuffré), 1964 
Aldami, Bruno: Il pensiero politico di Umberto Campagnolo, thesis, Facoltà di 

Scienze Politiche dell’Università di Torino, 1974-5 (presented by Prof. 
Sergio Pistone)

Alfassio Grimaldi, Ugoberto (ed.) : Esperienze e studi in onore di Ugo Guido 
Mondolfo, Florence (La Nuova Italia), 1957 

Alfassio Grimaldi, Ugoberto -  Lanchester, Fulco: Principi senza scettro. Storia 
dei partiti politici italiani, Milan (Sugarco), 1978 

Andreotti, Giulio: De Gasperi e il suo tempo, Milan (Mondadori), 1964 
Ardia, Danilo: Il PSI e il Patto Atlantico, Milan (F. Angeli), 1974 
Armani, Giuseppe (ed.): Ernesto Rossi. Un democratico ribelle, Parma (Guan- 

da), 1975
Benzoni, Alberto -  Tedesco, Viva: Il movimento socialista nel dopoguerra, 

Padua (Marsilio), 1968
Bobbio, N.: ‘Il pensiero politico di Luigi Einaudi’, in Annali della Fondazione 

Luigi Einaudi, Vili, 1974
Bobbio, N.: ‘Profilo ideologico del Novecento italiano’, in (various authors) 

Il Novecento, Milan (Garzanti), 1969
Bobbio, N.: Trentanni di storia della cultura a Torino (1920-1950), Cassa di 

Risparmio di Torino, 1977
Bobbio, N.: ‘En mémoire d’Umberto Campagnolo’, in Comprendre, journal of 

thè Société Européenne de Culture, No. 43-4, 1978, pp. 261-70 
Bolis, Luciano: ‘Mario Alberto Rollier’, in II Pensiero Mazziniano, No. 1, 1980, 

pp. 6 ff.



264 Bibliography

Cacace, Paolo: Ventanni di politica estera italiana 1943-1963, Roma (Bonacci) 
1987

Calamandrei, Piero: Scritti e discorsi politici, ed. by N. Bobbio, Florence (La 
Nuova Italia), 1966, voi. I (2 books) and voi. II 

Calogero, Guido: Difesa del liberalsocialismo e altri saggi, revised with intro- 
duction by Michele Schiavone and historical note by Dino Cofrancesco, 
Milan (Marzorati), 1972

Campagnolo, Umberto : Petit dictionnaire pour une politique de la culture, Lau
sanne (La Baconnière), 1969

Camurani, Ercole: Bibliografia del PLI, Reggio Emilia (PLI), 1968 
Cartiglia, Carlo: Il Partito Socialista Italiano. 1892-1962, Turin (Loescher), 

1978
Catti De Gasperi, Maria Romana (ed.): La nostra patria Europa. Il pensiero 

europeistico di Alcide De Gasperi, Milan (Mondadori), 1969 
Centro di Azione Europea: I  cattolici e il federalismo (contributions by Ivo 

Murgia, Federico Alessandrini e Francesco Tagliamonte), Rome, 1961 
Cofrancesco, Dino: Europeismo e cultura. Da Cattaneo a Calogero, Genoa 

(E.C.I.G.), 1981
Curcio, Carlo: Europa. Storia di una idea, revised with preface by Gian Piero 

Orsello, Turin (ERI), 1978
D’Agata, Raffaele: Le origini del Movimento Federalista Europeo (1941-1946), 

with introduction by L. Bolis, Quaderni della F.l.A.P., No. 16, Rome, 1977 
Alcide De Gasperi: tributes by G. Delugan, R. Pacciardi, A. Giovannini, O.L.

Scalfaro, P. Rossi, E. Martino, G. Marino, Bologna (Cappelli), 1967 
De Gasperi, Maria Romana (ed.): De Gasperi e l'Europa, Brescia (Morcellia

na), 1979
De Luna, Giovanni: Storia del Partito dAzione. La rivoluzione democratica 

(1942/1947), Milan (Feltrinelli), 1982
Delzell, Charles F.: The European Federalist Movement in Italy: First Phase 

1918-1947’, in Journal of Modem History, XXXII, 1960, pp. 241-50 
Delzell, Charles F.: Mussolini's Enemies. The Italian Anti-Fascist Resistance, 

Princeton (University Press), 1961
De Rougemont, Denis -  Vedel, Georges -  Einaudi, Luigi -  Murgia, Ivo -  

Monnet, Jean -  La Malfa, Ugo: Piccola antologia federalista, Rome (Cam
pagna Europea della Gioventù), 1957

Di Capua, Giovanni: Come l'Italia aderì al Patto atlantico, Rome (La Base), 
1970

Di Porto, Bruno: Il Partito Repubblicano Italiano. Profilo per una storia dalle 
origini alle odierne battaglie, Rome (PRI), 1963 

Ducei, Roberto, and Olivi, Bino: L'Europa incompiuta, Padua (CEDAM), 
1970

Einaudi, Luigi: Il buongoverno. Saggi di economia e politica 1897-1954, ed. by 
Ernesto Rossi, Bari (Laterza), lst edn. 1954; last edn., with foreword by 
Massimo L. Salvadori, 1973

Einaudi, Luigi: Lo scrittoio del Presidente, Turin (Einaudi), 1956 
Federazione Universitaria Cattolica Italiana: Nazione e prospettive sopranazio-



II. Italian Political Parties and Pressure Groups 265

nali, Rome, 1952 (contributions by Pietro Pavan, Vittoria Bachelet, Franco 
Costa, Gianni Baget-Bozzo, Fausto Montanari, Giuseppe Vedovato, 
Giovan Battista Scaglia, Silvio Golzio, Paolo Emilio Taviani, Maria Pedraz- 
zini, Carlo Ramacciotti)

Ferrari Aggradi, Mario: Europa. Tappe e prospettive di unificazione, Rome 
(Studium), 1958

Galante Severino: La politica del PCI e il Patto Atlantico. ‘Rinascita' 1946- 
1949\ Padua (Marsilio), 1973

Galli, Giorgio: La sinistra italiana nel dopoguerra, Bologna (Il Mulino), 1959 
Galli, Giorgio: Storia del socialismo italiano, Bari (Laterza), 1980 
Gallo, Teresa: Il federalismo europeo nel pensiero politico di Ernesto Rossi, thesis 

for Facoltà di Scienze Politiche delPUniversità di Torino, 1974-5 (presented 
by Prof. Sergio Pistone)

Gambino, Antonio: Storia del dopoguerra. Dalla liberazione al potere DC, Bari 
(Laterza), 1975

Garbolino Boot, Giorgio: L'azione politica del MFE dalla Resistenza alla istitu
zione della CECA, thesis for Facoltà di Scienze Politiche delPUniversità di 
Torino, 1969-70 (presented by Prof. Ettore Passerin d’Entrèves)

Graziano, Luigi: La politica estera italiana nel dopoguerra, Padua (Marsilio), 
1968

Gualerzi, Giorgio: La politica estera dei popolari, Rome (Cinque Lune), 1959 
Guccione, Eugenio: ‘Il federalismo europeo in Luigi Sturzo’, in Archivio Sto

rico Siciliano, voi. IV, 1978, pp. 445-93
Guerriero, E.: L'inquietudine e l'utopia. Il racconto umano e cristiano di Ignazio 

Silone, Milan (Jaca Book), 1979
Hahn, K.J. : Histoire, structure, action de la Démocratie Chrétienne en Europe, 

Cahiers du Centre international démocrate-chrétien d’information et de 
documentation, No. 21, Rome, 1975

Istituto Affari Internazionali: La politica estera della Repubblica italiana, ed. by 
Massimo Bonanni, Milan (Comunità), 1967 

Istituto Per La Storia del Movimento Liberale: Luigi Einaudi nel centenario 
della nascita, Correggio Emilia, Forni, 1977 (essays by Sergio Ricossa, 
Antonio d’Aroma, Giuseppe Prezzolini, Marco Sagrestani, Renzo Ruffini) 

Kogan, Norman: A politicai History of Postwar Italy} New York (Praeger), 
1981; tr. Storia politica dell'Italia repubblicana, Bari (Laterza), 1982 

La Malfa, Ugo: La politica economica in Italia, Milan (Comunità), 1962 
Levi, Lucio: Federalismo e integrazione europea, Palermo (Palumbo), 1978 
Levi, Lucio: L'unificazione europea. Trentanni di Storia, Turin (SEI), 1979 
Levi, Lucio and Pistone, Sergio: Trentanni di vita del Movimento Federalista 

Europeo, Milan (F. Angeli), 1973
Lipgens, Walter: Europa-Foderationsplàne der Widerstandsbewegungen 1940- 

1945, Munich (Oldenbourg), 1968
Lipgens, Walter: Documents on thè History of European Integration, voi. 1: 

Continental Plans for European Union, 1939-1945, Berlin/New York (de 
Gruyter), 1984



266 Bibliography

Lipgens, Walter: A History of European Integration, voi 1: 1945-1947. The 
Formation of thè European Unity Movement, Oxford (Clarendon), 1982 

Mammarella, Giuseppe: L'Italia dalla caduta del fascismo ad oggi., Bologna (Il 
Mulino), 1978

Mammarella, Giuseppe: Storia d'Europa dal 1945 a oggi, Bari (Laterza), 1980 
Mannello, Luigi: Dal liberalismo al federalismo, Parma (Guanda), 1963 
Martini, Gianfranco: ‘Il coordinamento continentale dei democratici cristiani: 

tappe storiche e orientamenti ispiratori’, in (various authors) Il rischio 
Europa, ed. by B. De Marchi, Milan, Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore, 
1979, pp. 55-71

Migone, Gian Giacomo: Problemi di storia nei rapporti fra Italia e Stati Uniti, 
Turin (Rosenberg & Sellier), 1971

Morandi, Carlo: ‘L’idea dell’unità politica d’Europa nel XIX e XX secolo’, 
in (various authors) Nuove questioni di storia contemporanea, voi. II, Milan 
(Marzorati), 1952

Nitti, Gian Paolo: ‘Ricordo di Ernesto Rossi. Appunti bibliografici’, in II 
Movimento di Liberazione in Italia, No. 87, April-June 1967, pp. 1-55 

Olivetti, Adriano: L'ordine politico delle comunità, last edn., Milan (Comunità), 
1970

Omodeo, Adolfo: Libertà e storia. Scritti e discorsi politici, with Introduction 
by Alessandro Galante Garrone, Turin (Einaudi), 1960 

‘Papa Pio XII et il federalismo’, with a note by Umberto Serafini, in Comuni 
d'Europa, No. 10-11, Oct.-Nov. 1958

Ortona, Egidio: Anni d'America - La ricostruzione 1944-1951, Bologna (Il 
Mulino), 1984

Pastorelli, Pietro: La politica estera italiana del dopoguerra, Bologna (Il Muli
no), 1987

Pedone, Franco (ed.) : Il Partito Socialista Italiano nei suoi Congressi, voi. V : 
1942-1955, Milan (Edizioni del Gallo), 1968 

Petrilli, G.: La politica estera ed europea de De Gasperi, Rome (Cinque Lune), 
1975

Pistone, Sergio: ‘La convergenza fra interessi nazionali e integrazione 
europea nella politica europea di De Gasperi’, in L'Italia e l'Europa, 1979, 
No. 12, pp. 142-62

Pistone, Sergio (ed.): L'idea dell'unificazione europea dalla prima alla seconda 
guerra mondiale, Turin (Fondazione Luigi Einaudi), 1975 (articles by 
Arduino Agnelli, Bobbio, Cofrancesco, Levi, Lipgens, Monteleone, Pis
tone, Rossolillo)

Pistone, Sergio: L'Italia e l'unità europea. Dalle premesse storiche all'elezione del 
Parlamento europeo, Turin (Loescher), 1982 

Punzo, Mario: Dalla Liberazione a Palazzo Barberini, Storia del Partito Socia
lista Italiano dalla ricostruzione alla scissione del 1947, with preface by 
Franco Catalano, Milan (CELUC), 1973 

Quaroni, Pietro: L'Europa al bivio, Milan (Ferro), 1965 
Ramacciotti, Carlo: I  cattolici e l'unità europea, Rome (Ateneo), 1954



II. Italian Political Parties and Pressure Groups 267

Rosengarten, Frank: Silvio Trentin dall'interventismo alla Resistenza, Milan 
(Feltrinelli), 1980

Salvadori, Massimo L.: Gaetano Salvemini, Turin (Einaudi), 1963 
Salvadori, Rinaldo: Le origini del processo 'integrazione dell'Europa Occidentale' 

(1940-1950), Parma (Studium Parmense), 1974 (with appendix by Luciana 
Brunazzi, L'idea d'Europa nella Resistenza italiana: orientamenti bibliogra- 
fici)

Salvemini, Gaetano: Lettere dall’America, 1944-1946, ed. by Alberto Merda, 
Bari (Laterza), 1967

Saragat, Giuseppe: Quarantanni di lotta per la democrazia. Scritti e discorsi 
1926-1965, ed. by Luigi Preti and Italo De Feo, Milan (Mursia), 1966 

Semoli Flick, Ortensia: L'idea dell'unificazione europea nell'area socialista 
(1943-1953), thesis for Facoltà di Scienze Politiche £C. Alfieri’ dell’Universi
tà di Firenze (presented by Prof. Luigi Lotti), 1978-9 

Serafini, Umberto: Adriano Olivetti e il Movimento Comunità, Milan (Co
munità), 1982

Simoni, Sergio (ed.): Iprogrammi dei governi repubblicani dal 1948 al 1978, 
Rome (Tipografia del Senato), 1978 

Solari, Leo: Eugenio Colorni, Venice (Marsilio), 1980 
Spinelli, Altiero: L'Europa non cade dal cielo, Bologna (Il Mulino), 1960 
Spinelli, Altiero: Il lungo monologo, Rome (Ateneo), 1968 
Spinelli, A. -  Rossi, E.: Il Manifesto di Ventotene, with introduction by M. 

Albertini, Naples (Guida), 1982. This also contains Colorni’s preface to 
A. Spinelli -  E. Rossi, Problemi della federazione europea, published clandes
tinely by the MFE in 1944; essays by Spinelli, Gli Stati Uniti d'Europa e le 
varie tendenze politiche and Politica marxista e politica federalista, first pub
lished in Problemi della federazione europea; essay by Bobbio, Il federalismo 
nel dibattito politico e culturale della Resistenza; and an interview with 
Spinelli by Sonia Schmidt

Tarchiani, A.: Dieci anni tra Roma e Washington, Milan (Mondadori), 1955 
Taviani, Paolo Emilio: Solidarietà atlantica e Comunità europea, Florence (Le 

Monnier), 1958
Toscana, Mario: Pagine di storia diplomatica contemporanea, voi. II, Milan 

(Giuffré), 1963
Trentin, Silvio: Scritti inediti, ed. by Paolo Gobetti, with contributions by 

Emilio Lussu and Fians Werner Tobler, Parma (Guanda), 1972 
Vallauri, Carlo (ed.): La ricostituzione dei partiti democratici (1943-1948), 

Rome (Bulzoni), 1977, 3 vols.
Varsori, Antonio: £La scelta occidentale dell’Italia’ in Storia delle relazioni 

internazionali, no. 1, 1985 (part I); no. 2, 1985 (part II)
Vedovato, Giuseppe: Politica estera italiana e scelta europea, Florence (Le 

Monnier), 1979
Voigt, Klaus: £Die Genfer Fòderalistentreffen im Friihjahr 1944’, in Risorgi

mento. Rivista europea di storia italiana e contemporanea, No. 1, 1980, 
pp. 59-72



268 Bibliography

Zeno, Livio: Ritratto di Carlo Sforza. Col carteggio Croce-Sforza e altri docu
menti inediti Florence (Le Monnier), 1975 

Zurcher, Arnold J.: The Struggle to Unite Europe 1940-1958, New York 
(University Press), 1958



III. Belgian Political Parties and Pressure 
Groups in the Discussion on European Union

K lem en s  B o t t

Belgium after the Second World War had a particularly strong interest in 
European union, arising partly from its special history and partly from the 
fear, shared by all small European countries, of being reduced to insignificance 
in a world increasingly polarized between the antagonistic Eastern and 
Western blocs.

The policy of neutrality1 which Belgium maintained from 1839 onwards was 
abruptly terminated by the German invasion of 1914. The subsequent align
ment with Britain and France was abandoned in 1936, when Hitler’s occupa
tion of the Rhineland showed that the Locarno guarantee of Belgium’s 
frontiers was illusory, while the impotence of the League of Nations was also 
becoming more and more evident. When Spaak as Foreign Minister pro
claimed the government’s readoption of the neutrality policy on 20 July 1936,2 
this seemed the only way to demonstrate the country’s independence in the 
hope of averting a German attack.

After the second period of neutrality was in turn shattered by the German 
invasion on 10 May 1940, the Pierlot government in exile resolved upon a 
fresh course, with the Socialist Spaak at the helm as regards foreign affairs and 
with the aid of the leading Catholic statesman Van Zeeland. A commission set 
up to study postwar problems produced reports and numerous articles in the 
semi-official organ Belgium advocating that the country should play its part 
in international organizations as a complement to regional unions.3

1 On the Belgian policy of neutrality cf. H. Bliss, A Process of Federalism, pp. 12-18, 
and F. van Langenhove, De la politique d'indépendance, pp. 3-14.

2 Spaak began his speech with the often-quoted statement: ‘I want only one thing, 
a foreign policy which is exclusively and integrally Belgian/ (Combats inachevés, 
vol. 1, p. 45). Cf. also J.H. Huizinga, Mr Europe, p. 233, and A. West, Les pays du 
Benelux, pp. 88 f.

3 The Commission pour l’étude des problèmes d’après-guerre (CEPAG), directed 
by the former premier and foreign minister Van Zeeland, was set up in March 1941 
by the government in exile as a kind of central institution for questions of economic 
coordination, political reform and international cooperation. Cf. B.S. Chlepner, 
Cent ans d'histoire, pp. 242 f., and H. Bliss, op. cit. (n. 1), p. 18. For its activities see 
Chapter III of W. Lipgens, Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 2. A branch of CEPAG was active
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Spaak, who was foreign minister with only short interruptions from 1936 
to 1949, devoted much effort in London to preparations for post-war coopera
tion and to persuading the other exiled governments -  those of Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, Norway, the Netherlands, Luxemburg, Greece and Yugo
slavia -  to join in a European federation.4 He hoped that Britain would be its 
leader,5 and endeavoured to interest Churchill and Eden in the project.

The two main parties in postwar Belgium -  the Parti Social Chrétien (PSC) 
and the Parti Socialiste Belge (PSB) -  both expressed pro-European views in 
their manifestos. The PSB at its ‘Victory Congress’ in June 1945 adopted 
guidelines clearly opposed to any form of neutrality.6 Analysing the situation 
at the end of the war, the Party demonstrated its change of attitude by devoting 
the whole first section of its programme to international political cooperation. 
This as yet did not imply membership of a Western bloc but participation in 
international organizations, a degree of limitation of national sovereignty, and 
close cooperation with Britain, France and the Soviet Union.7

Similarly the PSC -  the former Catholic bloc -  gave first place to interna
tional cooperation in its postwar programme. In accordance with the general 
trend in Europe after the defeat of Nazism, the left wing of the Belgian 
Catholic party also gained in influence. When, on 16 July 1945, the left 
extremists broke away to form the Union Démocratique Belge (UDB),8 the 
rest of the party underwent a process of reorganization and rejuvenation. As a 
result there came into being on 18/19 August 1945 the non-denominational 
Parti Social Chrétien under a new chairman, August de Schrijver. Of the 92 
PSC deputies in the Lower House in 1946, two-thirds were ‘new men’.9 The 
reorientation was also reflected in the ‘Christmas programme’ of 1945

in New York, where René Hislaire edited the journal Belgium. Cf. the studies in Bel
gique. Rapports de la Commission pour l'Étude des Problèmes d'après-guerre 
(1941-1944), s.l.n.d. [London, 1944].

4 Cf. W. Loth, ‘Countries in a Weak Situation’, in W. Lipgens, History of European 
Integration 1945-1947, section on Belgium, pp. 259 ff. For the developing ideas on 
Europe of the government in exile cf. also C. Janssen, Réveil, pp. 25-36.

5 Cf. Spaak, op. cit. (n. 2), pp. 154 ff., and Huizinga, op. cit. (n. 2), p.233. For 
further literature on Spaak see n. 1 to doc. 97 below.

6 Cf. doc. 81, second section. For the PSB cf. Parti Socialiste Belge, Les Fastes du 
Parti; F.E. Oppenheim, ‘Belgian Political Parties’, pp. 108-14; Chlepner, op. cit. 
(n. 3), pp. 363-82; F. Wende, Lexikon zur Geschichte der Parteien, pp. 15 f.; for the 
party’s European policy, G. Marchal-Van Belle, Les socialistes belges, pp. 9-21.

7 Cf. doc. 81 and Oppenheim, op. cit., p. I l l ,  emphasizing that the party was 
opposed to joining a Western bloc.

8 The Union Démocratique Belge, comparable in character to the French MRP 
(Mouvement Républicain Populaire), was intended as a non-denominational party. 
It failed to survive its defeat in the immediate postwar period and was dissolved eight 
months after its foundation: cf. Oppenheim, op. cit., p. 101.

9 For the PSC cf. Oppenheim, pp. 99-107; Wende, op. cit. (n. 6), pp. 17 f.; J. Beau- 
fay, Les Partis catholiques, pp. 53-366; M. Vaussard, Histoire, pp. 172-91 ; Chlepner, 
op. cit. (n. 3), pp. 359-63; M. van den Wijngaert, Ontstaan. . . (see Bibliography).
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(doc. 82), which was primarily concerned with social policy and embodied 
many of the Left’s ideas.10

The new PSC programme thus provided sufficient basis for cooperation 
with the Socialists in home affairs, and there were also points of contact in for
eign policy. The opening words ‘The old world of liberal capitalism is in 
ruins’11 bore witness to the altered sense of values within the PSC and the 
feeling that a new order was necessary. Unlike the Socialists, however, the 
Christian Democrats in 1945 already declared for cooperation in the West 
and for an association of ‘Britain, France, Luxemburg, the Netherlands and 
perhaps the Scandinavian countries.’12

The Christian-Social leaders placed their hopes in existing international 
organizations and development in the direction of West European integra
tion, which, however, they saw primarily in economic terms. Van Zeeland, 
the party’s best-known statesman, confined himself in and after June 1946 to 
calling for the economic unification of Europe,13 and this became the party’s 
rallying-cry. At the same time Paul Struye in the Senate advocated a Western 
bloc to meet the challenge from the East. He had in mind primarily a military 
and political union between Britain and the West European states, but urged 
that this was impossible if the countries in question were in a state of economic 
war with one another.14

However, postwar Belgian policy15 was for the time being dominated by the 
controversy concerning the position of Leopold III.16 In June 1945 the dispute 
over the king’s return provoked a secession of the Christian Democrats from 
the Van Acker cabinet, which was thereafter only held together by a consensus 
in regard to the ‘royal question’. Not till the beginning of 1947 was the East- 
West conflict so evident that foreign affairs became the main issue in politics. 
A broad coalition was then formed between the PSC and the PSB, to the exclu
sion of the Liberals, who were less firmly pro-European, and the Commu
nists, who were expressly hostile to the European ideas; the royal question

10 Cf. Oppenheim, p. 102, and Chlepner, p. 360.
11 Chlepner, ibid.
12 Parti Social Chrétien, Principes et Tendances, p. 108.
13 Cf. doc. 83.
14 Annales parlementaires, Sénat, 19 June 1946, p. 338.
15 A monograph on Belgian history since the war is lacking. For a general account 

of the period 1945-50 cf. La décision. ..;  F.E. Eyck, The Benelux Countries; J.E. 
Helmreich, Belgium and Europe; L. van Langenhove, La Sécurité. . . ;  A. Mast, Les 
pays du Benelux; A. de Meeus, Histoire des Belges; H. Pirenne, Histoire de Belgique, 
vol. 6; La Revue Politique; W. Wagner, Europa. . ., pp. 204-19; and, for 1945-7, 
W. Loth (n. 4), pp. 258-63.

16 The Socialists and Liberals accused Leopold III (who in 1945 was in German cap
tivity) of not having resisted the Germans firmly enough in 1940, and were opposed 
to his reascending the throne. His return was advocated by the Flemings and 
Catholics, the chief electoral support of the PSC. On the ‘royal question’ see 
W. Verkade, Democratic Parties..., pp. 211-16; A. Mast, op. cit., p. 90; and 
G. Cambrelin, Le drame belge.
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was shelved, and the two main parties were at last able to translate their shared 
view of foreign policy into practical measures. Before this, in 1946-7, the 
debate on European integration was conducted mainly by private individuals 
and associations, the political and organizational variety of which was 
probably more complicated in Belgium than in any other country.17

The historian Henri Pirenne18 once referred to his native Belgium as ‘the 
microcosm of Europe’.19 Owing to the rivalry between Flemings and Wal
loons nationalism was less acute than elsewhere in Europe, and Belgians felt 
predestined to play the part of leaders in the European cause. However, the 
country’s role as a ‘microcosm’ produced a multiplicity of pro-European 
groups, who took longer to coalesce into a single organization than did their 
opposite numbers elsewhere. This led to unnecessary rivalry and friction 
among small associations which were often of slight political importance. 
There were over 30 such groups in all,20 many of them known by name only, 
and their relative insignificance makes it a difficult task to summarize their po
litical and personal attitudes.

A federalist group with considerable influence in the field of theory was that 
associated with Cabiers Socialistes,21 founded in 1944 by Raymond Riff let. 
Such writers as G. Ernestan, G. Jaeger, and Maurice and G. van den Dale 
stood for a pluralistic, non-dogmatic form of socialism and were thus ahead 
of the PSB itself in calling for European union on a federal basis. They showed 
willingness to cooperate to this end with non-socialist forces, provided their 
own socialist position could be safeguarded. Rifflet hoped for a ‘European 
revolution’22 as the democratic starting-point of the future federation: such 
organizations as the League of Nations and the United Nations were con-

17 For the development of Belgian pressure groups down to 1947 cf. Lipgens, Histo
ry, pp. 633-8.

18 H. Pirenne, author inter alia of a standard six-volume Histoire de Belgique.
19 Bliss, op. cit. (n. 1), p. 23.
20 For the deficiency of source literature cf. E. de la Vallée Poussin, ‘Le Mouve

ment Européen’, p. 255: ‘Lorsque j’ai voulu raconter mes souvenirs sur l’histoire du 
Mouvement Européen en Belgique, j’ai constaté, en effet, avec un grand étonnement, 
que pour une période encore si récente, les documents ont déjà en grande partie dis
paru ou sont du moins dispersés et difficiles à trouver.’ Cf. also Sources. . ., pp. 5-13. 
Only the principal Belgian federalist groups are represented in the present survey. 
Others, for which no archives could be found, were the Ligue Unioniste Euro
péenne (R. Débandé); Mouvement International Fédéraliste (J. Toint); Équipes 
Fédéralistes Universitaires (J. Toint); Mouvement des travailleurs chrétiens pour 
l’Europe (A. Cool); Cercle des Étudiants Européens de l’Université Libre de Bru
xelles (J. Hamilius); Action européenne (R. Rifflet); Centre international d’amitié; 
Conseil économique wallon; also the periodicals De Gids op Plaatselijk Gebied; De 
Gids op Maatschappelijk Gebied; Documents de l'Action Sociale Catholique; and 
Streven (see Bibliography).

21 Cf. D. Lamalle in Revue politique, p. 457. The group’s influence, according to 
Lamalle, was not confined to the PSB. Cf. also Lipgens, History, pp. 635 f.

22 Cf. doc. 86.
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demned to failure because they were superimposed on social and national 
antagonisms which they made no attempt to reconcile.

Parallel to the Cahiers Socialistes, the reconstituted PSC23 founded its own 
journal, the weekly La Relève. The young politicians and publicists who made 
it into a Liberal counterpart to the Conservative daily La Libre Belgique24 
included the European federalists Etienne de la Vallée Poussin and Arthur Gil
son. Associated with the journal was a group entitled ‘La Relève. Mouvement 
d’étude et d’action politique’,25 which also favoured European union but was 
independent enough to form a critical opinion of its own.26 While Temps Nou
veaux, the official organ of the PSC,27 reported European developments with 
superficial euphoria,27 La Relève offered searching analyses from as many 
angles as possible, while laying the main emphasis on economic integration.28

The monthly Synthèses, like Cahiers Socialistes, was committed to a socialist 
theory of society. First published in April 1946, it became the organ of a feder
alist group led by Van Caeneghen and the trade unionist Maurice Lambilli- 
otte, who was Spaak’s economic adviser. A merger with the Cahiers Socialistes 
group, planned in the spring of 1947, came to nothing because the latter wel
comed the Marshall Plan with an enthusiasm which Lambilliotte could not 
share, bound as he was to consider the views of the Walloon trade unions 
under Communist influence.29 While in the long run he could not overlook the 
fact that Marshall aid offered a real opportunity of European cooperation,30 
his leading articles expressed the scepticism that he and most socialists felt 
towards US sponsorship of European recovery. Accordingly he regarded Mar
shall aid as a second-best solution: his hope was rather that by steadily 
working on public opinion, which was already disposed towards federalism, 
enough pressure could be generated to compel politicians in the respective 
countries to move in that direction.31

Apart from these loosely organized associations with their respective jour
nals there was a wide range of pressure groups, often linked together by per-

23 Cf. p. 270 above.
24 Cf. Vaussard, Histoire, p. 176.
25 There is no further documentation on this group. It was unfortunately not 

possible to examine the pamphlet La Relève. Mouvement d'étude et d'action politique. 
Le sens d'une politique. Position de principe. Status du Mouvement (Brussels, 1945).

26 Cf., e.g., ‘La vérité sur le Congrès de La Haye’ in La Relève, 22 May 1948, p. 1. 
This article complained that the organizational structure of the Congress was on too 
personal a basis and did not assign a sufficient role to federalist groups; those con
cerned were ‘less interested in the liberation of peoples than in safeguarding certain 
private interests’.

27 Temps Nouveaux, Hebdomadaire du PSC, Brussels, 1947-50.
28 Doc. 89.
29 Cf. Lipgens, History, p. 636.
30 Lambilliotte, like many socialists, was faced with a dilemma. He wanted a united 

Europe, towards which the Marshall Plan offered valuable aid (cf. doc. 92, n. 3), but 
did not went a Europe united by capitalism.

31 Doc.92.
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sonal or organizational ties, which were not strong enough to exert any politi
cal influence until after the Hague Congress in May 1948, which led to the 
fusion of the small associations in each country into a single European Move
ment, unified from the theoretical and organizational points of view.

One of the first pressure groups in Belgium was the Union Fédérale Inter
nationale, founded on 1 December 1945 at the home of the Liberal deputy 
Ernest Demuyter as a branch of the British ‘Federal Union’.32 In the person of 
Antoine Allard, the leader of the world-federalist and pacifist movement ‘Stop 
War’,33 this was the only Belgian group represented at the Hertenstein confer
ence of federalists from 13 countries in September 1946 which led to the for
mation of the Union Européenne des Fédéralistes (UEF);34 however, the 
group did not itself join the UEF but stood firm on the doctrine of world feder
ation. Through Maurice Cosyn it was connected with the Movement for 
World Federal Government (MWFG) founded at Luxemburg in October 
1946. This movement believed that world government was a necessary prelimi
nary to regional and continental federations; limitation to Europe was a sure 
way of creating hostile blocs and would lead to a third world war, as neither 
the US nor the USSR could tolerate a strong Europe.35

A key personality among the many European movements in Belgium was 
Jean Buchmann, who at the end of 1946 founded the Rassemblement Fédéra
liste, based on the view that European integration could only be achieved by 
‘beginning in Western Europe’.36 In summer 1947 he tried to combine the Bel
gian groups into an ‘Union des Mouvements Fédéralistes Belges’.37 However,

32 Cf. Federal News, No. 131, Feb. 1946, p. 11, and Lipgens, History, p. 634.
33 Cf. Lipgens, loc. cit.
34 European federalists from 13 countries met at Hertenstein in Switzerland from 

14 to 21 Sept. 1946 at the invitation of the Swiss Europa-Union. This led to the foun
dation of the umbrella organization Union Européenne des Fédéralistes (UEF).

35 Doc. 84. The connection between Union Fédérale and the MWFG was reflected 
in the title sometimes used: ‘Union Fédérale, mouvement pour un gouvernement 
mondial’. The correspondent appointed for both groups was Émile Duray: cf. Etats 
Unis d'Europe, vol. 1, No. 2, Oct. 1946, pp. 3 f.

36 Cf. Lipgens, History, p. 635. Buchmann was an influential member of the PSC. 
The ‘Rassemblement’, which was mainly Flemish-based, used for its publicity the 
periodical Etats-Unis d'Europe, which had been edited by Ram Linssen since 
Sept. 1946; the group associated with this journal was itself a member of the UEF. 
No documentation concerning the group has been traced except a letter from Buch
mann of 4 Dec. 1947 reporting the above to Henri Brugmans,president of the UEF 
(BEF Archives, The Hague, Brugmans correspondence). For Etats-Unis d'Europe cf. 
doc. 90.

37 For what follows cf. Lipgens, History, p. 637. Those concerned were:
General Director: J. Buchmann
Secretary: J. Toint 
Representatives of:
Cahiers Socialistes: G. Jaeger 
États-Unis d’Europe: R. Linssen
Institut d’Économie Européenne: Prof. Van der Ghinst
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Allard’s Union Fédérale dropped out when Buchmann attempted to convert 
this association into a more closely-knit 'fédération des mouvements’. Finally 
the simplistic propaganda of the industrialist Maurice Hamesse, who had been 
persuaded to finance the association, led to its collapse in the autumn of 
1947.38

The end of 1947 saw a fresh attempt to form a loose organization of all the 
federalist elements in Belgium. While Hamesse, aided by Ram Linssen and 
Van der Ghinst, concentrated on gaining mass support,39 the new agency 
‘Troisième Force’ was intended to provide a link between European-minded 
personalities in public life and parliament.40 Jacques Toint was responsible for 
coordination, with Jean Buchmann as liaison officer with the PSC and Ray
mond Rifflet with the PSB.41

More successful, however, were Hamesse’s activities leading to the founda
tion of the Mouvement d’Action et de Propagande (MAP). In April 1948 he 
took over Linssen’s monthly journal Etat-Unis d'Europe, which had closed on 
account of financial difficulties, and turned it into an important mouthpiece 
of the Belgian groups.42 In the spring of that year Hamesse fell out with his col
laborator Van Craenenbroeck, who founded a separate Flemish organization 
known as the ‘Beweging der Europeese Federalisten -  Vlaanderen’;43 the

Ligue Unioniste Européenne: R. Débandé 
Rassemblement Fédéraliste: R. Gubbels 
Union Fédérale: Baron A. Allard
(UEF, Lettre circulaire, No. 13, Geneva, 22 July 1947, p. 3. Quoted from Lipgens, 
loc. cit.)

38 Cf. Lipgens, ibid. Buchmann (cf. n. 36) explained the impossibility of unifying the 
various organizations and groups by the fact that it was no use trying to ‘start 
any serious and effective action with a band of theosophists and carpet-sellers’.

39 These efforts took concrete shape in the MAP with its mass membership.
40 On this point Buchmann observed in his report: ‘Europe can only be saved by a 

close association (entente sérieuse) among the élites of what may become the 
Third Force’.

41 It was also planned, according to Buchmann’s report, to start a periodical 
Troisième Force under the editorship of R. Gubbels. No trace of this could be 
found, however.

42 For Linssen and Etats-Unis d'Europe cf. doc. 99. After Hamesse took over the 
journal it bore the sub-title ‘Organe du M.A.P. (Mouvement d’Action et de 
Propagande). Section Belge de l’Union Européenne des Fédéralistes et 
Mouvement universel pour une Confédération Mondiale’. Cf. also doc. 88.

43 The dispute between Van Craenenbroeck and Hamesse can be followed in several 
letters of complaint from the latter to Brugmans, president of the UEF (BEF 
Archives, Brugmans correspondence). All that is known of ‘BEF-Vlaanderen’ are 
its Statutes. In leading UEF circles it was labelled ‘extrême droite et “incivique” ’ 
(Brugmans to Hamesse, 28 March 1949, BEF Archives, Brugmans correspond
ence). Its chairman was Van den Boeynants, a former MAP member and 
afterwards (1961-6) chairman of the PSC. At the beginning of 1949 Van 
Craenenbroeck was already engaged, with Charles Becquet and Jacques Toint, in
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MAP from then on used its journal Verenigd Europa to recruit support among 
the Flemish population. A first appeal addressed to ‘Flemings!!!’44 proclaimed 
that from the Flemish point of view the European idea meant, first and fore
most, closer relations with the Netherlands. A regular column ‘In de Bewe- 
ging’ reported on the extensive grass-roots activity of the MAP, based on the 
conviction that a Europe united by politicians was not sufficient unless it also 
commanded popular loyalty; for this purpose increased radio propaganda 
was also necessary.45 In December 1948 a student group at Ghent University 
was founded with the motto ‘From Flemings to Europeans’, its objective being 
a European community of students.46 The basic aims of the MAP were 
reprinted in each number of Verenigd Europa,, viz.: (1) the maintenance of a 
democratic and lasting peace; (2) the preservation of European cultural values 
and of freedom, justice and human dignity; and (3) the achievement and devel
opment of prosperity. The peoples of Europe must unite to secure these aims, 
which could no longer be attained on a national basis. The federal idea was a 
dynamic principle applying to all spheres of activity, for the creation of new 
political, social and economic structures.47

The international Congress at The Hague in 1948 gave a fresh impulse to 
efforts at concentration on the national level. Parallel with the establishment 
of an international coordinating committee, which developed into the Euro
pean Movement, Lohest and Buchmann organized the foundation of a Belgian 
‘Comité de Coordination’ uniting those associations which functioned as Bel
gian sections of international movements. The Ligue Européenne de Coopéra
tion Économique (LECE) was represented by Vallée Poussin and Delattre; 
the Nouvelles Équipes Internationales (NEI) by Lamalle and Lohest; the Euro-

founding a new organization, the Équipes Fédéralistes, with the object of 
‘coordinating and uniting young federalist energies’ (letter of 6 Feb. 1949 from 
Équipes to the UEF, in BEF Archives, Brugmans correspondence).

44 Verenigd Europa, No. 1,15 Oct. 1948, p. 1.
45 Ibid., No. 3, 15 Jan. 1949, p. 1: ‘De Radio en Verenigd Europa’.
46 Ibid., pp. 1 and 4: ‘In de Beweging’.
47 The following statement of principles appeared on p. 2 of each number:

Our ideal: Europe in a world of concord 
Our purposes:
(1) To fight against war and bring about a lasting, democratic peace based 

on a general entente among all peoples, whatever their political attitudes.
(2) To preserve the essential values of European civilization and to assure 

mankind of justice, freedom and dignity.
(3) To create and develop prosperity.
Nationalist governments are no longer capable of ensuring the freedom, 
prosperity and peace of their citizens on a basis of unlimited sovereignty. The 
uniting of nations around a regional government is the only hope of avoiding war 
in Europe and in the world. A dynamic principle valid on every plane, the federal 
idea promises new political, social and economic structures, a human solution 
based on greater understanding, love and concord. This must be the foundation 
of the new, united, free and prosperous Europe that will be capable of playing 
a reconciling role in the world.
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pean Parliamentary Union (EPU) by Bohy and Gilson; the Mouvement Socia
liste pour les États-Unis d’Europe (MSEUE) by Rifflet and Ernestan; and the 
Union Européenne des Fédéralistes (UEF) by Buchmann, Van der Ghinst and 
Hamesse.48 The process of concentration was reflected in the fact that 
scarcely any further small groups came into existence after the Hague Con
gress.

Among the Belgian sections of those international associations which com
bined in 1949 to form the European Movement, only the MSEUE figured as a 
national group with independent concepts of its own. It was founded at the 
beginning of 1947, even before the constituent session of the MSEUE itself (at 
that time known as MEUSE). The branch’s policy was more decidedly 
socialist and in favour of European federation than was the Belgian socialist 
party.49 As late as 1950, when Western integration was well advanced as a 
result of Marshall aid, the Brussels Treaty and the foundation of Nato, the Bel
gian MSEUE was still arguing for a socialist Europe which should play the 
part of a ‘strong, enlightened arbiter’ between the two world powers.50

On 16 February 1949 the multiplicity of Belgian groups was finally replaced 
by the creation of the Belgian Council of the European Movement. Spaak was 
an honorary president of the international movement -  itself founded in Brus
sels in October 1948 -  along with Léon Blum, Churchill and Alcide De 
Gasperi. The president of the Belgian Council was the Christian Democrat 
Van Zeeland, with the Socialist Jean Drapier as his deputy.51 At this point the 
numerous private activities merged with those of the parties and government. 
The main objective was the creation of the Council of Europe, concerning 
whose Statute the Belgian Council of the European Movement put forward its 
own proposals.52

Among the Socialists53 Paul-Henri Spaak -  leader of the party’s right wing, 
which was more or less pragmatic in tendency -  was an advocate of close 
political, military and economic cooperation with the US. The left wing 
rejected this policy for fear that it might involve Belgium in a conflict with the 
Soviet Union, ‘side by side with capitalist America and Fascist Spain’.54 This

48 Cf. Bulletin de BUEF, No. 2, July 1948. For the origin, organization and pro
grammes of the international organizations cf. O. Philip, Le Problème..., 
pp. 178-98, and Lipgens, History, ch. II. In Belgium, as in most other countries, a 
section of the European Parliamentary Union (EPU) had been formed in the 
summer of 1947. Its president was the Socialist G. Bohy, with the Christian Demo
crat A. Gilson as his deputy. No independent statements by this ‘Groupe parlemen
taire fédéraliste’ could be found, however. Cf. also Lipgens, History, pp. 614 f.

49 For the MSEUE and its Belgian branch see notes on docs. 96 and 101.
50 Doc. 101.
51 For the organization of the European Movement see introduction to doc. 100.
52 Doc. 100.
53 The old Parti Ouvrier Belge (POB) was reconstituted after the war as the PSB 

with the object of attracting more intellectuals; however, the party line continued 
to be more pragmatic than dogmatic (cf. Chlepner, op. cit., p. 382).

54 Oppenheim, ‘Belgian Political Parties’, p. 110.
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viewpoint still prevailed at a party congress in October 1947. In a resolution 
on international peace the party affirmed its faith in the United Nations and 
the Socialist International, called for economic cooperation under the Mar
shall Plan and, while rejecting a policy of neutrality for Belgium, took a firm 
stand against any further commitment to a Western bloc.55 While Spaak urged 
the need to counter developments in the East and to unite at least one half of 
Europe now that the other was lost,56 the left-wing Socialist Victor Larock in 
1948 was still advising against haste and urging that the option of including 
Eastern Europe should be kept open.57 Louis de Brouckere, the former presi
dent of the Second (Socialist) International, likewise warned against ‘Euro
pean nationalism5 and advocated an internationalist policy to avert the forma
tion of blocs. In his view, either a strong united Europe would pursue an impe
rialist and expansionist policy, in which case it had better not come into exist
ence, or it would take part in creating a new, humane international society, in 
which case there would be a worldwide community and not a purely Euro
pean federation.58

These conflicting opinions were to some extent reconciled in debates on the 
Marshall Plan and the Brussels Treaty, and the left wing gradually came to 
accept the policy of alignment with the West; but there were still points of fric
tion within the party as this policy developed, as witness a statement by the 
party chairman Max Buset with a clear emphasis on socialism.59 However, 
Larock’s report on the Council of Europe and the European Movement, pre
pared for the international socialist conference at Baarn (Amsterdam) in May 
1949, showed that the left wing was by degrees adopting a more pragmatic 
standpoint.60 After the Council of Europe was set up, the parliamentary 
debates on its Statute showed that the Socialists were by then almost 
unanimous in supporting the country’s official pro-European policy.61 None 
the less, criticism was still voiced within the party. Louis Pierard’s speech,

55 Le Peuple, 29 Oct. 1947, p. 1: Tour la paix internationale’:
In view of the continued dangerous tension between the US and Russia, the Party 
will press the government not to take refuge in an illusory neutrality. It will urge 
the country to reject advances, interference and pressure of all kinds from for
eign countries and not to ally itself, outside or within the United Nations, to any 
geographical or ideological group which might appear to align its members in 
support of either of the great powers. (...)

56 Annales parlementaires, Sénat, 20 June 1946, pp. 362 f.; Chambre, 23 Oct. 1947,
p. 16.

57 Le Peuple, 7 Nov. 1948, p. 2: The Americans talk too readily of the United 
States of Europe. This is a long-term objective. The part of Europe which is still free 
must organize itself on a sound basis in order to reconquer peacefully the Soviet 
satellite countries: Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary . . . ’

58 Le Peuple, 18 June 1947, p. 1 : ‘L’entente européenne’.
59 Doc. 94.
60 Doc.95.
61 The majority opinion of the parliamentary party was expressed in this debate by 

Spaak’s speech on the potential development of the Council of Europe : see doc. 97.
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punctuated by loud protests from his own ranks, showed that the differences 
had only been papered over. Pierard, a member of the MSEUE and the EPU, 
had denounced the formation of an anti-socialist front in the Council of 
Europe and expressed the fear that the East-West split would become more 
acute.62 In his speech on the Statute of the Council of Europe he attacked 
what he regarded as the premature, ill-considered decision to associate West 
Germany with its activity.63 In the same debate Spaak summarized the 
majority view of the parliamentary Socialist party. The main issue, he 
declared, was no longer the socialist cause but the integration of Western 
Europe. To the sceptics on his own side he proclaimed: ‘It is as difficult, com
rades and friends, to make a socialist Europe as to make a socialist Belgium/64 
Moreover it was important not to make Europe a party issue but, by creating 
it, to defend and develop the shared achievement of centuries: ‘the spirit of tol
erance and freedom, political democracy and certain moral principles.’65

In the Christian Social party the European question aroused less controversy 
in the postwar years than among the Socialists. There was unanimity from the 
beginning as to the desirability of a united Europe and its place in a world sys
tem; and the ‘Christmas programme5 of 1945 already envisaged unification in 
terms of Western Europe.66 In summer 1946 Van Zeeland pointed the way to 
a primarily economic union as the basis for a political one.67 These were views 
inspired by Realpolitik, taking account of conditions in Europe as a whole and 
of the world strategic situation. Any dissenters within the party came from the 
background of idealistic pressure groups with radical and utopian ideas. Thus 
Arthur Gilson insisted that European federation must be seen as part of a 
worldwide confederation. As the Marshall Plan developed, ideas of European 
federation tended to be restricted to economic cooperation and Western inte
gration; Gilson, while recognizing the urgency of the economic issue, 
opposed this limitation and called for a common European legislature, execu
tive and judiciary. Moreover, he regarded even this as only a step towards a 
world federation under an international authority, though he was not specific 
as to what powers such a federation would have or how it could be made a real
ity.68

The PSC senator Étienne de la Vallée Poussin had, as vice-president of the 
LECE, developed a conception of Europe that differed from the official party 
line. He welcomed the Council of Europe as the foundation-stone of a Con-

62 Louis Piérard, formerly chairman of the POB, criticized the Council of Europe 
severely at the third EPU congress in Vienna in Sept. 1949 (Le Peuple, 24 Sept. 
1949, p. 5).

63 Annales parlementaires, Chambre, 17 Nov. 1949, p. 13. Piérard abstained from 
voting on the Statute of the Council of Europe.

64 Ibid., p. 8; for this speech, and Spaak’s attitude in general, cf. doc. 97.
65 Ibid.
66 See above, pp. 270 f.
67 See above, p. 271.
68 Doc. 85.
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tinental ‘Third force’. A united Europe between the blocs would be strong 
enough, militarily and economically, to withstand Soviet ambitions, and 
would at the same time meet the Soviet demand for security, since it could not 
be regarded as a mere bridgehead for the US. The Americans for their part 
need no longer fear that a European power vacuum would be a breeding- 
ground for Communist infiltration. Unlike Gilson, Vallée Poussin did not 
regard federation alone as a lasting guarantee of peace. His picture of a ‘neu
tral’ Europe lacked credibility, however, in that it was inspired by strongly 
anti-Communist feeling, so that in practice it amounted after all to the crea
tion of a Western bloc.69

Meanwhile official party quarters expressed similar ideas in harmony with 
those of the non-party European Movement, extending beyond economic 
coordination to political union.70 However, it was still the pragmatists within 
the PSC who set the tone. They saw the best hope for European union as 
coming from above, by way of regional unions entered into by national 
governments, and were correspondingly sceptical as to the prospects of the 
Council of Europe. The spokesman of these politicians,71 who by virtue of 
their responsible position were far removed from the temptation to wishful 
thinking, was Paul Struye, editor of the conservative daily La Libre Belgique,72 
who advocated building on the foundation of Benelux. Scheyven in March 
1948 had similarly argued in the Chamber of Deputies that a European cus
toms union could not be brought about by grandiose assemblies but must be de
veloped from Benelux.73 H. Carton de Wiart in January 1949 took the same 
line in the Chamber, contending that the European idea could only take shape 
as a development of regional unions such as Benelux and the Brussels pact; he 
was non-committal towards the plan for a European parliament.74

In addition to critics who put more faith in governmental action than in 
theoretical discourse, there were some PSC members who disagreed as to the 
objective itself. Among the Socialists, as we have seen, objections to European 
federation were mostly based on fears that it would intensify European 
nationalism or stand in the way of a wider international union.75 On the right

69 Doc.91. The anti-Communist tendency, discernible here between the lines, is 
still clearer in other statements by De la Vallée Poussin: cf. doc. 91, n. 3.

70 The PSC Bulletin de l'information, June-Jiily 1948, p. 528 (quoted in J. Beaufay, 
Les partis catholiques, p. 255), stated that the party was in favour of a European 
political union, ‘the only possible safeguard of our intellectual and moral traditions, 
threatened as they are by destructive ideologies and world conflicts, and the only 
effective means by which the European peoples can in future pursue their civilizing 
mission’.

71 For Struye’s distinction between members of federalist groups and responsible 
politicians cf. doc. 99.

72 Doc. 99.
73 Annales parlementais Chambre, 4 March 1948, p. 22. For Benelux cf. F. Gay and 

P. Wagret, Le Benelux, and J.E. Meade, Negotiations for Benelux.
74 Annales parlementaires, Chambre, 19 Jan. 1949, p. 3.
75 See above, p. 277.



III. Belgian Political Parties and Pressure Groups 281

wing of the PSC, on the other hand, there were apprehensions concerning the 
loss of national independence. Baron Nothomb voiced these fears in the 
Senate, welcoming European union but urging that Belgium’s security needs 
should not be overlooked; given the differences in national interests, he 
warned against an artificial and dictatorial form of union.76

The Liberals -  like all other parties except the Communists -  were also in 
favour of a West European union. While much weakened in the first postwar 
elections, they retained influence owing to their position between the two main 
parties.77 Not infrequently, however, this had a detrimental effect on cohesion 
within the party: e.g. in the royal question, where the Liberals were at first 
solid against the King but subsequently split over the issue.78

Unlike the PSB and the PSC, the Liberals did not put forward a new pro
gramme at their first postwar congress in June 1945 but upheld their prewar 
objectives, mainly anticlericalism and laissez-faire liberalism.79 On the Euro
pean question they took few or no initiatives. Apart from such personalities as 
Ernest Demuyter and Roger Motz, who were already committed to the Euro
pean cause, Liberal views on Europe found expression only in the broader con
text of parliamentary debates on the Marshall Plan, the Brussels pact or the 
Council of Europe. Even more clearly than the PSC, the Liberal parliamen
tary party tended to envisage the economic and military integration of the 
West as a development of the foundation created by Benelux and the Brussels 
pact. All Liberal formulae for a united Europe were in unequivocally Western 
terms. As Robert Gillon put it on the party’s behalf: £The world situation is 
such that, while making it plain that we have no enemies, we must choose our 
friends.’80 While he thought it natural and desirable for nations of similar men
tality and interests to unite together, his views led logically to the formation of 
blocs: eventually these would no doubt merge in a universal community, but 
the prospect was extremely remote.81 Rey, in January 1949, made his view 
even clearer: a ‘Third force’ Europe was indeed desirable, but ‘in present cir
cumstances’ it was an erroneous idea, and ‘in any case dangerous and prema
ture’.82

76 Annales parlementaires, Senat, 3 June 1946, p. 1888, and 27 July 1950, p. 183.
77 F.E. Oppenheim, ‘Belgian Political Parties’, p. 107. Not till the 1949 elections 

were the Liberals able once again to mobilize their prewar voting force. Cf. also 
F. Wende, Lexikon zur Geschichte der Parteien, pp. 23-6.

78 Oppenheim, loc. cit. (n. 77).
79 Cf. Wende op. cit., pp. 23 ff.
80 Annales parlementaires, Senat, 24 March 1948, p. 716; cf. doc. 87.
81 Doc. 87.
82 Annales parlementaires, Chambre, 18 Jan. 1949, p. 11. Rey continued:

I should be delighted if, one day, the Western powers were able to form a 
coherent bloc, a third force capable of resisting the antagonism of East and 
West. But it would be a fundamental error to suppose that that is the case today. 
We should then be making the same mistake on the international plane as we did 
before the war by pursuing a policy of independence on a national basis.
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Liberal politicians repeatedly invoked the Western sense of community; its 
counterpart, Belgian nationalism, was not so strident among the Liberals as on 
the right wing of the PSC, but was a more pervasive feature of the party as 
a whole.83 Thus Ernest Demuyter, a representative of the Union Fédérale 
Internationale which advocated a world federation, in January 1949 warned 
against the premature recognition of Germany as a state with equal rights, 
and in a debate on Benelux expressed demands that combined federalism with 
unabashed nationalism.84 After the establishment of the Council of Europe, 
however, this attitude was gradually reversed: thus P. Kronacker criticized 
the new institution not from a nationalist point of view but because of the lim
itation of its powers.85

To sum up the discussion on Europe in 1945-50, it can be said that in the 
light of the failure of Belgium’s policy of neutrality between the wars, the two 
main parties, the PSB and the PSC, recognized from the outset the need for 
a cooperative foreign policy. The Liberals were less sanguine, and the Commu
nists, as elsewhere in Europe, were hostile to European integration. In the 
early stages, owing to the domination of internal affairs by the royal question 
and to continuing hopes that the victorious powers would reach agreement on 
the postwar settlement, European ideas were shelved by the parties and left to 
private associations. Only when hopes of Four-Power agreement were shat
tered and the East-West conflict came into the open did the two main Belgian 
parties shelve their differences in home affairs so as to overcome the stalemate 
in foreign policy. The further movement towards European cooperation -  
seen with increasing clarity as confined to Western Europe -  was the effect of 
the Marshall Plan, the Brussels pact, and the support of private associations 
for the establishment of the Council of Europe.

81. Parti Socialiste Belge: ‘International Affairs5 9-11 June 1945

From PSB, La Ligne Politique du Parti. Textes adoptés par le Congrès de la Victoire des 
9, 10, 11 juin 1945, Brussels, 1945, pp. 9-11 (unabridged)

83 Cf. Gillon in doc. 87: ‘Our national pride’ etc. He appealed in conclusion to all 
parties to work together under the motto ‘Belgium first!’ {Annalesparlementaires, Sé
nat, 24 March 1948, p. 716). The Liberals frequently felt it their duty to speak not 
only for their party or for a Liberal idea but on behalf of the whole country: thus 
Gillon in this speech or Rey in the Chamber, 27 April 1948, pp. 12 f.

84 Annales parlementaires, Chambre, 25 Jan. 1949. One of Demuyter’s five demands 
to the Netherlands ran: ‘Let our Northern friends industrialize parts of their coun
try, but not such areas as are specially competitive with Belgium, which might sug
gest a desire to dominate over us.’ Demuyter also accused Spaak of pursuing a 
starry-eyed foreign policy; a surprising charge, to which Spaak replied drily: ‘This 
from the advocate of a United States of the World!’ (ibid.).

85 Doc.98.
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Although some leading Socialists, including Paul-Henri Spaak and the Cahiers Socialistes 
group,; were committed to the European cause, the official party attitude towards 
far-reaching plans for federation was one of reserve until 1949 at least.2 Only when the 
debate on Marshall aid began, and the breach with the East appeared regrettable but inescap
able, did the internationalist interests of the PSB become fixed on Western Europe, and even 
then the party did not look beyond economic cooperation.4 The foreign policy directives 
agreed upon at the ‘victory congress' of 9-11 June 1945 took the form of generalities 
reflecting the divergent if not contradictory opinions held within the party as regards Euro
pean cooperation; it was also still hoped at this stage that the USSR would join in measures 
of European cooperation*

A. International Affairs

The Belgian position
1. Belgian Socialists see no contradiction between their patriotism and their 

internationalism.
In international affairs they intend to abandon none of the country’s legiti

mate interests, to which they are profoundly attached. On the contrary, they 
believe that by committing Belgium more firmly to internationalism they are 
acting in the way best calculated to safeguard her security, independence and 
prosperity.

2. The present interdependence of nations means that every war of conquest 
tends to become a world war. Any such war in Europe is a threat to Belgium, 
which in the event of a general conflict is doomed by her geographical position 
to become a battleground, a corridor or a base of operations for the great 
armies whose struggle ranges across the continent.

On the other hand a nation that does not defend itself or obtain the aid 
necessary to preserve its security cannot expect others as a matter of course to 
restore it to its full independence and territorial integrity.

For these reasons the PSB rejects any policy of neutrality or non-resistance 
to aggression. On the contrary, it is determined that Belgium shall display

1 Cf. doc. 86.
2 Thus the Rapport du Bureau du PSB au Congrès national des 6, 7 et 8 novembre 

1948 (p. 24) stated that: ‘Belgian Socialists have taken part in the Hague Congress, 
the Interlaken conference and other similar manifestations of opinion (...) It is 
clearly understood that these comrades take part in such meetings on a personal basis 
and not as representatives of the Party: they are not empowered to speak on its 
behalf or to commit the Party in any way/

3 Cf. ibid., p. 19.
4 The Rapport du Bureau du PSB au Congrès national du 25-26-27 octobre 1947 

(p. 57) stated: ‘Certainly this [economic] restoration [of Europe] can be considerably 
facilitated by the organization of mutual aid among the countries concerned.’

5 For PSB policy cf. also F.E. Oppenheim, ‘Belgian Political Parties’, pp. 108-14; 
B.S. Chlepner, Cent ans d'histoire, pp. 363-82 and J. Bary, ‘Le congrès de la Victoire’ 
in PSB, Les Fastes du Parti, pp. 177-81.
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active solidarity with other peace-loving nations in maintaining and defending 
peace.

3. Modern warfare annihilates distance and geographical obstacles, and 
brings into play weapons that a small nation has no hope of resisting. In the 
case of Belgium particularly, it is idle to think of organizing an independent 
national defence system or one confined to the small area of the national terri
tory. Consequently the PSB will only support a national defence system that 
forms part of a system of collective security and is hence fully effective.

4. The diplomatic and military history of the present century shows that 
there is only one neighbour whose designs Belgium has to fear. It also shows 
that to avert this danger may require no less than a world coalition on the scale 
of the United Nations, in which the five great allied powers are equally indis
pensable and together play a dominant part.

In Europe particularly, Belgium has everything to gain from a lasting 
understanding and close cooperation between Britain, France and the Soviet 
Union. Likewise it is wholly in our interest to take part, in proportion to our 
interests and capacity, in present or future agreements among these powers 
for the safeguarding of peace within the international organization.

5. Exposed as she is to warlike designs, Belgium cannot afford not to belong 
to any international organization that will work effectively for the peaceful set
tlement of disputes and the prevention of conflict by means of energetic collec
tive sanctions.

It will be our Party’s task to ensure that in this way Belgium fulfils her inter
national duty in proportion to her ability.

6. Whether Belgium enters into contractual arrangements to guarantee her 
security, or whether for this purpose she assumes the collective obligations of 
the international organization, she must, like other nations, surrender part of 
her sovereignty.

The PSB agrees to this in advance, provided the association of states, large 
and small, is based on equal rights, respect for one another’s independence, 
and the equal sharing of responsibility and sacrifice.

In particular the Party will not agree to any subordination of Belgium to any 
power or group of powers, nor will it accept any modification of the regime 
in the Congo or Ruanda-Urundi unless such modification is simultaneously 
applied to the colonies or mandated territories of other Allied or associated 
states.

7. A peace based on a balance of armaments places a burden on peaceable 
nations that is incompatible in the long run with technical and social progress. 
The ultimate solution is the progressive disarmament of all states. But this 
requires first of all a concerted international effort to remove the economic 
and ideological causes of war.

Therefore the Party will work and fight unceasingly:
for the establishment of an international legal system that will put an end 

to violence;
for an international economic organization that will help to effect the 

peaceful solution of conflicts of economic origin;
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for the active solidarity of democracies against all forms of Fascism and 
Nazism; (...)

for union among socialist workers throughout the world against all forces 
of reaction, both national and international.

8. In addition to the internal reforms proposed in the section on home 
policy, Belgium’s economic future can only be assured by a considerable 
expansion of foreign trade, both exports and imports.

Among measures which should be taken in the international field to promote 
this expansion are:

active Belgian participation in any international economic organization for 
the purpose of increasing trade;

a Belgian contribution to the recovery of Europe, not in the form of profit
chasing but as a properly planned effort to improve the standing of Belgian 
products in European markets;

the conclusion, with the same object, of long-term contracts with the Soviet 
Union;

the inclusion of Belgium in a customs union or, failing that, a system of mul
tilateral economic agreements, with Holland and France jointly involved as a 
minimum. (...)

82. Parti Social Chrétien: ‘Christmas programme’ 25. Dec. 1945

From Principes et tendances du PSC. Les chantiers sont ouverts ... quel sera l'architecte£ 
Brussels, 1945. Excerpt in Centre international démocrate-chrétien d’études et de docu
mentation (ed.), La doctrine sociale-chrétienne en Europe occidentale, Rome, 1963, p. 17; 
the full programme in Dutch in M. van den Wijngaert, Ontstaan en stichting van de 
CVP-PSQ Brussels, 1976, pp. 91-161. The extract below is translated from the French 
original, pp. 107 f.

The secession of its left wing to form the Union Démocratique Belge enabled the Catholic 
bloc to reconstitute itself as a non-denominational party of social welfare.1 The programme 
of the new Parti Social Chrétien (Christelijke Volkspartij) was published at Christmas 1945 
in the form of a booklet of 110 pages.2 The prewar policy was disavowed by the statement 
‘The old world of liberal capitalism is in ruins'.5 O f the two possible forms of reconstruction, 
Marxism led to Communism; the alternative, ‘the Western formula for a new society' would 
be the aim of specific measures by the PSC.4 The Party desired to see an 1international socie-

1 For the PSC, cf. F.E. Oppenheim, ‘Belgian Political Parties’, pp. 99-106; B.S. 
Chlepner, Cent ans d'histoire, pp. 359-63; M. Vaussard, Histoire, pp. 172-91.

2 This work, Les chantiers sont ouverts ... quel sera l'architectef, discussed issues of 
home and foreign policy in unprecedented detail.

3 The far-reaching reform of the party is also illustrated by the fact that in 1946 
two-thirds of its parliamentary section were ‘new men’.

4 Chlepner, op. cit., p. 360.
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ty’> based on the limitation of state sovereignty, cooperation in the United Nations and 
movement towards a ‘Western entente\ conceived at this stage as comprising the five 
members of the subsequent Brussels Pact.

(...) 2. The policy of ‘neutrality’,6 justified in 1936 by the inadequacy of the 
League of Nations and the failure of most states to honour their obligations 
of mutual aid, can no longer be upheld after a war which has shown clearly 
the necessity for all peaceable states to join their efforts to maintain peace in 
the future and defend themselves against fresh aggression.

The human individual, although autonomous and inviolable, cannot live in 
isolation from various natural societies as well as the political society whose 
supreme expression is the state. Nature herself imposes limits on his autonomy 
by reason of his social character and the respect he owes to the common wel
fare. In the same way the state in its turn cannot claim absolute autonomy. A 
community of states is not only a postulate based on the character of all men 
as social beings, but also an imperative requirement at the present stage of po
litical evolution.

The PSC recognizes the need for Belgium to collaborate actively with the 
United Nations, the only form of international organization that is practicable 
at present; it regrets, however, that the San Francisco Charter should have 
abandoned the principle of collective security offering all states the same gua
rantees against aggression from any quarter.

3. Just as the individual must not be left unshielded by public authority but 
requires the protection of the free, natural society of his choice, in the same 
way member states should be free to associate, according to their affinities and 
natural interests, in regional or other groups, the existence of which must be 
recognized by the international community.

The PSC considers that Belgium should move towards a Western entente 
with Britain, France, Luxemburg, the Netherlands and possibly the Scandina
vian countries, so as to defend their common interests on a permanent basis 
within the framework of the United Nations, excluding any opposition to 
other groups of powers.

4. Belgium will make a positive contribution to international order by 
playing her part in all cultural, economic and social institutions designed to 
advance the common welfare. (...)

5 This was the title of the section on international affairs.
6 Cf. Introduction to this chapter, p. 269.
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83. Paul Van Zeeland: For a customs and monetary union
19june 1946

Annales parlementaires, Sénat, 19 June 1946, p. 344 (extract)

Paul Van Zeeland1 in the PSC and Spaak in the PSB were comparable as regards influ
ence in their respective parties and their reputation at home and abroad as champions of 
European cooperation. Van Zeeland, the co-founder and president of the Ligue Européenne 
de Coopération Economique (LECE), was an economist by background and saw the future 
of European union in economic terms. In the present speech, as early as 1946, he laid the 
main emphasis on the need for some kind of middle term between the United Nations and 
national particularism, a view which commanded general support in the PSC.2 In conclu
sion, he drew attention to the possibility, which eventually became a reality, of achieving 
this aim in economic affairs.

(...) Let me now say a few words about the West. In my opinion one of the 
main defects of the old League of Nations, and perhaps one of the underlying 
reasons for its failure, was the lack of a sufficient number of strong yet flexible 
intermediate agencies between the nation state, which is the basis of the whole 
international edifice, and the principal organs of the League. The latter bore 
too heavy a responsibility, while lacking the necessary means to exert the 
powers conferred on them in different parts of the world.

The drafters of the United Nations Charter have, it seems to me, recognized 
this point and the desirability of forming regional groups as intermediate 
stages between the supreme institutions exercising world authority, on the one 
hand, and particular states on the other.

Some of these regional groups already exist, in law as well as in fact: let me 
mention only Latin America, or the Western hemisphere in general.

In our own part of the world there are certain states whose common fea
tures, dictated by history and geography, are conspicuously apparent in the 
realm of material possibilities as well as that of spiritual aspirations. I refer to 
the nations of Western Europe. Is it wise and opportune to recognize their 
affinities in an organic form, de jure as well as de facto ? In my opinion there

1 Paul Van Zeeland (1893-1973) was prime minister from the age of 42, heading 
the two governments of ‘national renewal’ formed during the economic crisis of 
1935-7 (cf. J.A. Noville, Paul Van Zeeland, p. 13). In 1946 he was co-founder of the 
LECE (see above) and remained its president until appointed Foreign Minister in 
1949 (cf. O. Philip, Le problème..., p. 178). He took part in the Hague Congress 
and in April 1949 headed the Belgian delegation to the economic conference of the 
European Movement at Westminster.

2 Cf. the PSC’s ‘Christmas programme’ (doc. 82). For the development of the 
ideas outlined therein cf. Gilson’s speech in the Chamber (doc. 85) arguing that eco
nomic union was only one aspect of European cooperation and that the main thing 
was to create political institutions.
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can be no doubt that it is. The need for such a group is written in the book of 
fate. Whatever form it may one day take -  whether the ties are more or less 
clearly defined, the association more or less close -  this, I venture to say, is of 
small importance. The important thing to my mind is that there is an 
opportunity to serve the interests both of the countries in question and of the 
community of nations, by strengthening for the general benefit a part of the 
world that has been sorely tried by war, but whose destiny has never been a 
matter of indifference to mankind.

Naturally I do not overlook the obstacles or the forces opposed to a recon
struction of the West. Let us first dispel the confusion to which an idea of this 
kind may give rise. In my opinion such a group should carefully avoid any
thing that might give it even the appearance of what is called autarky. In other 
words, far from the West European group signifying negation, isolation or 
opposition to anything whatever, it should be a stage and a means towards uni
versality. Far from interfering with the worldwide aims of the United Nations, 
it would be one of the latter’s most effective instruments. It would bring the 
West European states closer to the Atlantic group, and together with the latter 
it would find its place in the world organization which in the last resort is 
alone capable of maintaining peace.

In any case, whatever one’s opinion of regional groups from the politi
cal point of view, there is another aspect which must govern the solution of 
the problem, namely that of economics.

Regional groups of this kind are made more and more necessary by the 
demands of modern technology. All the West European states without excep
tion are too small to contain within their frontiers the huge economic enter
prises that are alone capable of making the best use of new techniques. If this is 
true of France or Britain, it is obviously ten times more so for Belgium.

It will be all to the good, then, if the Western group becomes a reality first 
in the economic sphere. I will go further and express the firm wish that a cus
toms and monetary union may contribute to forming a large area of economic 
development in the West. This in turn should be integrated in the international 
economy in accordance with the two great principles which are equally useful 
and necessary for the whole world: expanded production and freer trade. (...)

84. Maurice Cosyn: Movement for a World Fédéral Government
Oct. 1946

États-Unis d'Europe, vol. 1, No. 2, Oct. 1946, pp. 3 f.

Maurice Cosyn was among those who founded Union Fédérale on 1 December 1945 in 
the house of the Liberal deputy Ernest DemuyterJ This was the Belgian section of the British

1 Demuyter was chairman of Union Fédérale. In Sept. 1949 Cosyn attended the 
Stockholm congress of the ‘Movement for World Federal Government’ as chairman
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Federal Union, which was predominantly in favour of world federation and, as initiator of 
the Luxemburg conference in October 1946, was also responsible for the foundation of the 
Movement for World Federal Government (MWFG).2 From then on, Union Fédérale 
regarded itself as the Belgian branch of the MWFG',3 which, as this article by Cosyn shows, 
was opposed to the formation of a Western bloc and favoured the integration of the two 
superpowers in a world federation.

(...) In the age of atomic energy, radiotelegraphy, radar, television and the 
linking of continents by rapid air connections, nations can no longer live iso
lated like so many Robinson Crusoes. The population of the world needs a 
single authority to perform all manner of functions. It should draw up an inter
national constitutional convention; regulate the production and distribution 
of raw materials and primary foodstuffs (cereals, rice, coffee, tea etc.); abolish 
tariffs, organize all forms of communication and transport throughout the 
world, facilitate the migration of races or individuals, establish an 
international coinage, finance public works of worldwide or international 
interest, emancipate backward peoples, develop colonial resources without 
injustice to the native population, control the arms traffic and auxiliary indus
tries, promote the use of atomic energy, water power and so on, and 
encourage the development and diffusion of scientific discoveries. It should 
lay the foundations of a humane system of education and morals, promulgate 
an objective history of nations and, last but not least, set up a world police 
force backed by international legislation. This force, to which all nations 
would contribute in proportion to their population and degree of social evolu
tion, would be under the direct orders of a world government equipped with a 
legislative, an executive and a judiciary power of its own; such a government 
would not display the feeble impersonality of the League of Nations or the 
impotence of the United Nations, paralysed by the sovereignty of its member 
states.

To begin with, the international police force would take the place, now and 
forever, of foreign armies of occupation and the national forces of countries 
which in the recent past have proved a danger to their neighbours. It would 
occupy regions that have given rise to civil war, disturbances and international 
conflict, as well as straits and other strategic points. Thanks to a perma-

of the ‘Union Fédérale Mondiale, Brussels’, of which body there is no other record. 
Among the members of Union Fédérale were Prof. Van der Ghinst, who was also 
president of the Institut d’économie européenne for international economic cooper
ation, and Baron Antoine Allard, head of the world federalist and pacifist movement 
known as ‘Stop War’. For the inaugural assembly of Union Fédérale cf. Federal 
News, No. 131, Feb. 1946, p. 11 ; also Lipgens, History, p. 634.

2 Cf. doc. 90, n. 2.
3 At the end of Cosyn’s article those interested in the movement for world govern

ment were invited to contact the secretariat of Union Fédérale in Brussels. The latter 
body was from this time on occasionally referred to as ‘Union Fédérale, mouvement 
pour un gouvernement mondial’.
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nent force of this kind, equipped with first-class armaments and superior air 
power, Germany would be rendered harmless once and for all and could rejoin 
the company of nations on a democratic footing. Germany’s neighbours and 
those of other warlike nations could considerably reduce their armaments, and 
the way would be open to the complete abolition of national armies. The light
ening of national budgets and the abolition of conscription would make it pos
sible to undertake public works of enormous benefit to the whole of mankind 
and to every individual.

Having surrendered their absolute sovereignty to the world government, 
states would no longer engage in expansionist rivalry to the detriment of their 
own citizens. Internally each state would preserve the form of government best 
suited to its traditions, the constitution and forms of social life freely chosen 
by its population, its own police and national languages.

Wars will continue as long as states maintain their absolute sovereignty 
together with the right and power to do whatever they think fit in their 
national interest, regardless of the security and welfare of others. It is no less 
absurd to let nations have their own armies than to allow municipalities to 
have militias, or lords and princelings to keep mercenary bands, or individuals 
to wear a sword and dagger.

While the members of some European delegations, chiefly on account of 
their own countries’ internal difficulties, cling to a narrower conception of 
federalism and fail to realize that a world federal government is a prior condi
tion of regional or continental federations, it is no less true that sincere pacifist 
federalists are firmly opposed to the idea, put forward by some statesmen, of 
creating a powerful West European state or Atlantic union.

A state composed of the West European countries would have enormous 
power. It would comprise 250 million highly civilized inhabitants, supported 
by the material resources of the whole African continent, the Near East and 
part of Asia, the aid of the British dominions and colonies and the unvan
quished British navy. Not only the USSR, but the Americans too would oppose 
the creation of such a formidable economic rival and military adversary.

The formation of blocs would certainly result in a third world war, far more 
destructive even than the last. Federalists throughout the world are resolved 
that this shall not happen. The £one world’ they wish to build is a prosperous, 
peaceful, democratic federation in which all peoples without exception would 
cooperate, regardless of their preferred regimes.

Nations must either unite or perish.
The point on which world federalists part company with the illustrious 

American federalist Clarence K. Streit is that they wish to see nations united 
under a world government acceptable to all countries, whether great or small, 
and whatever their level of civilization.

The chief obstacle which at present prevents nations agreeing to set up a 
world government is the antagonism between the two super-powers that have 
emerged victorious from the last war, the US and the USSR. But world feder
alists see no reason why the two rival ideologies, state capitalism and private 
capitalism, should not live in peace and flourish side by side. The two systems
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have probably much to learn from each other for the benefit of the masses. 
Has not the whole of mankind everything to gain from the untrammelled evo
lution of the two experiments?

Anyone who rejects this natural solution is helping to bring about a new 
blood-bath for humanity. Who can hesitate between collective suicide and a 
universal union?

World federalists differ widely in their opinions on national affairs, but they 
do not let these differences divide them; they are guided above all by their fer
vent and constructive desire for peace. In their view the common fatherland is 
humanity itself, and it is the first duty of all men to help one another without 
distinction of race, creed, colour or opinion, so that they may achieve a higher 
degree of social justice, freedom and welfare, with a maximum of security.

The enemy of the human race is selfishness, whether individual or collective. 
Happiness will be achieved in so far as each of us shows concern for the greater 
good of the whole community. Goodwill must not be paralysed by doubt or 
discouragement. Often enthusiasm will achieve more in a day than patient 
labour in a hundred years.

In our own country there are already many international associations which 
may contribute to our success. Among these are the Interparliamentary Union, 
the Institute of European Economy, the International Red Cross, the Union 
of International Associations, the Belgian Association for Cooperation with 
the United Nations, the International Broadcasting Union, tourist organiza
tions and many others. We also appeal to members of the teaching profession, 
industrial and commercial circles, religious and spiritual associations, trade 
unions and friendly societies, organizations of the wartime Resistance, youth 
movements, students5 and women’s unions, press associations, international 
economic associations -  in fact to all groups of a humanitarian, social, eco
nomic or philosophic character, to lend their support to the Movement for a 
World Federal Government and thus help to create a federated, peaceful 
world. (...)

85. Arthur Gilson: European federation and world confedera
tion 23 Oct. 1947

Annales parlementaires, Chambre, 23 Oct. 1947, p. 7

The ‘international society ’ called for by the PSC was conceived as a Western entente, as 
the party made clear in its ‘Christmas programme5 of 1945.1 Van Zeeland restricted this to 
its economic aspect and spoke of a customs and monetary union of Western Europe.2 These 
pragmatic restrictions were in contrast to the idea of European union as a first step towards

1 Cf. doc. 81.
2 Cf. doc. 83.
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a world federation. Gilson,3 a representative of the latter view, argued that economic coop
eration was only part of the problem. While appreciating the possibility of making a 
practical start towards his goal of a world organization founded on moral principles, Gilson 
opposed the limitation to Western Europe and hoped for a federation of all European 
nations.

(...) Is Europe, as we are often told, the scene of a great struggle for influ
ence between the Russian and Anglo-American blocs? The fact that each 
camp accuses the other of expansionism and claims to be defending itself is, to 
me, sufficient proof that the European problem too is presented in the wrong 
terms.

There is no doubt that a common interest unites all the European nations. 
History has multiplied their points of contact, both material and spiritual. 
Above all, Europe possesses a wealth of civilization which it must safeguard 
and which much constitute the basis of social life in tomorrow’s world.

Our contention is that in a world that is insufficiently structured it is impor
tant to recognize all natural communities and endow them with organic form. 
We therefore think it urgent to promote a federation of European peoples.

Europe can only be saved from its present chaos by coordinating the efforts 
of all its peoples, harmonizing their activity and conforming it to the general 
interest.

There are some who argue that the main or even the sole emphasis should 
be laid on economic problems. I myself believe that the European economy is 
so threatened that urgent steps are required in that field. But who can suppose 
that the deep-seated troubles of our continent can be cured by attending to the 
economic aspect alone? And who does not know how fragile economic 
measures are if they are not supported by stable political relations?

We must therefore envisage with the utmost realism the creation of Euro
pean bodies of a legislative, executive and judicial character, with functions 
corresponding to the need for recovery and harmony among European 
nations.

In a community where there are numerous affinities, where ways of 
thinking are necessarily more alike and common interests are evident, there 
can be no doubt that the unity of minds is more real and that it is easier to 
develop principles of action and accepted rules governing the behaviour of 
each and everyone.

Again, we must avoid reproducing on a European scale the mistakes that 
have been made in the United Nations organization.

3 A. Gilson, born 1915 in Antwerp, belonged to the new generation of Catholic 
politicians who built up the PSC after the war. Together with De la Vallée Poussin 
he ran the weekly La Relève (M. Vaussard, Histoire, p. 176). A doctor of laws, he 
belonged to the executive of the European Parliamentary Union; between 1958 and 
1965 he was successively minister for defence and for home affairs.
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The old system of treaties and compromises designed merely to reconcile 
national interests seems to me outdated, as I have already explained.4

The way to escape the pernicious influence of nationalism is to trust to the 
determination of peoples to do all they can to avert the horrors of war, 
allowing them to express that determination freely and embody it in new insti
tutions. This should be our objective when it comes to actually setting up the 
appropriate organs of government.

We believe that without a federation of European peoples there is no serious 
prospect of our continent achieving economic recovery and being able to 
maintain its spiritual influence in the future.

If certain people refuse to cooperate in this work, we should not make our 
own efforts conditional on their good will. We should set to work at once: if 
we respect the principles I have defined,5 we shall be paving the way for a 
better future. Those who stand aside today may change their minds tomor
row; by going ahead meanwhile, we shall have saved what is essential.

Even if our ideal should not conquer the world we shall at least have per
formed a great service by doing away with a cause of inescapable conflict in 
Europe. For Europe in its prostrate, dislocated condition offers an easy prey 
to every kind of ambition. Its weakness lays it open to all manner of designs, 
arousing and tempting imperialist appetites.

Finally, if imperialism were again to develop in certain quarters and threaten 
the cause of peace, cannot Europe best defend itself by building up its strength 
beforehand?

But let us make no mistake: we must not simply replace national sovereign
ties by a European sovereignty which would take its place among the other 
sovereignties into which the world is divided. That would mean transferring 
to a wider field the evils of which we are seeking to rid ourselves. It would crys
tallize the division of the world on a continental basis, without eliminating the 
seeds of conflict.

In short, our objective is to establish an effective European authority subor
dinate to a world authority. We believe that these two aims must be pursued 
simultaneously, in a single perspective: a European federation within a world 
confederation, both founded on the principles that I have defined in this 
speech. {Applause from the PSC benches).

4 Gilson’s speech did not in fact contain any specific reference to the old treaty sys
tems; it revolved around the general moral conditions of peace and their embodiment 
in an international organization.

5 Viz. the need for an international moral authority to which all nations would be 
subject. ‘Our view is that international solidarity can only become a reality within 
the framework of a superior moral code’ (Annales parlementaires, Chambre, p. 5).
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86. Raymond Rifflet: The European revolution Nov. 1947

‘La Revolution européenne’, in Les Cahiers socialistes, Revue indépendante de critique 
sociale, No. 18, Nov. 1947, pp. 5-9 (extract)

In contrast to the PSB, which was restricted by party-political and electoral considerations, 
the younger generation of socialists associated with Raymond Rifflet and the Cahiers Socia
listes1 sought to appeal to the working masses as the motive force for European unification 
irrespective of party divisions. The present article argues for federal union on lines typical of 
this group.2 Referring first to the destruction of the prewar balance of power, Rifflet contends 
that liberal capitalism has shown itself incapable of guaranteeing freedom and security. 
Nazism was likewise an anachronism, producing not welfare but economic anarchy. In a 
Europe that was economically and politically helpless vis-à-vis the two new world powers, 
the continuation of national capitalist policies was already leading to effects of total depend
ence.3 The only alternative was a European revolution, as elaborated in the following pas
sage.

*

(...) Nature of the European Revolution

We must close the fatal and ever-widening gap between aspirations and 
facts. In our day, economic individualism can no longer be a guarantee of 
human freedom. It is no use preaching an abstract morality, claiming respect 
for discredited traditions that no longer correspond to anything real or viable. 
If Western civilization is to revive and progress instead of sinking to the level 
of fascist-type regimes, we must free ourselves from the outworn framework 
of capitalism and the nation state. It is urgently necessary that man’s daily life 
should provide some tangible support for the personal freedom and dignity of 
which he is at present losing a little more each day. Exhortations, speeches, 
official or academic commendation -  it is not these that the workers need in 
order to exert their full capacity as creators and human beings, to have faith in 
the future and resist the seductions of totalitarianism. The concentration of 
ownership and economic power in the hands of privileged minorities has

1 The monthly Les Cahiers Socialistes, founded by R. Rifflet in 1944, appeared till 
1953, when it merged with Socialisme. The Cahiers Socialistes group represented 
Belgium at the inaugural meeting of the Mouvement pour les États-Unis Socialistes 
d’Europe in Paris in Feb. 1947, and initiated the Belgian section of the Mouvement 
Socialiste pour les États-Unis d’Europe (MSEUE), as it was later called. Rifflet was 
secretary-general of the Section, and Jaeger of the Cahiers group was also a member. 
Cf. G. Marchal-Van Belle, Les socialistes belges, pp. 9 ff. and elsewhere, and Lipeens, 
History, pp. 636 ff.

2 Cf. D. Lamalle in Revue politique, numéro spécial (see Bibliography), pp. 457-62.
3 By an extraordinary paradox, European nationalisms scarcely continue to sub

sist except in so far as they serve foreign interests’ (R. Rifflet in the above article, 
p. 3).
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made ‘freedom’ more and more of an empty word, yet without true freedom 
there can be no proper development or respect for human personality.

On the other hand, given this inevitable evolution, what is the use of trying 
to revive a system of crafts and small businesses that has been overtaken by the 
progress of technology? Certainly Europe needs to recover her soul; but she 
can only do so by making the necessary effort of adaptation, both material and 
spiritual. A world which is wholly subjected to collective forces, in which no 
nation and no individual can hope to lead an independent life, must be given 
a chance to free itself by collective means. These, it seems to us, must consist 
in the gradual establishment of an international economic democracy, the 
leaders of which would be chosen for their recognized ability to organize the 
economic mechanism so as to serve the best interests of all. Europe’s standard 
of living, its high degree of civilization and wealth of individual skills, give it 
every chance of succeeding in such an enterprise, but to do so it must show 
vision and determination. Only if resources are pooled and coordinated 
according to an overall plan will it be possible to replace the mortal rivalry 
among states by a system of cooperation and division of labour, adapted to the 
needs of our time.

Along with the determination to create a centralized European economy on 
the above principles, and geared as closely as possible to a world economy, 
there must be a political conception of Europe with a world dimension. Para
doxical as it may seem, the chief concern of every statesman of whatever 
country should be to go as far as possible towards abandoning national rights 
and suppressing the barriers between nations. We are very far from this at the 
present time.4

The announcement of the Marshall plan certainly prompted statesmen to 
think of ways and means of achieving a degree of economic federation. But 
at the Conference of Sixteen they accomplished no more than a confrontation 
of their respective needs and demands, which were often irreconcilable. The 
problem is almost an insoluble one, since although federation is in the interest 
of all European peoples, it cannot come about without injury to particular 
interests in each country. The only solution is at the same time to transform 
the internal economic structure of each state.

The unification and socialization of Europe are urgent tasks of supreme 
importance, and it does not seem exaggerated to claim that peace itself 
depends on them in large measure. It is in the interest of the whole world that 
a new force should be created and develop, with broad prospects of construc
tion and peace-keeping, as an indispensable link between the old-fashioned lib
eralism of the USA and the authoritarian collectivism of the Soviet Union. As

4 (Note by Rifflet). Here again official policy falls short of the clearly expressed 
will of the peoples concerned. Gallup polls in Belgium, France and the USA have 
shown that 75 % of the population were prepared to see part of their country’s theo
retical independence transferred to a federation. Among the remaining 25 %, many 
explained that their ‘No’ vote was directed not against federation as such but against 
certain restrictive implications in the questionnaire.
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it is, the American and Russian blocs are more and more opposed to each 
other; their interests, ideas and aspirations are totally different and prevent 
their finding any common ground. That common ground can only be pro
vided by a European democracy, striking a balance between the rights of the 
individual and the need for a collective and centralized organization of the 
economy. Only such a democracy can exercise a decisive and salutary attrac
tion on the developed capitalist countries, and particularly the US, when 
crises and difficulties recur. For other countries such as the USSR it might also 
provide a model and in any case a guarantee of security, the only means by 
which international mistrust may be assuaged.

The European revolution in the framework of world affairs

The final objective would be a universal federation under which all men 
would have identical personal obligations and guarantees. But for the present 
we are not concerned to fashion a new Utopia, or give up the substance for 
the shadow. We must keep in step with the times, exasperating though that 
may sometimes be. We should do well, for the present at any rate, to abandon 
the illusion that there is a universal, absolute social truth. Tradition is stronger 
than the noblest dreams. It would be absurd to wish to see the same economic, 
political and social regime in India as in Britain, the USA and the USSR.

Let us be clear as to what we want. To avoid appalling chaos, we must sur
mount every form of international mistrust and resistance. Interdependent 
interests call for worldwide political coordination. We will go further: the 
material bonds between nations must be reinforced in every possible way, as 
the sole means of developing their all-round solidarity and mutual understand
ing. Any kind of nationalist policy, albeit on a continental scale, is in our view 
absurd and criminal. No country can be self-sufficient except by opposing its 
own economy to others’ and practising an imperialist policy of Lebensraum. 
Everywhere we see customs barriers and tariffs being restored -  the whole 
range of harassment and pressure that belongs to economic warfare and has 
twice been among the major causes of war in the full sense. It would be no less 
absurd and criminal to replace existing national antagonisms by the hostility 
of rival autarkic blocs.

On the world scale, what we must desire from a practical point of view is, 
besides a European federation, other federations consisting of nations which 
complement one another and are particularly close from the social, economic, 
political and cultural points of view, such as the various republics of the USSR. 
Exchanges of all kinds should be cultivated between these federations, which 
should be formed or develop not in the old imperialistic way but solely in 
accordance with the wishes of the peoples concerned. For this purpose there 
should be coordinating bodies of all kinds over and above the federations, on 
the principles which led to the foundation of the League of Nations and the 
United Nations. If these organizations have had little success as yet, it is 
because they were superimposed on social and national contradictions that 
ought first to have been resolved. We must hope that the federalist movements
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now being organized will not make the same mistake. It would be 
unpardonable if they yielded to the temptation of formulating principles 
vague enough to offend no one, instead of getting to grips with the practical 
obstacles to an ideal with which almost everyone would be in agreement. We 
believe that the world will have to be federated by degrees, avoiding the 
danger of a cosmopolitanism ignoring historic differences. Whether we like it 
or not, the surest way to perpetuate hatred and discord is to try to impose a 
single regime on everyone, a uniform organization and thus an indentical men
tality.

Conditions of the European revolution: the unity of a world at work

It ist not enough to draw up a programme: there must be sufficient strength 
to put it into effect.

The mass of workers of every kind are the decisive force that will make it 
possible to establish an international economic democracy, and this for two 
reasons. In the first place, the end to be achieved is essentially a collective one. 
Secondly, while the old privileged classes may well be disappointed and disillu
sioned by the appalling effects of liberal and national capitalism, they still 
derive immediate advantages from the status quo and will no doubt be the last 
to abandon it. One may judge this from the reactions of certain capitalist inter
ests, as reflected in the Belgian liberal press, to the practical consequences of 
the Benelux agreements.

Success therefore depends on the social awareness and unity of the world 
of labour, which will only be forthcoming if the need for federation is demon
strated. The facts are bound to carry conviction in so far as blinding realities 
are not obscured by political passions and short-term views.

It is no longer a question of patching up compromises between local parties 
on the basis of parliamentary arithmetic such as tends to be confused with 
democracy. Beyond agreements and political rivalry of this sort, men of good 
will must endeavour to bring about a mass movement among workers of all 
kinds, without distinction of party or occupation. Political unity will follow of 
itself, perhaps in forms that cannot yet be foreseen. But if today we leave to 
politicians the whole task of bringing about European union, we are in danger 
of subordinating the success of an essential and urgent enterprise to questions 
of electioneering and personal amibition.

Those who legitimately fear the effects of violence and who call for a ‘re
volution by legal methods’ must cease to identify this policy with the ‘golden 
mean’. The future belongs to those who have principles and stick to them. At 
times of revolution it is essential to make one’s choice, avoiding side-issues 
which excite the masses and distract them from genuine problems. That is the 
only true realism: anything else is short-sighted opportunism, and its pro
moters will come to grief along with their followers. (...)
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87. Robert Gillon: European coopération under the Marshall 
plan 24 Mardi 1948

Annales parlementaires, Sénat, 24 March 1948, pp. 715 f.

Although the Liberals supported West European union, their parliamentary contribu
tion was less emphatic than those of the PSB and PSC and was not calculated to advance 
the cause to any marked degree. Their favourable references were generally made parentheti
cally in debates on the Marshall plan, the Brussels pact or the Council of Europe, and the dep
uties who spoke were for the most part already active in the European movement outside par
liament.1 In the present speech Robert Gillon2 expressed his party's consensus in favour of 
Belgian association with the West under the aegis of American laissez-faire capitalism.

(...) It has always seemed to me natural and desirable that nations of similar 
mentality and with common interests should associate together.

I well remember putting forward the idea of forming blocs in London in 
1942. That was when the Allies were combining their efforts to defeat the 
common enemy and consequently no one could have had any idea of aggres
sion or mistrust towards anyone else. My idea and that of many others was to 
progress gradually towards a worldwide community which must be the ulti
mate aim, but which I believe can only be achieved, if at all, in the long term 
and by stages.

Many people at that time talked of special links between Yugoslavia and 
Greece or between Czechoslovakia and Poland. In the north, it seemed to me 
very likely that the Scandinavian countries might unite with or without Fin
land, and in the south a Portuguese-Spanish association seemed perfectly 
feasible.

As to our own country, I spoke and wrote in those days in favour of what 
has now taken shape as -  I will not say ‘Benelux’, a ghastly term which sounds 
like a make of vacuum cleaner (amusement), but a close association between 
the Netherlands, Luxemburg and Belgium, with further links extending to 
France and based on British support. The USSR and the USA were, it seemed 
to me, strong enough to be content with their incontestable power and refrain 
from seeking to extend their spheres of influence. Finally, it seemed that 
bridges should be built between all these states so that closer and more exten
sive associations could eventually be formed.

Well, what has happened since then? Far from the increase of good will 
which alone can bring us nearer the goal, we are faced with a dangerous state

1 Cf. E. Demuyter in Annales parlementaires, Chambre, 11 Feb. 1947, p. 10, and 25 
Jan. 1949, pp. 17 f.; also speeches by Motz and Rey, who did not come to the fore 
in European matters until after the establishment of the Council of Europe.

2 Robert Gillon, a lawyer, was a senator from 1932 to 1965 and attended the 
Hague Congress in April 1948.
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of tension between the Anglo-Americans and the Russians. It is no use hushing 
up or denying the fact. The international conferences which were to resolve 
the conflict have ended in deadlock.

Most disappointing and disquieting is the fact that whenever the Russians 
have been in a minority they have refused to conform to the majority view. In 
my opinion Russia has abused the right of veto, frustrating the purposes of the 
United Nations or reducing it to total inactivity. Soviet distrust of the Marshall 
plan hardened into downright hostility, although a great many of us thought 
the plan both necessary and urgent. The party to which I have the honour to 
belong can only welcome the plan as a shining example of the liberality of our 
American friends; yet some extraordinary things have been said about it. Is it 
true, for instance, that those who are coming to our rescue have laid down 
political conditions that would turn us into vassals and jeopardize our inde
pendence? The minister of foreign affairs has refuted this slander several 
times. Our national pride has always forbidden us to accept aid at the price 
of a dishonourable abdication (Hear! Hear!); but in this case our legitimate 
scruples have not been tested, for at no time have the US made their help con
ditional on the slightest limitation of our political freedom. I know there are 
corpses that refuse to lie down, and it would seem that in the face of this mag
nificent gesture of international solidarity a legend has been created that has 
to be scotched again and again, as certain interests lose no opportunity of 
reviving it by their propaganda. However, it is a consolation that truth will 
always prevail when it is found that statements are borne out by facts. Mr Mar
shall declared on 5 June 1947 that there would be no interference with the sov
ereign rights of states, and this categorical assurance has not once been belied. 
Belgium for her part accepts the generous offer without misgiving, and freely 
recognizes that it has increased our country’s debt of gratitude towards the 
US. It is only petty, ignoble minds that cannot endure what has been called 
‘the burden of owing thanks’. We Belgians have more faithful memories, and 
we shall always be deeply grateful for the magnificent aid that has come to us 
across the Atlantic -  just as we will not and cannot forget the large part the 
Russian armies played in the liberation of our country. (.Applause from the Lib
eral benches and those of the government majority). Forgetfulness in such mat
ters would argue a hardness of heart which, thank God, is not a characteristic 
of our people.

If we were faced only with Soviet opposition to the Marshall plan we might 
be surprised but not necessarily anxious. But our surprise and anxiety are 
doubled when the Russians find fault with policies of ours which are no dif
ferent from theirs and which they take for granted in their own sphere of influ
ence. For this is the real point. The organization of Eastern Europe is an estab
lished fact, secured by many political, economic and military agreements. 
Beyond its traditional frontiers the Soviet Union has created a glacis to pre
vent a repetition of the events which devastated its territory. Far from 
objecting to this, our foreign minister has shown full understanding and ac
ceptance of Soviet policy. But we share his amazement at finding that the Rus
sians object to similar moves for the organization of Western Europe.
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To speak frankly, I am tempted to say that the governments we have had 
since the Liberation are to blame precisely because they have allowed years to 
pass without bringing about this cooperation among Western countries. But 
I feel at once, as you do, that this would be unjust, as it seems clear that if 
Western governments have not joined together by now, it is just because they 
perceived the signs of Russian hypersensitivity and were anxious not to pro
voke it any further. But there comes a time when inaction is no longer permissible.

Watertight compartments among nations are an anachronism in an age 
when the two hemispheres are a few hours’ flying time apart. Do agreements 
among democratic Western powers present any danger to peace? I reply, none 
whatsoever.

My party agrees with everything that has been said by Count d’Aspremont 
Lynden in a report which is all the more effective for being brief. I will not 
waste time by repeating all the arguments of the foreign affairs commission 
that he has faithfully summarized. I endorse them all, together with M. Spaak’s 
forceful statement to the Chamber that 'Democracies do not cause wars, but 
suffer them.’ There are many reasons why this is so. The first is one of senti
ment. Democracy hates violence. Peace is essential to the deployment of its 
activities. Sterile agitation prevents it from pursuing its normal course. Calm 
and reflection are necessary to its peaceful conquests in the realm of knowl
edge and thought.

Let no one object that it was Britain and France who declared war on Ger
many in 1939. War was inevitable from the moment when the Nazi-Soviet 
pact was signed on 23 August 1939; the die was cast, and the first result was 
the savage attack on Poland. It was because of Germany that Britain and 
France were involved in conflict. Their declaration of war regularized a situa
tion that already existed. The two nations which repudiated the law of the 
jungle and believed that the rules of international relations still deserved 
respect were not content to await the storm without taking such measures as 
were still possible to ward off the dangers that threatened. Even so, their lack 
of military preparation was manifest and was a convincing proof of their 
peaceful intentions. So was the humiliation to which they submitted at Munich 
in the vain hope of changing the course of events at the eleventh hour.

Certainly no one here will dispute the fact that if there is one Western nation 
that is more especially wedded to the cause of peace, that nation is Belgium. 
Few countries have suffered the horrors of war for centuries to the same 
degree as ours. It follows that not only does Belgium not intend to attack 
anyone but that our country would not and could not associate itself, directly 
or indirectly, in any manner whatsoever, with a planned aggression of any 
kind against any foreign state. Consequently our action in joining an associa
tion of countries which are no less peace-loving than ourselves cannot without 
dishonesty be interpreted as engaging in warlike policy.

It may be said: given the uncertainty of the present time, why do we not 
maintain a waiting attitude? I reply: because a policy of neutrality and 'opting 
out’ has become impossible, and in any case it seems to me the most dangerous 
policy imaginable. The world situation is such that while making it plain that
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we have no enemies, we must choose our friends. And, having chose*i them, 
we must pursue the policy that that choice imposes.

Our civilization, our education, our tastes, temperament and affinities all 
point us towards the Western association which, I hope, is only a first step 
towards a brotherly association of all Europe; meanwhile we have no other 
desire than to live in friendly understanding with an Eastern grouping, despite 
our obvious ideological differences.

Within such an association, authorized by Articles 51-3 of the United 
Nations Charter, there is no place for poor relations, and everyone must make 
sacrifices proportionate to his means. From this point of view, and without 
going into too many details, it is clear that there are many obstacles to be over
come.

Compared to some other countries, we live in a state of well-being which 
is not artificial but is not immune from miscalculation of more or less imme
diate significance. Others practise a policy of austerity and adapt their daily 
lives to the necessities which it imposes. It is easy to see what difficulties arise 
when it comes to harmonizing the economies of the different associated coun
tries.

In the military sphere we cannot, as in the past, content ourselves with 
promises of restoration in the event of our standing up to aggression from any 
quarter. What we must do in future is to make sure that we do not suffer 
aggression in the first place. The smallness of our territory does not allow us 
the possibility of strategic retreat and, given the density of our population, the 
consequences of an armed clash on Belgian territory would be catastrophic, 
no matter where it actually occurred. We point this out to the government 
from a sense of duty, though we are sure that in its wisdom and vigilance it is 
aware of these things, and we trust it fully in these matters also.

The Senate will, I hope, give me credit for having spoken from this rostrum 
without passion and in no partisan spirit. None the less I have made this speech 
on behalf of a party, one whose parliamentary strength has for the time been 
impaired by an unjust electoral verdict, but which is none the less a great party 
profoundly attached to the ideals of our nation.

88. Maurice Hamesse: ‘Towards the future’ April 1948

‘Vers l’avenir’, Etats-unis d'Europe, vol. 2, No. 7, April 1948, p. 1 (unabridged)

Maurice Hamesse headed the most numerous federalist organization in Belgium, the 
Mouvement d’Action et de Propagande (MAP),1 which directed its propaganda wholly

1 Cf. O. Philip, Le Problème, p. 194. From Aug. 1948 onwards it took the name 
‘Mouvement d’Action et de Propagande européenne’.
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towards gaining mass support. Its membership totalled nearly 3,000;2 it had branches in 
many municipalities, generally with the local mayor as honorary president, and arranged dis
cussion meetings to which prominent individuals were invited whenever possible. Hamesse 
welcomed the establishment of the European Movement and endeavoured to create a similar 
unified movement in Belgium, as people found it hard to understand why those who 
preached the unity of Europe could not achieve it among themselves.3

So the countries of Western Europe that are still free have at last under
stood!

If we are to believe the admirable speeches made in Brussels on the signature 
of the five-power treaty and in Paris at the opening of the second meeting of 
the Sixteen, the spokesmen of the various states are in full agreement. They 
are agreed that we want freedom and know how to set about preserving it, and 
that we can soon overcome our present stagnation by an effort of international 
solidarity, instead of obstinately defending particular interests.

We federalists are working with all our strength for a peaceful revolution 
of this kind. We are aware what a tremendous work it is; we are embarking 
consciously on an unrelenting struggle, for there is only one choice: to unite 
or perish. We know that many of our compatriots still do not think as Euro
peans, that they are socially behind the times, that their outlook is narrow and 
cramped, ignorant and selfish. We know this is why our society is in a state of 
collapse. It requires vigorous action on our part to counter this negative and 
self-centred attitude. Owing to the deterioration of living standards an 
increasing number of people are gradually coming to feel that mankind can 
only be saved by the triumph of a new spirit. Most of those who instinctively 
feel this are, alas, submerged in the mass of the population. They do not con
trol the levers of power, but they feel the day-to-day effects of their leaders5 
mistakes and are in the best position to know what is wrong.

That is why, little by little, the masses are increasingly dissatisfied with party 
politics. The man in the street well knows that there is a more important ques
tion than whether one clique or another will gain a majority enabling it to 
experiment with measures of which the main purpose is to create favourable 
conditions for its own re-election.

2 The figure is given by O. Philip, loc. cit. For MAP’s activities cf. États-Unis 
dEurope, vol. 2, No. 12, Sept. 1948, p. 2; UEF, Lettre circulaire No. 18, 14 Apr. 
1948; and Hamesse’s correspondence with Brugmans in BEF Archives. Cf. also 
doc. 90 below and Introduction to this chapter, pp. 273 f.

3 Hamesse to Brugmans, 22 Dec. 1948 (BEF Archives, Brugmans correspond
ence) : ‘I think it must be in your interest for a single large Movement to exist in Bel
gium. I do not say this just because I am its leader for the moment, but because the 
public -  as I well know from my efforts at persuasion -  thinks we are crazy and 
cannot understand why there is such a proliferation of separate movements. It 
should be our chief task to unite them all under a single name and set our faces 
against disunity.’
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The reason why we federalists score one success after another is that every 
concerned person realizes that by defending the human spirit against partisan 
quarrels we are offering the only way out of the impasse. Whatever one’s reli
gious denomination or ideology, one thing is quite clear: nothing can be done 
unless the economic climate improves. Our troubles in this respect have long
standing causes, and we do well never to forget them. In the first place, 
national sovereignty creates and subsidizes war industries; its corollary is the 
subordination of economics and finance to inflamed nationalism. Then there 
is economic protectionism with its array of tariffs and quotas, currency manip
ulation and finally state control, wasting energies and paralysing initiatives.

All these evils make it easy for nations to be exploited by self-seeking po
litical groups. People are tired of seeing progress hampered by sectional inter
ests. What we are fighting for is to reverse this state of affairs.

There is an absolute difference between a statesman and a politician. The 
former thinks of his fellow-men and their interests, the latter of himself only. 
Today there are statesmen who have seen the light and are proclaiming that 
Europe can only recover if it is given a new and durable economic superstruc
ture. Nothing is more obvious, but their aim will remain a dead letter if politi
cians get hold of it, and we must raise our voices to prevent this. The economic 
interests of nations must be adjusted to the general welfare and not to the 
advantage of individuals. Parties must no longer impose their decrees; we fed
eralists, including all who wish to put an end to this modern slavery, will give 
our direct support to statesmen who can break the mould of party politics and 
think and act as human beings.

In its progress towards unification, the world has entered a phase of super
states. We Europeans will be submerged by totalitarianism or economic coloni
zation if our leaders cannot use power in a new way, independent of political 
trickery.

Those responsible for the economy, including representatives of labour, 
capital and innumerable intermediate interests, must bring about the recovery 
we hope for. They are the only really effective forces; any other approach 
would founder in a mass of committees. Antagonisms must be reconciled by 
statesmen rising to their new task and business men overcoming difficulties 
with their usual ‘will to win’. The reason such men are able to do so is that they 
are concerned only with solving the problem and not with politics.

At present, when the urgency of problems leaps to the eye, any form of sec
tarianism is a crime. We must go for the main issue. When our present dis
tressed areas have become hotbeds of extremism it will be too late to blame the 
disaster on one political sect or another. That is why we who are above party 
politics appeal to one and all to aim for the common good and to create the 
United States of Europe without delay.
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89. La Relève: ‘A European customs union’ 15 May 1948

‘Union douanière .européenne’, La Relève, 15 May 1948, p. 61 (unabridged)

The postwar policy debate within the Catholic bloc,, which led to the splitting-off of the 
UDB and the new orientation of the PSC,2 was reflected in the foundation of the weekly 
La Relève. Analogous to the Cahiers Socialistes in the socialist camp, La Relève occupied 
a position in the Christian-Social spectrum which was independent of the Christian-Demo
cratic party;3 however; like many Christian-Democratic politicians it was chiefly concerned 
with practical aspects of the European idea, such as this call for a customs union.

Benelux, the Marshall plan, a European customs union, the Brussels pact -  
all these initiatives are aspects of a single idea. Each was based on the convic
tion that by tackling common economic problems it would be possible to res
tore prosperity and hence political security. Without this collaboration it 
seemed impossible to avoid economic distress and political subjection.

This has become an accepted doctrine, an ‘idea on the march’, which is no 
longer challenged in principle but which it is purely a matter of applying in 
practice. At this stage difficulties become clearer, and will disappoint those 
who thought they had found a painless, all-purpose remedy.

A European customs union is perhaps that part of the scheme which presents 
the greatest difficulties. A study group has been working on the problem for 
some months: it was set up last September by the Committee of European 
Economic Cooperation and has just submitted a preliminary report. The 
group begins by stating that work is not yet far enough advanced for a general 
view to be expressed as to the pros and cons of a European customs union. 
Such a union would inevitably involve profound changes in the economic 
structure of the different countries, and it is not an easy matter to forecast all 
the consequences.

Structural modifications

Any structural modification involves a ‘reconversion’ which is generally 
painful. Enterprises are forced to close down at short notice; there is bank
ruptcy, unemployment, migration of labour and capital. The hardship thus 
caused must be measured against the advantages of a more efficient use of 
resources.

But these structural modifications and the closing-down of certain plants 
should not be considered as an unfortunate, inevitable consequence of the 
creation of large markets, which bring advantages of their own. The raison 
d'etre of larger markets actually lies in these modifications, as the closing of

1 The article is signed ‘C H \
2 Cf. Introduction to this chapter, p. 270.
3 Cf. ibid., p. 273.
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plants is accompanied by the expansion or creation of other productive 
units.

The European countries will in any case have to accept modifications of 
economic structure, whether or not they form a customs union. Such is the 
conclusion of the recent study of economic prospects by the United Nations 
Economic Commission for Europe. M. Gom has already commented on this 
study in La Relève; I only wish here to underline what he says of the vital 
necessity of structural reform. The changes that have already taken place in 
Europe and the world oblige us to find a new basis of equilibrium.

Germany’s productive capacity is greatly reduced. Instead of having an 
export surplus vis-à-vis the rest of Europe, as before the war, she will for a 
long time be in deficit. Britain, on the other hand, whose revenues from over
seas used to enable it to import more than it exported, now has to sell more 
than it buys in order to pay its debts.

Finally, the European countries can no longer make up their trading deficit 
with the US by selling more to third countries such as Latin America: for the 
latter now have a dollar shortage, buying more from the US than they can sell 
there.

For all these reasons the report concludes that the European countries must 
increase their exports and for this purpose equip themselves to produce $ 2 bil
lion worth of iron and steel and other products of heavy industry. This will 
involve an important modification of their economic structure. But here, as 
over the question of a customs union, the resulting difficulties cannot be 
ignored : they must be studied so as to ease the necessary reconversion.

A single customs tariff for Europe

The creation of a customs tariff for all sixteen of the Marshall plan countries 
raises a number of technical questions.

What nomenclature of goods is to be adopted? The study group favours that 
of Geneva. It also endorses the principle of an ad valorem tax, following the 
Benelux example.

Tariff rates are the central problem. A group of experts has been quietly 
working at this huge task in a corner of the Résidence Palace hotel in Brussels: 
they expect to finish in another four months. In principle the average tariff will 
be applied, but each case is considered separately: in some, the protectionist 
tariff of one state will apply, elsewhere the liberal tariff of another, according 
as the manufacturer’s point of view or that of the customer prevails.

In any case there will have to be compromises, exceptions and temporary 
solutions if an agreement among the Sixteen is to be reached. The existence 
of colonial empires raises further problems.

Other delicate issues will have to be handled skilfully. Customs revenues 
must be shared among member countries on a basis that is fair to each, taking 
account of the destination of the goods, the purchasing power of each country, 
the volume of its foreign trade, the size of its population or its national 
revenue. Then the different tariff legislations will have to be unified especially
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in regard to free ports and bonded imports. Finally, as the customs regime will 
be common to all member states, the latter will not be able to conclude tariff 
agreements with third countries. There will have to be a central coordinating 
organ, with power to negotiate on behalf of neutral countries also.

Freedom in tariff matters within the union

The establishment of a single tariff wall round the member countries is a step 
forward, since in this way goods are not directed to one country rather than 
another for artificial reasons. The essential aspect, however, is the abolition 
of customs barriers inside Europe. Given the strictly national character of each 
economy and the protectionist tradition, this change will have revolutionary 
and often painful consequences. Accordingly the study group recommends 
action by stages. A gradual lowering of duties should make it possible to adapt 
more easily over a period of time.

Fiscal and budgetary problems will arise in each state, due to the 
considerable decrease in customs revenue. It should be remembered that his
torically customs duties were imposed for fiscal reasons, because princes were 
short of cash: it was only later that they were used to influence foreign trade.

From customs union to economic union

The object is to make better use of productive resources. Why stop half-way 
in this direction? There is no frontier so specially rigid as to prevent two coun
tries from going beyond a customs union.

The free circulation of goods does not depend solely on the abolition of 
tariffs. From the Liberation to last year we had no customs duties, yet heaven 
knows the movement of goods was no easy matter. This was chiefly because of 
the non-convertibility of currency, differences in price-levels and the degree 
of inflation in each country. For a customs union to be effective it is necessary 
for prices and wages to be adapted to each other, for monetary policies to be 
harmonized, and for currencies to be convertible at stable rates.

The movement of goods is also hampered by differences in the level of indi
rect taxation from one country to another, since goods will tend to avoid coun
tries where they are more heavily taxed.

Conditions are also affected by the policy of each country as regards 
methods of price and wage control, influencing investment, operating subsi
dies, price guarantees etc. All these matters must be standardized in order to 
bring about the uniformity of economic conditions necessary for the free 
movement of goods, labour and capital. When all this is achieved one can 
speak of economic union. Thus any study of the problem of customs union 
inevitably results in setting one’s sights higher. The European study group has 
not resisted the temptation, and we should be glad of this. None the less, rapid 
progress cannot be expected. Besides economic difficulties there are national 
and political ones, and this should warn us to be prudent.
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90. Ram Linssen: ‘How is Europe to be rebuilt?’ May 1948

‘Comment reconstruire l’Europe?’, Etats-Unis d'Europe, vol. 2, No. 8, p. 3 (un
abridged)

*

In September 1946 the journalist Ram Linssen, a signatory of the Hertenstein charter’/  
founded the monthly Etats-Unis d’Europe (EUE) as a mouthpiece for Belgian federalist 
groups.2 Publication was interrupted several times by financial difficulties until the industri
alist Maurice Hamesse took it over in April 1948 as the organ of his Mouvement dAction et 
de Propagande and raised its circulation to 15,000? The group associated with the paper 
were closely connected with the Swiss Europa-Union4 and were organized as a separate 
group within the UEF? In accordance with Hertenstein doctrine, the review advocated 
European federation as a stepping-stone to world government.

What then do we want? We want to rebuild Europe by uniting together in 
a lasting fashion the elements which constitute the European whole; by 
helping to abolish the political, economic, social and customs barriers that 
have brought about the appalling chaos from which each of us suffers more 
every day.

We want to combine the efforts of all for this single purpose: to achieve 
European unity on a federal and democratic basis.

And we are naturally inspired by the Belgian national motto ‘Union is 
strength’: the union of all, be they of the Right or Left, concentrating their 
energies on a single aim: that of a lasting union for peace, prosperity and secu
rity.

1 European federalists from 13 countries met at Hertenstein in Switzerland from 
14 to 21 Sept. 1946 at the invitation of the Swiss Europa-Union. The resulting 
‘twelve points of the Hertenstein Charter’ were signed by Brugmans (Netherlands), 
Steffan (Switzerland), Mme Volpetière (France) and Linssen (Belgium).

2 Foreign authors like R. Silva and H. Brugmans also wrote for EUE. After the 
Luxemburg conference (13-16 Oct. 1946) of groups primarily interested in world 
federation, the EUE styled itself ‘Organe du mouvement pour un Gouvernement mon
dial'{ci. also doc. 84); from No. 3 of Jan. 1947 onwards its title was enlarged to Etat
s-Unis dEurope et du Monde. The journal comprised four pages; its directors were R. 
Linssen and M. Bangerter and its editors A. de Zeeus, R. Cartigny, R. Débandé, M. 
Lecomte, F. Agry and G. Francis. After Hamesse took it over (from No. 7, April 
1948) Linssen was mentioned only as ‘founder’ and seldom wrote for it; Hamesse 
was named as director, and D. Driessens (female) as chief editor.

3 EUE No. 12, Sept. 1948, p. 2, which also stated that a Flemish edition of 7,000 
copies was planned.

4 EUE No. 1, Sept. 1946, p. 4, ‘Activités du mouvement’, with reports on the work 
of Europa-Union under Hans Bauer; also articles by the Swiss L. Van Vassenhove 
(p. 2) and E.B. Steffan, secretary of Europa-Union in Lausanne (p. 1).

5 Lipgens, History, p. 635. The UEF has been since 1947 the umbrella organization 
of Continental groups for European federation.
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Alas! these nowadays seem to be vain aspirations, so often have the words 
been uttered, while reality seems to depart further from them every day.

How are we to overcome the economic stagnation that affects our material 
lives? How escape from the nightmare of the war of nerves? How recover the 
prosperity and security that are nowadays only found on paper and in 
speeches?

The answer is to deliver Europe from anarchy, disunion, competition and 
the forms of partial autarky created by the dogma of national sovereignty. As 
long as Europe is not coordinated it will be weak, and its wealth is too tempting 
for its neighbours to behave in a properly disinterested fashion. Let us face the 
brutal fact: Europe is torn between the hostile spheres of influence of powers 
that are foreign to it.

Only a strong and perfectly united Europe can hold out against the covert 
economic pressures of its neighbours, their psychological or military assaults.

‘Perfectly united’ -  that is the heart of the problem! Many unions or alliances 
have been concluded before now -  but one need only think of those between 
America, Britain and Russia to realize how fragile and superficial they are. 
There we see the inevitable results of short-sighted policies, the idea that quick 
solutions are necessarily the best.

To unite the nations of Europe and put an end to the anarchy of the West 
we must follow quite different guidelines and seek a deeper solution, not a 
superficial and temporary one.

Only federalism can solve the problem of European unity so that prosperity, 
security and peace may prevail in a lasting and genuine manner.

The federation of the Swiss cantons, which were once torn apart by bloody 
and fratricidal quarrels, is the most eloquent example that should inspire all 
nations. It is conclusive proof that federalism is not just a theory but is vindi
cated by history.

Federation has two essential characteristics: decentralization and freedom. 
The second proceeds from the first.

Decentralization precludes the dictatorship of a minority, or of one nation 
privileged above others. It is the proper foundation for a system of universal 
justice based on the principles of a new international law.

Why universal justice? Because the federal doctrine of decentralization 
treats Europe and the world as a whole, but one whose several units are linked 
together by ties of complete interdependence. The harmony of the whole can 
only be achieved by collaboration among its component parts, and this in turn 
depends on the free movement of goods and capital. Every nation and every 
minority must be represented in the proposed supranational government, 
which must possess an army of its own replacing all national armies. It should 
also have a supreme court to rule on the interpretation of the new federal con
stitution, and to settle in unappealable fashion disputes among member states 
or between them and the Federation.

Taking account of the laws of interaction of which science provides 
increasing evidence day by day, federalists hold it to be inconceivable that an 
international institution should be unable to prevent a state from taking politi-
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cal, economic or military measures calculated to harm its neighbours or the 
European or world community.

In the Charter of the United States of Europe, drawn up at Hertenstein in 
1946, federalists insisted on the need to do away with the dogma of national 
sovereignty. They urged that each state, for the sake of its own security, should 
delegate certain aspects of its sovereignty, expecially in military matters.

What is national defence nowadays? The astonishing advance of science and 
technology has endowed modern man with destrictive powers that make non
sense of our petty traditional frontiers.

Unless there is close everyday coordination among general staffs, and even
tually a single general staff on a federal basis, any so-called resistance to 
aggression would be no more than a sinister, criminal mockery lasting a few 
hours.

It must be borne in mind that the supranational and decentralized system 
of federation can never infringe the right of every country to solve its own 
problems in accordance with its ethnic and cultural peculiarities and to main
tain the police force it needs for its own internal purposes. This must be 
emphasized, for there are many who wrongly suppose that our ideas would 
lead in the long run to a monstrous uniformity, with none of the charm and 
poetry that derives from the existence of separate traditions of art, folklore 
and ideology.

Such fears of total standardization are pure inventions. Federalism has the 
utmost respect for freedom, which it regards as one of the most essential aids 
to the full development of the human spirit.

We earnestly hope that all our Western readers will appreciate the urgent 
need for a European federation and will help us in this immense but glorious 
task.

91. Étienne de la Vallée Poussin: ‘The voice of the waves’
Sept. 1948

‘La voix des ondes’, États-Unis d'Europe, vol. 2, No. 12, Sept. 1948, pp. 1 f. (extract)

In contrast to the line of États-Unis d’Europe, which at all times regarded European 
union as a step towards world federation,1 Vallée Poussin in this broadcast emphasized the 
theme of Europe as a third force between the two blocs. The Soviet Union would not dare to

1 Cf., e.g., doc. 90.
2 De la Vallée Poussin represented the PSC in the Senate from 1946 to 1968. A 

lawyer and economist, he was vice-president of the LECE, member of the executive 
committee of the European Movement and vice-president of its parliamentary 
group.
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attack a united Europe, and the latter would have no reason to think of itself as an American 
bridgehead; nor need the Americans fear that a strong united Europe would succumb to 
Soviet Communism.3

An event of world importance, decisive for the history of Europe, will 
probably take place next year. It should be of interest to us all, firstly because 
it is designed to ensure world peace for a long time to come, and secondly 
because Belgians are playing an important part in it.

This event is the official convening of a European parliament, the first step 
towards a United States of Europe.

If this enterprise succeeds -  if an assembly representing the sixteen nations 
of Western Europe can work out a policy for peace, a new economic order 
and a uniform system of social justice -  it may change the face of the world 
in a few years.

Let us think for a moment what this new Europe will represent. To begin 
with it will have a population of 250 million, the most civilized and 
hard-working on earth. Then there are the huge colonial empires with their 
enormous untapped wealth, which will be the scene of a marvellous develop
ment of human powers. Once such a Europe is properly organized it will be 
militarily invincible. Its economic potential is also practically unlimited. The 
Russians would never dare to attack such a powerful bloc, and they would be 
less tempted to do so than they are now, because they would have no fear that 
Europe might become a military outpost of the US. The Americans for their 
part will be relieved to see Europe so much strengthened as to be no longer in 
danger of falling a prey to Russian Communism.

The making of Europe is not only a pledge of peace but a means of prosper
ity. By gradually lowering the customs and monetary barriers that hamper 
commercial expansion and productivity, Europe will have the benefit of 
markets as large as, or even larger than, those of the US and the USSR. This 
will mean an increase in labour efficiency, higher wages and incomes and a 
better standard of life in general.

This immense economic progress is itself only a means of achieving a higher 
social and cultural level. In a federal Europe in which each nation preserves 
its own distinctive spirit, relations between them will multiply in an atmosphere 
of peace for the greater benefit of all. The basic principles of human freedom, 
social justice, charity and industry which are the moral foundations of our civ
ilization will henceforth bear fruit in the most favourable conditions. You will 
see, therefore, that it is truly a great work that we have in hand. (...)

Another step forward will probably be taken in the course of next week. A

3 De la Vallée Poussin expressed himself more plainly in a letter of 30 Sept. 1948 
to his father, saying that Europe must unite militarily and economically to meet the 
Soviet threat, ‘even if it should precipitate a Russian intervention’. Stalin and his ter
rorist regime had performed a service to Europe by hastening its unification. (De la 
Vallée Poussin private archives).
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congress of delegates from all the European parliaments is being held at Inter
laken in Switzerland -  once again under a Belgian chairman, M. Georges 
Bohy, president of the European Parliamentary Union. This gathering will 
certainly support the action of the Coordinating Committee of European Con
gresses and will formulate the views of the different parliaments concerning 
the method of election and the powers of the new assembly. We may hope that 
a general consensus will be achieved at the congress, and that the sixteen 
governments will be able to reach agreement in time for the new European 
assembly to be convened by the spring of 1949.

If this great work succeeds, the spring of 1949 will be the springtime of a 
new Europe, full of youth and promise. And we Belgians may be proud that, 
as our country forms the geographical centre of this new power, we have taken 
such an active part in creating the new European order, thanks in large 
measure to the outstanding personalities who have contributed their names 
and talents to this work.

92. Maurice Lambilliotte: ‘Making Europe’ Sept. 1948

‘Faire l’Europe!’, Synthèses, Revue Mensuelle Internationale, vol. 3, No. 6, Sept. 1948, 
pp. 261-92 (abridged)

M. Lambilliotte,1 who for many years wrote leading articles in Synthèses, believed that 
a democratically united Europe would make it possible to give effect to the rights and freedom 
of the individual\ to which he attached fundamental importance, and thus secure lasting 
peace. In the present appeal' which ran to over 30 pages,2 he sought to demythologize the 
debate on Europe, strip it of ideological accretions and advance from theory to action. In spe
cific terms, he urged that Europe should first unite economically so as to increase production 
and assure the masses of the right to work, and hence of their human dignity and freedom, 
without which world peace could not be secure. The desire for such a union should be fos
tered among the proletariat, peasantry and middle class, so as to compel nationally-minded 
politicians to act in a federalist sense. If the masses could not be won over, Europe would

1 M. Lambilliotte was a representative of the Walloon trade unions and economic 
adviser to Spaak (cf. Lipgens, History, p. 636), also a member of the Belgian council 
of the MSEUE. Because of the conviction expressed in his leading articles H. Brug- 
mans invited him to address the second UEF congress in Rome in Nov. 1948 (letter 
from Brugmans to Lambilliotte, 12 Aug. 1948, BEF Archives, Brugmans correspond
ence).

2 As a rule the leading articles in Synthèses were never longer than 10 pages. The 
abridgement which follows concentrates on the main idea of economic unity on a 
socialist basis. In addition Lambilliotte touched on numerous special problems such 
as raw material supplies, supranational credit and energy institutions, the control of 
arms production, and Europe’s relations with the rest of the world.

i
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have to unite on the basis of American economic aid.3 This must not be allowed to strengthen 
European laissez-faire capitalism, however; for only a socialist Europe could be truly demo
cratic.

We must make Europe. But before setting about a task of which the size and 
complexity are obvious to all, we must be clear as to exactly what we want, 
and formulate problems in precise terms.

We have had enough speeches. People have been talking of Europe for a 
long time. It is as ambiguous a term as any can be. One might almost say that 
there are as many Europes as there are people speaking or writing on the sub
ject: politicians, commentators, journalists, lecturers.

But the public at large, the mass of individuals confronted by unceasing 
material problems -  jobs, wages, doubtful guarantees of the future; those who 
live in a constant state of anxiety and discouragement -  these men and women 
are not yet truly alive to European problems.

Those who go hungry, who lack the necessities of life or a minimum of 
comfort, or simply fear that they may lose these things; all who dread another 
war, knowing that they will again be its victims, or a slump which will mean 
ruin, unemployment, chronic and tragic insecurity; all such as these, whether 
workmen, peasants, clerks, small traders, craftsmen and manufacturers, take 
little interest in the more or less sober accounts of Europe, the theme and its 
variations, to which they have been treated for the past two years.

The people, who are the stuff of which nations are made, have had enough 
of words and slogans that are personified as if they were divinities or at least 
real forces. There have been enough speeches, enough sighs, tears and 
entreaties, vehement and pathetic appeals in the name of Europe, Christian civ
ilization, the defence of the West, our common heritage and so forth. We 
must bring back the problem to its proper ground, and state the issue simply 
and clearly.

Peace, Employment, Welfare

Europe is not the expression of a learned political construction, or even the 
historical or geographical embodiment of a civilization or way of life. It is a 
much diversified area of our planet in which millions of human beings still live 
in uncertainty and gloomy despair, so deep-seated that one almost hopes it will 
lead to an outbreak of savage and righteous wrath.

These men and women do not accept the implacable fatality of war; nor will 
they put up with blindly serving the interests of others, or ideologies that

3 On p. 268 the article states: ‘It appears (...) more and more clearly that the US 
wants Europe to be saved, and as far as possible by the efforts of Europeans.’ On 
p. 286, still more explicitly: ‘The Marshall plan ist undoubtedly an important and 
indispensable aid to the rehabilitation of Europe and, beyond that, the construction 
of a European economy.’
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represent only pride, fanaticism, or the thirst of minorities for power. They 
do not aspire to some mythical form of liberty which cannot be achieved in 
practice. What they think it right to demand is a certain degree of freedom in 
life and expecially in the realm of personal feeling; also freedom of thought, 
and hence a modicum of the right to criticize.

These people are neither foolish nor so dreamy as to realize that in our day 
the best support of freedom is a rational organization of the economy, that is 
to say the whole range of production, exchange, distribution and consumption. 
Liberty, in fact, is less than ever a synonym of anarchy: it depends in great meas
ure on a sound collective organization, which must never be confused with 
totalitarianism.

This is what Europe must mean for us. It must be an organization of peoples 
and nations which can stand effectively against the risk of war and, having 
overcome that major threat, will provide jobs -  or ‘employment5, to use the 
more modern term -  for its people, whether as individuals, families or more 
or less organic communities. Work is the fundamental condition of acquiring 
a purchasing power that can be exercised in the dignity that comes from active 
participation in a common necessary effort. In addition the organization must 
place at the service of every individual the formidable resources of science and 
technology, making possible a better standard of living and better conditions 
for the development of the personality. (...)

A people’s Europe

To whom, then, does Europe address its appeal? -  since for want of a better 
term we too shall speak of Europe, though the word is so ambiguous that one 
almost feels impelled to abandon it.

The appeal is addressed to plain, ordinary men and women, with their feel
ings, aspirations and urgent needs.

Although we speak in the most general terms, we wish above all to be realists 
and we therefore address ourselves to those peoples of the Old World who 
have not entrusted their fate or assigned their rights to either of the two great 
powers which, as a result of the war, have taken their stand on the ruins of 
Europe -  ruins in the material, moral and political sense.

What is the task before us? To organize, by way of association, a system of 
constructive and unreserved cooperation among the different countries, 
whatever their past history, that occupy the geographical area of Europe.

Europe as an organized economic area

The first requirement is an economic measure, viz. to intensify intra-Euro
pean exchanges so that the continent is less dependent on overseas countries 
for essential supplies and also less dependent on exports. We in Europe are in 
growing danger of competition from countries that are better equipped 
because they suffered less devastation in the war.
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Increased trade within Europe is moreover one of the objectives of the 
Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC).

It was by necessity rather than because of a conscious plan to ‘make Europe’ 
that the OEEC, born of the Marshall plan, emphasized the structural aspect 
of European reconstruction. Europe’s dollar purchases have to be restricted 
in every possible way, and this clearly means developing to the maximum the 
complementary features of the different European economies.

For our part, however, we consider the desirability and necessity of these 
changes from another point of view. If one’s object is to increase the stability 
of an economic standard and hence a given level of employment in Europe, 
then, as we have already said, the economy of the associated nations as a whole 
must be made less dependent on exports and imports to and from overseas. 
Increased trade among European countries will best bring to light the comple
mentary features of their economies and maximize European production, 
thus making possible a higher level of consumption of goods and services and 
a higher level of employment. To all who have known unemployment and its 
dire consequences, social stability is the object of their dearest and 
profoundest wishes.

If the economy is in a state of balance, then of course employment will be 
also. It is thus of vital importance to stabilize the economy at a level below 
which it must not be allowed to sink, but above which it must continue to rise.

Only by thus intensifying all its economic activities can Europe find salva
tion; only thus can it be built at all.

Given superior equipment, which is essential in every domain, the peoples 
of Europe will in their turn apply the formidable possibilities of modern tech
nology. Most of these, as no one will deny, are indeed based on research pio
neered by scientists in the Old World.

Once the problem is stated in terms of individual wants -  a minimum degree 
of welfare, economic stability and assurance of employment -  the problem of 
making Europe is simplified and its terms become more and more concrete. 
For the nations of Europe and for the vast majority of their citizens, the object 
is certainly to strengthen world peace but also, and at the same time, to provide 
one and all with effective guarantees of employment and access to consumer 
goods.

Given this fundamental need, the making of Europe must be based on a 
long-term programme aiming at the maximum consumption of goods and 
services.

Only a programme of improving the standard of living of European peoples 
can overcome the obstacles and particularism of economies that have in the 
past proceeded from a spirit of nationalism, often aggressive in character.

A degree of equipment which may suffice to ensure a given level of con
sumption of goods and services, and may even seem excessive in relation to 
the apparatus of production and exchange in the various economies at the 
present time, will soon prove insufficient to ensure a higher rate of consump
tion. The construction of additional plant will provide employment in itself 
and will make it possible to organize the European economy as a whole in a
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manner more rational and adequate to needs. On account of its higher produc
tivity, the new equipment will sooner or later call for redeployment and adap
tation in the technical and economic fields. It can thus be said that by aiming at 
a maximum rise in the European standard of living, we shall be creating the 
most powerful and irresistible demand for economic organization and ration
alization, and facilitating the necessary process of superseding national eco
nomic frontiers which are outdated by modern production methods.

Aims of this kind are better than theories; they will increasingly bring about 
a harmonization of European economies, the pooling of efforts and wealth 
that are at present dispersed and irrationally used.

To sum up, it may be said that the forces and incentives that will have to 
create Europe are first and foremost economic. The economy is simply a name 
for the totality of means necessary to satisfy the legitimate requirements of 
human beings. In this way economic science is profoundly social and no less 
profoundly human. The demand for consumer goods and services is an 
authentic measure of individuals and groups, their behaviour and mutual rela
tions. Every economy exists to meet these needs of production, distribution 
and consumption.

It may even be said that the essential planning of the economy must start 
from the viewpoint of consumer needs and be directed above all towards 
serving the consumer, if we want it to remain human and democratic -  and 
democracy can be considered an essential condition of whatever is truly 
human.

Hence, in its most immediate and concrete aspects the building of Europe 
does not require and need not necessarily proceed from any ideology or doc
trine, any abstruse idealism or mystery. It is simply a matter of seeing things 
aright and producing more in better conditions so as to give the masses a 
better life and more opportunities of employment, hence greater dignity and 
even greater freedom.

Time is short

However simple or simplified the main issue may thus seem to be, there is 
what we may call a historical urgency obliging those engaged on the task to 
arrange the problems in a certain order of priority.

Time presses; the threat of war hangs over our heads.
If the European peoples for whom there is no other salvation but to work 

closely together do not associate quickly, a third war might well destroy the 
last chance of creating a strong and flexible economy which in itself, by the 
standard of living it will provide, will be one of the best guarantees of world 
peace.

The force of nationalism

Statesmen do not deny the need to make haste, but few of them follow out 
their ideas to the end.
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Make Europe? -  yes, by all means. But when it comes to abdicating even a 
fraction of national sovereignty for the sake of Europe, we know all too well 
the hesitations that arise.

At present there is no doubt that nationalism is everywhere a far more active 
force than reason, which warns us of the imperious necessity of creating 
Europe on a supranational scale -  though this does not mean doing away with 
nations or imposing a uniformity which would be contrary to the genius and 
diversity of each.

Awakening the masses

What is to be done to combat this spirit of the past, this resistance which 
is so contrary to peoples’ future interest?

Within each nation we must bring to life forces in favour of creating a Euro
pean economy which can overcome private interests, the resistance of the 
timid and hidebound who cling to national positions at all costs.

Since it is on the political level that the most dangerous hesitations and 
weaknesses are preventing or delaying the creation of Europe, the peoples’ 
will must be expressed in political terms.

If the Europe we are to build must and can only consist in a stronger and 
more stable economy, better equipped and organized, must not the appeal be 
addressed first and foremost to all sections of the European population that 
are directly interested in a higher level of production, employment, equipment 
and consumption? What we have to do, then, vis-à-vis all sections of the pop
ulation of each country, is not to create any mystique or stir up consciences in 
favour of a crusade, however noble its mythology or intentions; but to make 
men feel the hard necessity and obvious urgency of creating an economy 
according to plans and programmes aimed at providing social security and a 
better life for each and everyone. Having done this, we must see to it that the 
peoples of Europe, and especially the broad masses in each country, demand a 
formal promise from their statesmen of whatever party that they will require 
governments to take the most vigorous action to prepare plans for produc
tion, organization and equipment in the new European economy.

Every means and every argument should be used for this purpose: the fear 
of war, anxiety at the periodic return of economic crises and unemployment, 
but also the awakening of constructive intentions, hopes that are no longer fan
ciful, in short the awakening of a large and powerful movement of enthusi
asm, both individual and collective.

Setting one’s sights on a higher standard of living is by no means 
synonymous with the materialism of the herd. In any great collective work 
there is something which exalts the individual and makes him rise above him
self. And no one can deny that organizing the European economy and 
providing it with the necessary technical equipment is one of the greatest and 
finest collective works that can be conceived at the present day.

Human needs exist and will increase as to the quantity, diversity and quality 
of products. Europe as a whole possesses what it takes to meet them: manage-
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ment, labour, raw materials from the motherland or colonies, and the means 
of procuring such as it requires from elsewhere. It will no doubt be argued that 
the peoples of the old world are too selfish and individualistic to unite. There 
is some truth in this, but we should not let it discourage us. The cure is hope 
and the opportunity, which would soon be grasped, to take part in major pro
grammes of organization and capital construction. Workers and young 
people in every country would, we are convinced, respond with enthusiasm. 
There is a high moral potential in such plans as have been carried out in the 
USSR or the Tennessee Valley project in the US. Such plans are capable of 
eliciting the noblest individual and collective effort; those who take part in 
them become aware of social values not merely as a constraint but as a matter 
of real grandeur, a shining opportunity to be part of an enterprise that trans
cends the individual and elevates him in his own eyes. (...)

Old-style laissez-faire capitalism can no longer satisfy the modern world’s 
enormous needs in the way of equipment and finance. It needs a shot in the 
arm, and at least a partial change in the system of management, where the 
workers are demanding to be represented.

The trade union movement -  and in our view this is not the least important 
part of its mission -  is already on its guard against the growing threat of state 
control wielding governmental powers in matters of finance, the regulation of 
trade, production planning and so on. Trade unions are the best champions 
of democracy since they defend the workers and, in every worker, a human 
being. At the same time they understand democracy in the full sense -  social, 
economic and of course political as well.

To provide a firmer basis for economic and social democracy and to confer 
greater economic responsibility on the workers, trade unions demand as a first 
stage the co-management of enterprises and the creation of a collective system 
of capital, so that workers can by degrees become co-owners of enterprises 
and share in the work of re-equipment.

The struggle against state capitalism -  or etatism, which amounts to the 
same thing -  can only be effective if in future the ownership of the means of 
production and exchange is democratized and effectively distributed among 
the population instead of being controlled exclusively by the state, which can 
never genuinely embody or express the interests of a community or, above all, 
those of its members.

Because trade unionism is truly democratic in spirit, it refuses and will 
always refuse to be totalitarian. Conscious though it may be of its strength, it 
will never use it to set up a dictatorship.

We are convinced that the unions will not contest our view that social diver
sity must be respected in the construction of a European economy. It will not 
be the least service rendered by the forces of labour to have worked to create 
this new Europe, not seeking to impose the dictatorship of its own ideals but 
only those of nobility and humanity.
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Making Europe

What we want then is to create a Europe that is organized, better equipped 
and truly democratic; a Europe of hope and the joy of life, offering the best 
conditions for a renewed and regenerated civilization; a Europe open to every 
kind of exchange in the material, intellectual and moral sphere; welcoming the 
future and turned towards it, but at the same time suited to man’s needs and 
proportionate to whatever is simply and basically human.

If this is the kind of socialism that is to mark the structure of Europe, then 
we for our part are in favour of a federal, democratic and socialist Europe -  
a Europe that may one day, without error or exaggeration, be called a true 
‘land of men’ and a true ‘land of mankind5.

Let us then set about making Europe! But at the very outset the name of 
Europe should be changed or abolished, to mark more clearly our determina
tion to rebuild on fresh foundations, in a new and truly active spirit.

93. Van der Ghinst: ‘Europe and gold’ 15 Oct. 1948

‘Europa en het Goud’, Verenigd Europa, Maandblad van MAPE, vol. 1, No. 1, pp. 1 
and 3 (abridged)

Van der Ghinst was an honorary professor at the Université Libre de Bruxelles and 
member of the UEF executive, also director of the Institut dÉconomie Européenne (IEE). 
The Institute, founded in Brussels in 1932, had among its members eminent economists, 
technologists, professors and industrialists; it did not concern itself with politics but only with 
economic problems, especially those connected with organizing Europe on a federal basis.1 
In a memorandum for the Institute in Feb. 1939 Van der Ghinst wrote: ‘Might not European 
states be obliged to follow the example of the USA and create a political structure more in 
conformity with modern technology and civilization P2 In the first number of Verenigd 
Europa, the journal founded by M. Hamesse as a Flemish counterpart to the Walloon États- 
Unis d’Europe (EUE), Van der Ghinst put forward his ideas on the European political sys
tem, starting with the premiss of a stable common currency and a European bank.3

The fine speech by our prime minister, P.-H. Spaak, has had worldwide 
repercussions. From it we will simply repeat the point that a federal grouping 
of European states would in no way constitute an aggressive organization. As 
he said, ‘We are still living amid our ruins and our dead are still among us.5 A 
federal Europe would have no other aim than a better economic organization,

1 For the history of the IEE cf. EUE, vol. 2, No. 3, Jan. 1947, p. 3.
2 Cf. Federal News, No. 131, Feb. 1946, p. 11.
3 In a passage not reproduced here the author described the development of the 

currency situation after 1918, which he regarded as a direct cause of political insta
bility between the wars. For this reason he placed economic and monetary questions 
in the forefront of the problem of European unity.
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with free movement of capital, labour and goods. As it is, we are obstructed on 
every side: currency controls, quotas, paper warfare and political interfer
ence. Business men have to contend with hopeless conditions for foreign 
trade, whereas in the USA there is no barrier whatever between one state and 
another. Why cannot we have the same thing in Europe? If Benelux has suc
ceeded, why not other countries? It was not easy: many difficulties had to be 
overcome, and there will be more in future. But, as the proverb says, ‘All’s well 
that ends well.’ Some individual interests may suffer -  it cannot be otherwise -  
but once we achieve union it will be to everyone’s advantage, though the pro
cess of adaptation will of course take some years.

We have come a good way since the European Congress at The Hague. The 
principle is accepted everywhere, and slowly but surely federal Europe is 
coming into existence. The Franco-Italian customs union is a great step for
ward.

Must we now wait for everyone to agree? I do not think so. Why should not 
the German Länder join Benelux? -  Bavaria, Württemberg, the Rhineland and 
so on. Britain and the US would not be likely to object. France and Italy might 
then do the same, and thus a whole section of Europe would be federally 
united. We await a decision by Britain, whose position is rather special because 
of the Dominions.

All this might come about in the course of next year. But the great difficulty 
is that of currency regulation. There must first of all be a Bank of Europe with 
a monetary unit based on gold, as we argued fifteen years ago in the Institute 
for European Economy. (...)

[The Marshall plan] should be used to set up a Bank of Europe which would 
function as the Bank of England once did. The World Bank or the Bretton 
Woods organization is artificial, as is its method of fixing the value of curren
cies. Mr A. Scherer Hennuy made a proposal for a Bank of Europe in a pam
phlet which is worth reading. In any case we should lose no time in 
establishing a Bank with a European currency to which national currencies 
should be linked at their proper value. In our opinion this is the core of the eco
nomic problem and the only way to create a free and healthy economy 
without quotas, currency restrictions or similar obstacles. (...)

94. Max Buset: ‘What kind of Europe?’ 27/28 Feb. 1949

‘Quelle Europe?’, Le Peuple, 27/28 Feb. 1949, p. 1 (unabridged).

Max Buset/  unlike Spaak, adopted a decidedly socialist attitude towards the question of 
European unity. On 4 March 1948, in a debate in the Chamber on the foreign affairs

1 M. Buset (1896-1959), often nicknamed ‘anti-Spaak’ in party circles, was 
chairman of the PSB from 1945 until his death. Both as an economist and a socialist 
he attached primary importance to questions of economic policy.
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budget\2 he spoke in favour of a union of Western Europe while warning that such a union 
must not attempt to be autarkic but should develop to the maximum its economic relations 
with the other recipients of Marshall aid as well as Eastern Europe and overseas countries. 
This was only possible with a planned economy (économie dirigée). Buset complained that 
the officials who negotiated international treaties did not know enough about economics, 
and demanded that socialists should have more of a say in such matters. Europe would not 
be created by eloquent speeches and ‘parlements fantômes’ but by economic cooperation. In 
the present article Buset took up a functionalist attitude towards European union, based no 
doubt on considerations of efficiency but also on a socialist viewpoint which was more char
acterized by internationalism than by mistrustful protectionism.3

The idea of building Europe is gaining ground. This may reflect no more 
than a confused sense of necessity, but is none the less significant. Europe will 
not suddenly come into being in a ‘fourth of August’ manner,4 with its whole 
organization complete. For a long time to come, a more or less clear percep
tion of diverse necessities will be the chief if not the only force impelling us, de
spite innumerable difficulties, towards the creation of a more or less rational 
system.

It follows, in my view, that all advocates of the European idea do not 
deserve the same degree of encouragement.

There are some who wish to unite free Europe into what they call a bastion, 
that is a militant anti-Communist bloc, the final aim of which is probably to 
restore an outworn form of capitalism. If such Europeans as this were to gain 
control they could only lead us into war.

Their adversaries, the Communists and crypto-Communists who invite us 
seductively to conform to the pattern of the so-called People’s Democracies, 
are out to make us swallow trustingly what we should reject with the strength 
of despair it it were ever imposed on us as the result of a war unleashed by the 
other side.

The amiable visionaries who have already drawn up a written constitution 
for a superstate that does not exist and will not come into being for a long time 
are scarcely performing a service to the European peoples by offering them 
utopian dreams. Europeans have become highly sceptical of abstractions and 
are chiefly preoccupied by acute practical problems that they must solve in the 
next few years if they are to avoid irreversible decline. There are plenty of 
sound thinkers among the federalists, but they are somewhat in the clouds it 
they hope to create a political structure without first formulating certain

2 Annales parlementaires, Chambre, 4 March 1948, pp. 6-10, esp. pp. 9 f.
3 At the PSB congress in Oct. 1947 Buset already said (Le Peuple, 29 Oct. 1947, 

p. 2): ‘What we stand for is not Western Europe or simply Europe, but the union 
of all nations and peoples who think as we do.’

4 A reference to the wholesale abolition of feudal privileges by the French 
National Assembly on the night of 4 August 1789.

5 The conference of the International Council of the European Movement, held in 
Brussels on 25-8 Feb. 1949.
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short-term objectives of manifest importance. They must, moreover, first rally 
the necessary political support for these objectives, so that the federal structure 
may appear not as a starting-point but as the likely outcome of concerted 
action on the part of states, supported by public opinion in each country. They 
should bear in mind that the chief object of American federalism was to pre
serve the link between Southern cotton and Northern factories, while Swiss 
federalism was first and foremost a means of abolishing the feudal system, uni
ting dwellers in the mountains and the lowlands, and ensuring national secu
rity more efficiently than was otherwise possible.

As for those who try to popularize the European idea because they believe, 
rightly, that nothing can be done unless governments, parliaments and the 
public are gradually won over, their efforts are no doubt all to the good, but 
I think they should hurry up and elucidate two important questions. Firstly, 
they should tell us what kind of Europe is to be organized, initially at all 
events; and secondly, they should as soon as possible give way to those who 
will take the actual decisions and bear responsibility for them.

These are two very large subjects that I can only touch on briefly here, and 
I apologize for the scrappiness of my reflections.

In the first place, we must realize what a mosaic Europe is at the present 
time. Besides differences of language, culture, forms of government and eco
nomic and social conditions inherited from past centuries, what do we find? 
There is Communist Europe, hermetic and monolithic, hostile and half Asia
tic, with which we hope one day to reach an understanding; and there is the 
rest of the Continent, from which we must subtract Franco Spain and perhaps 
Greece. This other Europe, irrespective of national frontiers, presents a whole 
range of particularism and local amalgamation. Britain is a Commonwealth 
and Empire before it is a European state. Switzerland has its own ideas. There 
is a Scandinavian group, our own Benelux as a sample of unity, and the Fran- 
co-Italian customs union. There is the five-power Brussels treaty, and the 
OEEC with nineteen countries. There is the Council of Europe and its constit
uent [sic] assembly, as to which we do not yet know how many states it will 
comprise. There is the Continent as a whole, which would be the optimum geo
graphical unit, and there is central Europe, disrupted by the present condition 
of Germany.

If it is a question of organizing for specific purposes, each of these might 
call for a different membership. The participants are bound to vary according 
as the union is to be military, cultural, economic, financial, monetary, social 
or political.

It may be thought that I am making difficulties for their own sake, but this 
is not so -  I am merely an old-fashioned positivist. Rational conclusions must 
be based on ascertained reality. The jumble which is Europe, the juxtaposition 
of systems created for particular ends, associations that are sometimes loose 
and sometimes more formal, sometimes temporary and sometimes perma
nent -  all this may well disconcert and discourage a superficial abserver. But 
all this reality in fact indicates the direction in which we must seek the solution, 
or rather the many solutions, of the European problem.
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To me it is clear that the right course is to organize, in every possible sphere, 
functional cooperation for specific purposes among European countries which 
are able and willing to cooperate in each particular case. The continental 
countries of Western Europe should set an example by associating, as each 
objective may require, with one another or with other states.

In case this is not clear enough I will run through a few examples of interest 
to Belgium, confining myself to the economic field.

Electricity. An international plan to develop the hydro-electric resources of 
the Alps, coal in the western countries and German brown coal. Prices to be 
aligned on the basis of an abundant, widely distributed output of electrical 
energy.

New industries. A western programme with a single internal market and 
division of labour for the establishment of new industries to process by-pro
ducts of coal, petroleum products, highly finished machine-made goods and 
plastics.

Agriculture. Agreement among neighbour countries for specialization, 
modernization and the free exchange of produce.

Finance. A European investment bank with national branches and coordi
nated national investment programmes.

Currency. Conventions for the convertibility of stabilized currencies, open 
to accession by other states as they become eligible.

Trade agreements, multilateral for preference. Not a priori customs or eco
nomic unions, but gradual scaling-down of tariffs on more and more products 
specified by prior agreement, so as to achieve division of labour and a 
common internal market.

I could go on but I will stop there, abashed at having taken so long to say 
so little. I will only add one word. I do not doubt for a moment that the Brus
sels meeting5 will once again show Paul-Henri Spaak to be not only a great 
speaker but a great statesman. I confess, however, that I place greater hopes in 
him as the chairman of the Committee recently set up to make better use of 
Marshall aid. If he is able to ensure that in its second year this aid is distributed 
not on a country basis but so as to finance international initiatives of the kind I 
have suggested, he will have done more towards the making of Europe than 
all those who think they can solve the problem of the future at a single stroke.

95. V. Larock; ‘The European Movement -  the European institu
tion at Strasburg’ 19 May 1949

‘Le “Mouvement Européen’’ -  l’institution européenne à Strasbourg’, Le Peuple, 
19 May 1949, pp. 1 and 3 (abridged)
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The Socialist daily Le Peuple published numerous articles reflecting various trends of 
opinion within the PSB on the question of European union. Victor Larock,1 its political edi
tor; was in favour of European cooperation, though at first with reservations on account of 
US pressure, which he and the Socialists in general regarded with suspicion;2 after the adop
tion of the Statute of the Council of Europe his support became more whole-hearted. He had 
an opportunity to express it at the international socialist conference at Baarn near 
Amsterdam in May 1949, on the last two days of which a discussion took place on the 
Council of Europe and on relations between Socialist parties and the European Movement. 
Larock was invited by the steering committee to express his personal views on these two ques
tions; he did so in a report, the conclusions of which were embodied in a final resolution 
which was adopted unanimously?

(...) The Mouvement pour les États-Unis Socialistes d’Europe, under the 
chairmanship of our comrade from Luxemburg, the deputy Raskin;

The Union Européenne des Fédéralistes, chaired by H. Brugmans from 
Holland;

The Catholic movement of the Nouvelles Équipes Internationales.
The leaders of the Movement do not claim to possess a mandate so much 

as to represent a common aspiration of peoples towards cooperation and the 
progressive unification of their efforts and resources. Their social origins are 
different; so are their interests, opinions and prejudices, but one idea unites 
them: to convert Europe into a more solidary, homogeneous entity from the 
economic and political points of view. They wish to interpret to the au
thorities what they believe to be the identical desire of European social classes 
threatened by the same dangers and aware that they share a single destiny.

The European Movement has unquestionably helped to hasten the decisions 
taken in London on 5 May, and it may cause them to be put into effect all the 
sooner. The French Socialist party is, I believe, the only one to have given the 
Movement its official support. The British Labour Party refused to do so, and 
some other parties represented here have followed the British example. Others 
have allowed their members to belong to the Movement on a personal basis.

I think it is time we agreed on a more systematic attitude. There are grave

1 V. Larock (1904-77) was the political editor and chief leader-writer of Le Peuple 
from 1944 to 1954. A sociologist and expert on international affairs, he acted as rap
porteur on the latter subject at the international socialist conference in 1949 and the 
PSB congress in 1950. He was a member of the Consultative Assembly of the 
Council of Europe from its foundation till 1954, then minister of foreign trade till 
1957, foreign minister (1957-8) and minister for culture (1961-3); in 1965-8 he was 
chairman of the parliamentary section of the PSB.

2 E.g. at the 68th congress of the PSB in Nov. 1948 Larock said {Le Peuple, 7 
Nov. 1948, p. 2): ‘The Americans talk too readily of the United States of Europe. 
This is a long-term objective. The part of Europe which is still free must organize 
itself on a sound basis in order to reconquer peacefully the Soviet satellite countries: 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary . . . ’

3 Cf. Le Peuple, 19 May 1949, p. 1: ‘Le Socialisme international et l’union euro
péenne’.
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objections to allowing the situation to continue in a way which threatens to 
dissipate our forces and even to disunite us. It is not desirable that Comisco 
-  to use the name given by the press to the Committee of the International 
Socialist Conference -  should be faced, be it only in appearance, by a 
break-away group standing for the ‘Socialist United States of Europe’, whose 
actions may at a given moment escape control by the parties concerned. We 
must assert a harmony of ideas on the European plane which should, I believe, 
find expression in a policy of participation, clearly authorized if not encour
aged, together with an alignment of efforts under the auspices of Comisco.

I know that different parties have hitherto felt that they had particular rea
sons for abstention and distrust, the chief example being the Labour Party. 
But our positions should be reconsidered in view of a new fact: the official 
establishment of a Council of Europe with a Consultative Assembly.

I do not by any means exaggerate the importance that may attach to the 
European Movement in years to come. To be honest, I do not think it is likely 
to have much influence on the politics or economics of the continental coun
tries. We certainly can, and as socialists we must, look for other, specifically 
socialist ways of affecting the decisions of our governments. But in so far as 
the aims of the European Movement are aligned with those of the European 
Council and Assembly, we can no more ignore it than we can ignore these two 
bodies.

We should see this as a matter of tactics, not of doctrine. I am prepared to 
grant that the economic and political unity of Europe will only come about 
by socialism, by socialist planning and socialist parliamentary majorities, and 
hence that we are still very far from the goal. Nevertheless a beginning of 
European union must be effected before 1952, and we have no right, out of 
doctrinal intransigence or for any other reason, to allow conservative forces 
to play a part that we might play or occupy a position that we might occupy. It 
is better to agree whole-heartedly on this. Specifically, I propose that we 
should declare: (1) that any socialist party may decide, if it wishes, to send 
delegates or observers to meetings of the European Movement; (2) that such 
delegates shall conform to the directives of their party and of international 
socialism; (3) that Comisco will receive reports from them and endeavour to 
coordinate their activities.

The decisions taken by the Ambassadors’ Conference in London on 5 May 
raise questions of a higher degree of importance. As you know, there is hence
forth to be virtually a Council of the foreign ministers of ten European coun
tries and a Consultative Assembly whose members are designated by the 
governments or parliaments of those countries. The countries are, in 
alphabetical order: Belgium, Denmark, France, Great Britain, Ireland, Italy, 
Luxemburg, the Netherlands, Norway and Sweden. It is highly probable that 
Turkey and Greece will soon be admitted and that West Germany will, to 
begin with, become an associated state. Spain, Portugal and Switzerland are 
not to be members.

The Consultative Assembly will pass resolutions, and the Council will in 
turn make recommendations to national governments and parliaments.
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Members of the Assembly will vote as individuals. Items on its agenda will be 
economic or political, not military. The organization will be open to accession 
by any state that undertakes to respect its statutes.

Thus there is not to be a parliament of the peoples of Europe, but a consul
tative assembly of parliamentary delegations; not a supranational executive, 
but a council of ministers without the power to take decisions.

It has taken ten months to launch this experiment, and all the signs are that 
it will be much longer before it is fully effective. It has been provided that its 
character may change, and unforeseen circumstances may, of course, help it 
to develop vigorously. I myself do not expect this, however, for three reasons:

(1) The political situation in the different countries is not stable enough for 
an extra-national institution to acquire the necessary authority in a short time.

(2) National particularism is still too strong to admit of any considerable 
surrender of sovereignty.

(3) Germany can be expected to recover rapidly. As she does so the Euro
pean centre of gravity will shift, the power situation will alter and, in my 
opinion at least, these changes will not be favourable to the development of a 
European condominium, at least in the way it is at present conceived.

I put forward these three reasons without dwelling on them, simply as the 
background to my conclusion, which is pessimistic but which I believe to be 
realistic. The question is: what should be the attitude of international socialism 
towards the new institution?

There are two possibilities. One attitude would be to accept the fait accompli, 
since we have no choice, but to make no use of the infant organization: to 
write it off in advance and let it founder amid difficulties which are bound to 
arise.

From a socialist point of view, this would be a deplorable attitude. Whatever 
is international is ours, and, if it is accepted that the chances of socialism will 
be greater in a united Europe, no party has the right to deliberately prejudice 
the possibility of such a Europe, as it certainly can do if it enjoys full power 
in its own country.

The second course would be to demand more than the new institution can 
perform: to seek to confer on it prematurely a role, a competence and respon
sibilities that it cannot handle in present conditions. To do this would amount 
to linking the fate of socialism to that of an experiment whose success cannot 
depend on us alone.

Our position must, it seems to me, be appropriate to our strength. If we 
could count on the whole of the working class in each country; if relations 
among the parties in Comisco were as close as they ought to be; if we were 
further ahead than we are in the direction of socialist unity, not only in Europe 
but wherever the workers are organized throughout the world -  then it would 
not matter whether we disinterested ourselves from the Assembly and the 
Council of Europe, or concentrated all our efforts on them without having to 
fear the consequences of failure.

Unfortunately we are not in such a position, and, that being so, it seems 
clear what line we must take. I will sum it up for your consideration.
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(1) Regardless of the effort to be made in the sphere of European union, we 
must establish closer ties among ourselves, especially between Labour in Bri
tain and the continental parties. We must also forge fresh links with the 
Labour parties of the Commonwealth and the socialist movements that exist 
or are being formed in other continents, especially the USA.

(2) We should cooperate actively in developing the European institution 
that has just been set up. We must make plans here and now for liaison with 
the socialist members of the Consultative Assembly and the Council, and for 
the joint study of questions on the agenda.

(3) Finally, if the SFIO [French Socialist Party] should decide to organize 
at Strasburg, on the inaugural date of the new institution, a mass meeting 
calling for a united Europe, support for the United Nations and for the cause 
of peace, we should see to it that all our parties are represented, and we should 
use the opportunity for a campaign to influence public opinion in each coun
try. Such a demonstration would be worth while. Our French comrades have 
done good work, and now that we are presented with a reality to work on, we 
must socialize the idea of a united Europe.

One point that should be noticed is that an initiative of this kind would have 
a telling effect on American public opinion.

The foregoing suggestions relate to propaganda and tactics. As to the basic 
organization of our activity in the European forum, should we not as socialists 
agree that in the initial stages of the new institution priority should be given 
to economic and social tasks rather than aspirations to legal and political 
unity? Sooner or later, of course, the two must go together, but at the outset 
there is room for an option.

Economic and social tasks are urgent and will be decisive. They are such as 
to vindicate socialist solutions. If, instead of tackling them, the Consultative 
Assembly were to launch into constitutional planning, with structural reforms 
and federal amalgamations, there is a risk of first wasting a great deal of time 
and eventually reaching a deadlock. What we need are not utopian mergers 
and visionary federations, but an international synthesis of interlocking inter
ests, a progressive unification closely linked to certain very precise objectives: 
the adjustment of customs duties, the coordination of transport, the joint 
development of resources and especially motive power, the planning of pro
duction and distribution, investment control, fuller employment, the progres
sive alignment of living standards, social rehabilitation in our different coun
tries, and broadly-based trade exchanges with Eastern Europe and overseas. 
These are huge, vital and pressing tasks, and the socialist parties are certainly 
entitled to demand that they should have priority on the Council’s agenda.

I believe we should be adopting a wise and secure international position if 
we gave our support to the Council, while never forgetting that Comisco 
cannot confine itself to Europe but must strive with all its might to create a 
worldwide socialist association. Up to now, when some of us argued that ‘Eu
rope must be socialist or nothing’ we assented to the proposition but were not 
always fully convinced of its practicality. Now that we are on the threshold of 
the second year of the Marshall plan, and the North Atlantic treaty has just
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been signed, the prospects are becoming clearer. It is for us to see the formula 
converted into action, and perhaps the time has come to do so. (...)

96. MSEUE (Belgian section): Political Report Oct. 1949

Rapport politique de la Section Beige MSEUE, 3 pp. of typescript (unabridged)

The MEUSE (original form of its title) was founded in Paris in June 1947 to work for 
European union within and outside the Socialist parties of Europe.1 From the beginning 
there were differences between the left-wing Mouvement and the Socialist parties, most of 
them in office, as the former doubted the sincerity of the latter’s attachment to the European 
cause. The MEUSE declined to attend the Hague Congress, but in November 1948 a debate 
within the Movement led to a revision of priorities: instead of going straight for a socialist 
Europe, the object was to unite Europe first and socialize it afterwards. This change was 
reflected in the new title MSEUE and simultaneous affiliation to the European Movement. 
In October 1949 the Belgian section2 prepared a Political Report for the third international 
congress of the MSEUE, which clearly described the position of the official European move
ment and the consequent aims of the MSE UE.

Political Report of the Belgian Section of MSEUE

To meet the need for a clear and realistic definition of our immediate 
objectives, we think it useful to submit this report in the form of considera
tions and brief suggestions to be discussed by the Congress rather than more 
diffusely as a full-length article.

We start from the following principles:
(1) There can be no European federation until state sovereignty is done 

away with {brise).
(2) The question of the primacy of politics over economics or vice versa is 

a false problem as far as the constitution of a supranational authority is con
cerned. No economic institution can function regardless of national interests 
unless it is endowed with superior authority, i.e. political power. Contrari
wise, the first task of a supranational political authority would be to organize

1 For this and what follows cf. O. Philip, Le problème, pp. 189-93.
2 The secretary of the Belgian section was R. Rifflet. The Bureau National 

consisted of G. Baccus, G. Bohy, F. Dehousse, H. Fayat, P. Finet, G. Goriély, R. Rif
flet and E. Tanrez. Members of the Comité National were, besides the above, C. 
Bogaerts, H. Brouhon, G. Cudell, G. Debunne, A. Genot, R. Gubbels, G. Jaeger, H. 
Jansen, M. Lambilliotte, R. Latin, J. Moreau, L. Piérard, L. Radoux, A. Renard, A. 
Valkeneers, P. Vanbergen, R. Van Swieten and R. Wangermée (MSEUE pamphlet, 
1950). Membership of the international MSEUE was mainly French, and A. Philip 
was its chairman from Sept. 1949 onwards.

\
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the economy regardless of state particularism. In short, federal institutions on 
the political and the economic sphere must develop pari passu; otherwise we 
shall only be imitating to no purpose such bodies as the United Nations and 
the OEEC, whose inadequacy is the reason for our independent action.

(3) The MSEUE conceives the European federation in its definitive state as 
a democratic force in the political, economic and social spheres, equally far 
removed from any kind of capitalism and from state totalitarianism. It should 
be the nucleus of a wider federation, open to all states which accept its basic 
principles.

The MSEUE takes note:
(1) That the attachment to the European cause, manifested at the Strasburg 

Assembly, was opposed by the divergent views on economic and social matters 
expressed by liberals on the one hand and advocates of a planned economy on 
the other; this partly explains the nationalist attitudes of the British and Scan
dinavian workers.

(2) That Socialist elements outside the MSEUE were unable to form a 
united European front; consequently the Conservatives were able to secure 
key posts in all the important committees and to play their own hand regard
less of the Westminster resolutions [i.e. those of the economic conference of 
the European Movement, April 1949, which included some socialist ideas].

(3) That the European Movement seems to have lost a great deal of its 
momentum with the establishment of the Council of Europe, and probably 
cannot continue to be the driving force towards a European federation.

The MSEUE therefore decides:
(1) To use all its influence to democratize the Strasburg Assembly, which 

should be directly elected by the peoples of Europe and allowed to draw up 
its own agenda. Its membership should be enlarged, and democratic Germany 
should be permitted to join it, if she wishes, without the question of the Saar 
being raised.

(2) To state firmly that the principal task of the European institutions at 
Strasburg is to draft a federal pact which will transform the Consultative 
Assembly into a legislative assembly with sovereign powers, and the Council 
of Ministers into a federal senate of personalities chosen freely by the different 
states, each of them appointing the same number. These assemblies would 
then designate the European executive power.

In the immediate future it might be useful to appoint to the Council of 
Ministers personalities other than the ministers of foreign affairs.

(3) That the most urgent task is to create a federal European state which 
will safeguard basic human rights and make no concession to the forces of 
totalitarianism. Apart from this, the MSEUE has no ideological bias and is pre
pared to cooperate with any movement that places the federalist principle 
above its private interests. The MSEUE cannot countenance any form of 
colonial oppression and is prepared to associate overseas territories with the 
common effort on an equal footing, with the right to direct representation on 
the governing bodies of the Federation. Further, the MSEUE considers that in 
order to create a sound democratic Europe aware of its common interest it
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will be necessary: (I) to draw up a general plan for the exploitation of federal 
resources; (II) to create public authorities to carry out basic activities on a 
European basis; (III) to associate the workers effectively with the manage
ment of the European economy; and (IV) to equalize social conditions by a 
process of levelling upwards.

(4) That a federal Court of Justice is required to ensure observance of the 
fundamental pact by states and their citizens.

(5) That the governing principle of partisans of European federation must 
be a functional federalism, assigning powers to the sovereign authority 
according to its several tasks and not according to a single organizational prin
ciple which is perforce arbitrary and incompatible with a democratic concep
tion of the federal pact.

On this principle, no powers should be delegated to a higher authority 
unless the need to do so is clearly shown. This will simplify the constitution of 
the Federation and dispel legitimate fears of an oppressive super-state with 
overwhelming power. It is essential that a European legislative assembly or fed
eral ministry should not be endowed with authority in economic matters, 
beyond what is necessary to implement the overall economic policy and place 
it in the framework of European policy as a whole. The drawing up of plans 
and the task of overall management in sectors for which the federation is 
responsible should be entrusted to bodies specially set up on a basis of equal 
representation, supervising the work of technicians.

(6) That the foregoing proposals cannot be effective unless they are sup
ported by powerful and resolute social forces. Therefore the MSEUE must 
endeavour, by the coordinated action of its members, to win over to its way of 
thinking not only the different socialist parties but also trade unions, coopera
tives, Christian Democrats and federalists of all kinds, while taking care not to 
enlarge its cadres so rapidly as to impair its dynamic force. In a coalition of 
European social democracy the MSEUE must play the part of a vanguard for
mulating the new demands of European socialism as events unfold. It must 
therefore guard against confusing its doctrinal positions with the successive 
compromises that the proposed coalition is bound to necessitate.

(7) That it will endeavour to activate a coalition of European social 
democracy not only within the European Movement but also outside it, so as 
to ease the course of the Strasburg debates and lay the foundation for neces
sary agreements and concerted action.

To obviate possible misunderstanding the MSEUE also declares that it 
draws a clear distinction between military, economic or political agreements 
of the traditional kind such as circumstances may appear to require and, on 
the other hand, the progressive formation of a European federation as an 
entity in its own right and with its own aims.
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97. Paul-Henri Spaak: The Council of Europe 17 Nov. 1949

Annales parlementaires, Chambre, 17 Nov. 1949, pp. 7 f. (extract)

Paul-Henri Spaak,1 as an internationally-minded socialist, was a champion of European 
cooperation as far back as the 1920s,2 but dropped the subject after the Nazis commandeered 
the idea of European union. As foreign minister on 20 July 1936 he spoke not of working 
class solidarity but of the decision to adopt a policy of independence and neutrality, by which 
the government vainly hoped to save Belgium from German invasion.3 During the years of 
exile in London Spaak reverted to his ideas of international solidarity, which he elaborated 
as director of the government committee for postwar planning.4 After the liberation, when 
again foreign minister; he summed up the requirements of collective security in terms of the 
United Nations, a European organization and regional arrangements3 Not until 1948, 
when the dream of (one world' had manifestly collapsed, did he concentrate his hopes on the 
second of these.6 Against initial opposition in his own party he defended the Marshall plan 
as a way of uniting Europe politically through economic cooperation.7 In the present speech 
he used economic statistics to contrast Europe's decline since 1914 with the rise of America 
and Russia. Maintaining that this decline could only be halted by a common effort of Euro-

1 P.-H. Spaak (1899-1972) was active in the 1920s on the radical left of the 
Belgian workers’ party. As leader of the left-wing opposition (B.S. Chlepner, Cent 
ans d'histoire, p. 376) he wrote for several progressive journals and was co-editor of 
the two-monthly Bataille socialiste (1926-7) and later the weekly Action socialiste. On 
joining the government in 1936-7 he moved from the left to the right wing of the 
party (I. Remme, Spaak, p. 29). He spent the war years in London and was foreign 
minister from the Liberation to the middle of 1949, when the PSC came to power; 
he was prime minister briefly in 1946 and again from 1947 to 1949. He served in sev
eral important international posts: president of the first General Assembly of the 
United Nations (1946), honorary president of the European Movement, president 
of the European Parliament (1949-51), president of the Assembly of the European 
Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), and secretary-general of Nato (1957). Cf. J.H. 
Huizinga, Mr Europe; J. Willequet, Spaak; I. Remme, Spaak; L. Outers, Spaak; 
P.-H. Spaak, Combats inachevés, tr. (abridged) The Continuing Battle.

2 Willequet, op. cit., pp. 30 f.
3 Spaak, Combats, vol. 1, pp. 37-48.
4 In a broadcast in 1943 Spaak described the new foreign policy as follows: ‘After 

the war single nations, be they great or small, will be unable to solve the problem 
of security on their own. Absolute state sovereignty, economic isolation and po
litical neutrality are out of date. We must manage to be of one mind, to unite and 
organize ourselves.’ (I. Remme, Spaak, p. 36).

5 Annales parlementaires, Chambre, 6 Dec. 1944, p. 92.
6 Huizinga, Mr Europe; pp. 288 ff. The Soviet Union having shown that it had no 

intention of waiving its right of veto in the United Nations, Spaak’s ideas turned to 
an international unity on the narrower basis of Europe. Cf. also Willequet, op. cit. 
(n. 1).

7 Cf., e.g., Spaak’s speech in Annales parlementaires, Chambre, 19 Jan. 1949, 
pp. 11 f., in which he described the Marshall plan as more important even than Euro
pean union.
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pean reconstruction, he went on to explain what part the Council of Europe could play in 
this work.

(...) We know that in order to ‘make Europe’ many obstacles have to be sur
mounted, and we also know -  but I will say it once again -  that making 
Europe involves some sacrifice. Those who believe that the European organi
zation of tomorrow is a system in which each country will enjoy the advan
tages it had yesterday and also a few more, and that the same will be true of 
every class in each country, and every individual in each class -  those who 
think on these lines are mistaken. Without having an unduly high opinion of 
the general level of political wisdom we may say that if making Europe meant 
what these people believe, the task would surely have been achieved long ago. 
But that is not what making Europe means.

Making Europe means realizing that we shall certainly have to sacrifice a 
number of things, perhaps even some legitimate interests, with the intention 
or, better, the certainty that in time the whole European community to which 
we belong will find in the new system greater prosperity, happiness and well
being.

I know that governments need plenty of courage and boldness to pursue a 
policy that involves a measure of sacrifice. Up to now we have not done all 
we should have liked to do in the various international agencies, and when I 
say ‘we should have liked’ I believe I am speaking also for the present foreign 
minister -  I do not think we disagree on this subject. But there is perhaps a new 
feature in the Minister’s present situation: namely that after all, consciously 
or otherwise, some willingly and others dragged by the coat-tails, we have 
created a certain number of institutions which can and ought to be used. It is 
high time for it to be understood in the OEEC that we must not only share 
out the American dollars more or less fairly among our countries but also use 
the opportunity of the Marshall plan to create a better organized Europe.

We must have faith in the Council of Europe and -  you may think this is 
interested advice -  we must have faith in the European Assembly.

Gentlemen, those of our colleagues who have been in Strasburg perhaps 
went there in a sceptical frame of mind. Certainly it seemed a hard and adven
turous task to bring together at short notice -  for it was all done fairly quickly 
-  the representatives of twelve countries as different as the Swiss and Scandina
vians, or the Greeks and Dutch. None the less, and without pretending that 
the work we did there was perfect and above criticism, I believe that all those 
who went -  liberals, Christian social democrats or socialists -  discovered that 
there is already a common sense of purpose that I would call the European 
mind. The most reluctant and the most timid were able to see that despite dif
ferences of language and temperament it was possible to work together for a 
common aim. Why? -  because although differences do exist, it is also true that 
at the present time our ideas on political, social and legal matters are very 
nearly the same; that our living standards are becoming more and more alike,
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and that we are unquestionably united by more things than divide us; that with 
a minimum of good will, good sense and imagination, what was only a dream 
a few years ago can become a reality. The Council of Europe and the Consul
tative Assembly are already institutions on which we can build.

But the new feature, and this is where the Minister’s responsibility is 
involved -  what is new for those who want a united Europe, who wish to try 
the experiment that captivates us all by its beauty and grandeur -  is that the 
Minister now has behind him a solid basis of support.

In Paris last week I presided over the standing committee of the Assembly 
and I was struck by the fact that the Strasburg spirit was absolutely unim
paired: the representatives of the twelve countries members of the Council of 
Europe met in Paris on the 12th of this month exactly as they had done else
where on the previous day. More astonishingly perhaps, the events that had 
taken place since Strasburg had taken a parallel course within the Assembly, 
so that the decisions we took were not only unanimous as between national 
delegations but also within each delegation, where all thought alike regardless 
of party. To me this was a most heartening state of affairs, and I proclaim here 
my faith that the Europe which is to come must be that of Strasburg.

It is as difficult, my comrades and friends, to make a socialist Europe as to 
make a socialist Belgium. The Europe which will come one day will perhaps 
recompense us for our years of effort. But I am convinced, given the funda
mental nature of the problem, that it is not a question of parties, that we are 
assembled here to defend certain things that we have conceived and realized 
after long and hard struggle through the centuries, and that we cannot give 
up: the spirit of tolerance and freedom, political democracy, certain moral 
principles that we all have in common. Furthermore, those sections of the 
population which are of especial concern to us socialists now enjoy a higher 
standard of living than they did when socialism began. But the standard is not 
yet as high as we would wish, and it can only be maintained, as all will agree, 
if our continent remains economically strong and continues to advance.

When I think today of what was done at the Strasburg Assembly and in the 
standing committee, I would say to the Minister: ‘Do not be faint-hearted. Be 
bold enough to take risks. A minister who shows boldness today can at once 
be sure of having on his side the most active and clear-sighted members of 
every parliament in Europe.’ Such is the opportunity that presents itself. 
When I say that the ministers in the OEEC and the Committee were some
what timid and lacking in enthusiasm, this is not a reproach to the Minister per
sonally but to the body to which he belongs. But it seems to me that, after what 
has happened and what we have seen and felt, if someone now chose to make 
a big effort we might -  and the Minister realizes this as well as I do -  accom
plish in a matter of months or years that which our peoples expect of us, 
namely a new organization of Europe.

What is profoundly tragic and moving in our situation as Europeans is that 
practically all of us know what we must do to save ourselves, but that by a 
strange and so far relentless fatality, for reasons that are hard to grasp, we 
seem at times incapable of doing it. Let us then set out from what has already
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been achieved, what already exists, the sense of fear and urgency which is 
becoming common to us all, and I believe we can succeed.

In a word, what the Socialist party offers today is not only a vote in support 
of the bill before the House, but an appeal to the Minister to show boldness 
and decision in the work of organizing Europe. (Applause from all parties except 
the Communists).

98. P. Kronacker: On the Council of Europe 17 Nov. 1949

Annales parlementaires, Chambre, 17 N o v . 1949  ( a b r id g e d )

Liberal party spokesmen made a practice of responding to moves already made in the 
direction of European integration, from which they drew conclusions as to the possibility of 
progress in specific directions.1 In this way they appeared to some extent to fall short of the 
level of political opportunities, as they lacked the utopian aspirations which characterised the 
European policy of the two main parties, towards a socialist ora Christian community respec
tively. Kronacker in his speech in the debate on the Statute of the Council of Europe pointed 
clearly to the shortcomings of the new institution,2 while indicating that he hoped it might 
become the nucleus of the United States of Europe.

(...) During a conversation I had recently with one of the chief Allied war 
leaders he confirmed to me once more that in his opinion Europe without 
some form of federation was neither economically viable nor militarily 
defensible. He added with sadness that while some progress was being made 
on the military side, in politics and economics things were going much more 
slowly.

Clearly approval should be given to any plan for European union that can 
be worked out intelligently and in good faith. The plan before us today is cer
tainly not perfect: I would call it a compromise full of weaknesses. It is per
force incomplete, but it is a first step in the right direction, albeit a step on tip
toe.

You will forgive me for going into some technical detail to show how 
incomplete the project is. The European Assembly is to possess not even the 
most rudimentary powers. Only the Committee of Ministers has some 
authority, and M. Spaak was perhaps a little optimistic when he stated at the

1 C f. I n t r o d u c t io n  to  th is  c h a p te r ,  p p . 281 f ., a n d  in t r o d u c to r y  n o te  to  d o c . 87.
2 T h e  S o c ia l is t  B o h y  re p l ie d  to  th is  c r i t ic ism  (Annales parlementaires, Chambre, 17 

N o v . 1 9 4 9 , p . 12) b y  p o in t in g  o u t  t h a t  i t  w o u ld  h a v e  b e e n  im p r u d e n t  to  c o n f e r  
w id e  p o w e r s  o n  th e  C o u n c i l  b e fo re  a n y o n e  c o u ld  fo re s e e  th e  m a n n e r  in  w h ic h  it 
w o u ld  w o r k .
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last Strasburg meeting that the Assembly had turned into the first European 
parliament.

No doubt he is right in one sense, in that members of the Assembly were 
seen to be debating as individuals, which is essentially different from a confer
ence of national delegations. But there is no executive organ responsible to 
this so-called parliament: on the contrary, it is entirely dominated by a 
committee of ministers, and that committee itself can only make recommenda
tions to governments by a unanimous decision. In this way the very strictest 
precautions have been taken to preserve the national sovereignty of every 
member state.

There have, however, been several praiseworthy attempts to improve mat
ters. The Assembly has addressed a resolution to the committee asking that its 
statutes be modified: it wishes to have the right to admit new members and to 
draw up its own agenda, and it requests that an assistant secretary-general 
should be made responsible to it as the secretary-general is responsible to the 
committee of ministers. Finally the Assembly desires the abolition of the 
system of alternate delegates, which is contrary to the practice of all national 
parliaments.

The Assembly has set up a standing committee of which M. Paul-Henri 
Spaak is to be chairman for a year; its other members are the four vice-presi
dents and 23 members of the Assembly. The committee is to serve as a link 
between the Assembly, which meets only once a year, and the Committee of 
Ministers, thus ensuring continuity of action. Last but not least, the Assembly 
has instructed its committee on general affairs to continue its study on the po
litical structure of Europe and to report not later than 30 April next. The 
Assembly has asked the committee of ministers to place the report on the 
agenda of its next session, and has desired it to recommend to member states 
that the recommendations which may emerge should be debated at once in 
their respective parliaments.

If all this really means what it says, it is an important and constructive deci
sion.

M. Spaak has said enough to draw attention to the urgency of the problem, 
and I would commend his words to the honorable minister of foreign affairs. 
(...)

There are further reasons why we should not lose heart. The moves towards 
European union since the end of hostilities have not been negligible. There has 
been Benelux, the Marshall plan, the OEEC, the five-power pact and the Nato 
treaty. All this is a great deal if we remember that it is the achievement of four 
years, or even two.

I have always been convinced, and still am, that there can be no solution to 
our problems short of a European union including Germany. I mean by that 
a true, living federation capable of preventing Western Europe from falling 
into a state of economic and political disruption which might lead to a fresh 
catastrophe.

My conclusions are that:
Firstly, the Strasburg meetings have shown that Europe possesses, as of
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now, an embryo parliament, an embryo government and an embryo court of 
justice. (...) It is for national governments to bring these institutions to birth 
and give them the necessary powers.

Secondly, the meetings have shown that the United States of Europe are a 
practical possibility.

Thirdly, we Belgians must rejoice that our delegates -  M. Spaak, M. van 
Zeeland and our friend M. Motz -  have played a key part in the discussions, 
and we offer them our congratulations.

Fourthly, I am authorized to say on behalf of Liberal members that we fully 
support the plan before the Chamber, in the firm hope that before too long 
it will be possible to improve on it. (Lively applause from several quarters of the 
House).

99. Paul Struye: ‘Slow progress of the European idea’
7 Dec. 1949

‘Les lents progrès de l’idée européenne’, La Libre Belgique, Brussels, 27 Dec. 1949, 
p. 1 (unabridged)

The principal commentators on international affairs in the important conservative daily 
La Libre Belgique1 were Paul Struye, the PSC deputy Carton de Wiart, and F. Baudhuin, 
a professor of economics and member of the LECE. Between them they illustrate the news
paper's policy and its contribution to the European cause. Carton2 believed that European 
federation might encourage the formation of blocs; he therefore argued for regional associa
tions that could be coordinated on a world scale,3 Baudhuin, true to LECE principles, 
emphasized the economic aspect and argued that the first condition was the adjustment of 
exchange rates among the different countries. Once union was achieved, member states could 
specialize in particular industries and thus improve their standard of living.4 Struye 3 who

1 La Libre Belgique began its existence as a clandestine ‘Bulletin de propagande 
patriotique’ during the First World War, from 1915 to 1918. P. Struye, its original 
founder and its editor from 1940 onwards, made it the most important underground 
journal of the anti-Nazi resistance. After 1945 it became the organ of the conserva
tive Catholic party. Cf. M. Vaussard, Histoire, p. 181.

2 Count Henry Carton de Wiart (1869-1951) represented the Catholic party (sub
sequently PSC) in parliament from 1896 until his death. A lawyer by training, he was 
prime minister in 1920-1 and a minister in subsequent governments.

3 Cf., e.g., Libre Belgique, 18 Aug. 1947, p. 1, ‘A la recherche de l’Europe’: ‘. .. all 
this great work of civilization must be pursued and intensified, not in a continental 
setting which is more and more problematical, but from a worldwide point of view.’

4 ‘The fact is that a sound balance of trade and the abolition of licences must pre
cede the formation of an economic u n io n ...’: F. Baudhuin in Libre Belgique, 6 
March 1949, p. 1.

5 Paul Struye (1896- ) was a PSC senator from 1946 and minister of justice in 
1947-8; from 1949 he was chairman of the general affairs committee of the Council
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had already advocated European federation during the war years, now thought that regional 
economic associations of governments offered a real possibility of achieving it by degrees. He 
also emphasized the part that the Council of Europe might play in creating a European men
tality, even though its influence was limited for the time being.

Since the close of the first session of the Consultative Assembly of the 
Council of Europe at Strasburg on 10 September last we may say that the 
European idea has made substantial progress.

The resolutions of the Assembly, seeking in the main to increase its powers, 
met with only partial approval in the Committee of foreign ministers. The 
Assembly keeps its foot on the accelerator, whereas the Committee, in closer 
touch with reality, is more apt to use the brake.

There is no need to recall here to what extent the manner of Britain’s deva
luation of sterling has shaken confidence in the ‘European spirit5 of which 
such gratifying verbal assurances were, it appears, received from all quarters 
at Strasburg.

None the less, the work adumbrated in August and September has been 
pursued, and the Assembly’s standing committees have met as appointed. In 
particular the committee on general affairs met a few days ago to discharge 
its important task of drawing up by 30 April next concrete plans for the ‘modi
fication of the political structure of member states’ for the purpose of ‘a closer 
union between them’.

The difficulties of this task are enormous. It is easy to proclaim the advan
tages and benefits, even the necessity of a united Europe; but if these pious 
wishes can be formulated so as to become legal provisions binding on the 
twelve states concerned, it will be a revolution in the history of mankind. Any 
plan for setting up the United States of Europe, or even a system remotely 
resembling it, necessarily poses the formidable problem of sovereignty. In the
ory, of course, everyone agrees that the absolute sovereignty of states is just as 
immoral and unreasonable as it would be to allow individuals within a state 
perfect freedom to commit any wrong they chose. But in practice hesitation 
and resistance begins as soon as there is any question of abandoning a particle 
of national sovereignty to a supranational authority; and it can be foreseen 
that this resistance will stiffen as soon as Germany becomes a member of the 
Council of Europe and appears likely to gain a majority for one purpose or 
another.

The idea of European federation is attractive; it continues to be the ideal 
for which we must work. But apart from small groups of convinced and enthu
siastic federalists, who generally have no position of responsibility and can 
spin projects to their hearts’ content, most representatives in the Council of 
Europe realize that, given present conditions and attitudes, it would be idle to 
think of imposing on European nations a common constitution or a federal

o f  E u ro p e . F o r  his f e d e ra l is t  a c tiv ity  d u r in g  th e  S e c o n d  W o r ld  W a r  cf. L ip g e n s , Doc.
Eur. Integr., vo l. 1, d o c s  51 a n d  63 .
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pact in any strict sense. One may have the faith that moves mountains, but 
some mountains refuse to be moved. One cannot transform the effects of cen
turies in a few months.

Today the tendency is rather to develop economic unions of two or more 
states, in the hope of achieving a Europe-wide economic union. This, it is 
argued, could be the prelude to a political union, as the Zollverein preceded 
the creation of the German empire. Others again point to the flexible arran
gements, instead of rigid institutions, which have proved successful in the 
British Commonwealth. At any rate, a spirit of healthy realism prevails in the 
committees of the Consultative Assembly at Strasburg as they work towards 
the distant ideal which remains their ultimate hope.

The statesmen of 1949 who set up the Council of Europe deserve all credit 
for having created, from scratch, institutions whose powers are slender at the 
outset but may develop as circumstances permit. It is no small advantage to be 
no longer working in a vacuum. The Strasburg assembly is an organ, and it 
is quite possible that one day, reversing the ordinary course of nature, the 
organ will create a function for itself.

It is probable therefore that the representatives of the twelve states at Stras
burg will not expend their ingenuity on adding new international institutions 
to the many that exist already, with powers and functions that often overlap. 
Instead they will make the best use they can of the organs of the Council of 
Europe, which must be regarded as the starting-point of any further progress 
towards European union.

Even if it proved impossible to secure the surrender of certain sovereign 
rights -  in the manner envisaged, on the very proper condition of reciprocity, 
by the recent French and Italian constitutions -  there can be no doubt that 
recommendations voted by an Assembly whose members were directly elected 
by the twelve European parliaments, and which was thus an emanation of the 
latter, would have a moral authority that governments could scarcely ignore 
in the long run.

The road to a united Europe will be long and full of obstacles. But though 
progress is slow, it is reasonable to hope that it will be steady.

100. European Movement, Belgian section: ‘Proposals for a Statute 
of the Council of Europe’ end of 1949

‘P r o p o s i t io n s  p o u r  u n  s ta tu t  d u  C o n s e i l  d e  l’E u r o p e ’, A rc h iv e s  o f  th e  E u r o p e a n  
M o v e m e n t,  B ru g e s , 2 ty p e d  p a g e s  in  F re n c h  a n d  E n g lish  (u n a b r id g e d )

In July 1947\ on the initiative of Duncan Sandys (Lord Duncan-Sandys), an 
international liaison committee was formed representing the UEF, LECE, the Conseil fran
çais pour lEurope unie, and the (British) United Europe Committee, for the purpose of 
organizing an international federalist congress, which was duly held at The Hague from 7 to
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10 May 1948. In October 1948 this committee, with two more participating groups - the 
MSEUE and the N EI1 - was transformed into the European Movement. The Belgian 
Council of the European Movement was founded on 16 February 1949 in order to unite the 
Belgian groups under a similar umbrella organization. The president was Van Zeeland, 
assisted by a Bureau of seven vice-presidents.2 Current matters were dealt with by a C o m ité  
D ir e c te u r  whose members were appointed by the four Belgian organizations3 and by the 
C o n se il  N a t io n a l ,  a kind of parliament comprising all members of the individual move
ments; the members of the Bureau were also e x  o f f ic io  members of the C o m ité  D ir e c te u r .  
The day-to-day work of formulating policy was carried on by seven commissions;4 one of 
these, the C o m m is s io n  in s t i tu t io n n e lle ,  prepared the following draft of a definitive statute 
for the Council of Europe, intended to embody what was best in the existing organization.5

A. Composition of the Consultative Assembly
1. Steps must be taken to spread the principle of election of members 

by national parliaments.
2. A beginning must be made in the direction of a further principle: 

that of the election of members of the Consultative Assembly by the 
body of electors in each member state of the Council of Europe.

B. Activities of the Consultative Assembly
1. The Consultative Assembly must be free to determine its agenda, so 

long as this falls within the competence of the Council of Europe.
2. The Assembly must produce a yearly budget establishing the sum of 

money that will be required to provide the funds, personnel, and docu
mentation indispensable for its own work and for that of its commis
sions.

3. The Assembly must itself make the necessary effort to organize its 
work and that of its commissions on the basis of documentation and of 
projects for resolutions carefully prepared in advance.

4. In order to assist their activities in the Assembly and its commis
sions, the members of the Assembly must themselves secure the widest 
support from their respective national parliaments.

1 C f. O . P h il ip , Le Problème, p. 2 1 , a n d  L ip g e n s , History, ch . I l l ,  7.
2 T h e s e  w e re :  J . D r a p ie r  (Rapporteur général), A . C o o l ,  P . F in e t ,  H .  H e y m a n ,  R . 

M o tz ,  R . R if f le t  a n d  F. v a n  A c k e re  ( E u r o p e a n  M o v e m e n t A rc h iv e s ) .
3 T h e  a p p o in te e s  w e re :  f o r  th e  N E I ,  J . P h o l ie n ,  A . L o h e s t  a n d  K . V a n  C a u w e -  

la e r t ;  f o r  th e  M S E U E , E . T a n r e z ,  R . G u b b e la  a n d  G . G o r ié ly ;  f o r  th e  L E C E , E . d e  
la  V a llé e  P o u s s in , L. C a m u  a n d  L. S e rm o n ;  f o r  th e  U E F , T . B ra s s e u r -P e te r s ,  C . B a re  
a n d  J . B u c h m a n n . C o - o p te d  m e m b e rs  o f  th e  Conseil National w e re  J . F a fc h a m p , F. 
D e h o u s s e  a n d  F. d e  L o z  ( ib id .) .

4 T h e  c o m m iss io n s  w e re :  c u l tu r a l ,  e c o n o m ic  a n d  so c ia l, f in a n c ia l ,  S ta n d in g  O r d e r s  
(du Règlement), p u b lic ity  a n d  p r o p a g a n d a ,  in s t i tu t io n a l ,  a n d  leg a l.

5 T h e  p a p e r  b e a rs  th e  s o m e w h a t  c u m b ro u s  t i t le :  ‘S u g g e s t io n s  b y  th e  B e lg ia n  in s t i 
tu t io n a l  c o m m is s io n  as to  h o w  b e s t  to  m a k e  u se  o f  th e  e x is t in g  o r g a n iz a t io n  o f  th e  
C o u n c il  o f  E u ro p e  in  th e  p e r io d  b e fo re  th e  c o m p le te  r e c a s t in g  o f  its  S ta tu te . ’
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C. Committee of Ministers
1. The composition of the Committee of Ministers must be re-exam

ined in order to make as effective as possible its members’ participation 
in the realization of the aims of the Council of Europe, in the various 
spheres assigned by the Statute.

2. The activities of the Committee of Ministers will normally take the 
form of putting into effect the recommendations of the Consultative 
Assembly.

D. Relations between the Consultative Assembly and the Committee of Minis
ters
1. The Assembly must have the right to request, at all times, and at all 

debates, the presence of a delegate from the Committee of Ministers.
2. In view of the forthcoming session of the Consultative Assembly, all 

emphasis must be laid, from this moment onwards, on the vital impor
tance of the report which the Committee of Ministers will make on the 
fate of the resolutions of the Consultative Assembly at its hands.

3. This report must be complete, and must give reasons for action 
taken, and must be the object of an exhaustive debate in the Assembly.

4. The Committee of Ministers must be present, either in full, or by 
means of delegates assigned to the debate on this report.

5. The Consultative Assembly must make every effort to lay down pre
cisely the responsibility for the eventual putting into practice of certain 
recommendations.

E. The Council of Europe must make every effort to establish at the 
earliest opportunity an organic liaison between itself and OEEC.

F. The nature of the relations existing between the Council of Europe and 
the overseas territories of participating countries must be studied at the 
earliest possible moment.

101. MSEUE: ‘The Socialist mission5 beginning of 1950

Mouvement socialiste pour les Etats-Unis d ’Europe ( p a m p h le t ) ,  B ru sse ls , 1 9 5 0 , p p . 9 - 1 4

While the movement for a closer West European union had made rapid progress in 
political circles since 1947\ the Belgian section of MSEUE1 observed, in this pamphlet pub
lished at the beginning of 1950,2 that the official movement was to some extent bogged

1 F o r  th e  M S E U E  cf. d o c . 96  a n d  I n t r o d u c t io n  to  th e  p r e s e n t  c h a p te r ,  p . 2 7 7 .
2 T h e  p a m p h le t  p r o b a b ly  d a te s  f r o m  th e  b e g in n in g  o f  th e  y e a r ,  s in c e  it d o e s  n o t  

m e n t io n  th e  S c h u m a n  p la n .
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down. The OEEC had not managed to curtail national sovereignties; the Brussels pact had 
become an appendage to traditional military alliances; the Council of Europe was a talking- 
shop with no real power.3 The object of the pamphlet was to get things going again. After a 
presentation of the case for European union on economic, social, political and cultural 
grounds,4 the section ‘De la mission socialiste’ appealed to its readers to adopt a specifically 
socialist attitude towards the European Movement.

&

A question that many socialists are asking themselves is: what part can they 
expect to play in this process of building a European federation? In discussing 
this we wish to answer certain significant objections to a continental union that 
have been raised by socialists.

Socialists owe it to themselves to take an active part in the making of 
Europe, because, especially for them, there is no longer anything to be hoped 
for from purely national action. ‘Socialism in one country’ is a debatable 
enough maxim in the case of the USSR, where it has led to a nationalism more 
deadly than capitalist imperialism. In Western Europe it is simply a meaning
less phrase. The strong influence that socialists enjoyed after the Liberation is 
almost everywhere on the decline, essentially because they cannot solve prob
lems at the national level and are reduced to marking time. Even Britain, 
though the Commonwealth places her in a uniquely privileged situation, 
cannot manage to overcome the economic difficulties common to all, despite 
the exceptional discipline and stalwart efforts of her people. The links with the 
Dominions and the USA which the Labour government declares to be essen
tial to the country’s welfare cannot be envisaged in socialist terms, given the 
nature of those countries’ regimes. Such links are bound to hamper or abso
lutely prevent the restructuring of enterprises; at best, reform of this kind will 
be at the mercy of reluctant cooperators who regard it with little enthusiasm.

As to other countries, the facts speak for themselves. It will be admitted that 
the partial and inadequate state of reform in Great Britain in no way justifies 
a refusal to collaborate in the European enterprise without which no 
acceptable future can be conceived: we must not mistake the trees for the 
forest.

On the continent, of course, non-socialist parties are in power. But if we 
treat this as a reason for refusing to act, we shall be failing to realize that the 
one way we can regain a decisive role is to offer the peoples of Europe a bold 
new solution which can rouse their enthusiasm. Socialists will carry the day 
by adopting a positive and resolute attitude, not by clinging to the débris of 
the existing order like diehard conservatives.

It is surely incredible that the [Socialist] International has not been recon
stituted, considering that the old one was dissolved on the ground that it was 
not strong enough. At a time when the least discerning are aware that the 
national framework is too narrow, how can we afford to back-pedal on inter
nationalism, especially those of us who were the first to proclaim its merits?

3 MSEUE, pp. 15 ff.
4 Op. cit., pp. 2-9.
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And that is what we shall be doing if we do not place the cause of European 
federation in the very forefront of the struggle for socialism.

As for those who would like to advance here and now beyond the boundaries 
of Europe and its dependencies, do they not see that they are giving up the sub
stance for the shadow, rejecting what is possible for the sake of what is not? In 
any case, as socialists we must regard it as a political mistake to contemplate 
an immediate, organic association of areas like North America with Western 
Europe. Surely it is clear that Canada and the US, for specific historical rea
sons, are still profoundly attached to capitalism, and that they would be a far 
more effective bar to economic and social reform than non-socialist elements 
in Europe such as the Christian Democrats.

We would draw particular attention to a fact that many militants do not 
seem to have noticed sufficiently: the scale of the economic and social up
heavals that would be bound to follow if a genuine European federation were 
to replace national sovereignties. It was in fact the more or less clear perception 
of these upheavals that prevented the smooth functioning of the economic 
committee at Strasburg during the first meeting of the Council of Europe.

Simply to abolish customs duties, quotas and currency regulations among 
European states would bring about the collapse of many economic activities 
that are at present shielded by countless protective measures. Italian metallurgy 
or Belgian textiles, for example, would be hit by an influx of cheaper products 
from abroad. In the present state of economic organization they could only 
hope to survive at the cost of a disastrous fall in wages, which indeed would 
probably deprive the industry in question of its labour force altogether. We 
know the troubles that Benelux has caused to the Belgian clothing and brewing 
industries.

Thus capitalist laissez-faire with its call for free trade and convertibility pure 
and simple would bring about a fearful crisis and violent social disturbances. 
Accordingly the capitalist leaders who are in favour of European union have 
come to admit that the change-over from national to international economics 
would entail a certain amount of planning or dirigism, at least for a time. But 
this means there must be planning authorities, and here at once we have a con
flict between the champions of old-style private cartels and supporters of 
planned economy in the service of the community, in the spirit of the purest 
socialism.

In other words, the task of building Europe brings again to the fore the con
flict between capitalism and socialism; it does so on a broader front than ever, 
and on terms extremely favourable to labour.

We are confident that the divisions of the ruling class afford what may be 
a unique opportunity of bringing about a broadly-based international workers’ 
union for the achievement of concrete, immediate aims. Whereas socialism in 
one country is seen to be a blind alley, the Socialist United States of Europe 
is an objective which should inspire the enthusiasm of the mass of people who 
love freedom and long for security.

The SFIO [French socialist party], hard hit by the rise of Communism and 
the decadence of national democracy, has seen the point and thrown itself



342 Bibliography

whole-heartedly into the European cause. Let us hope its example will be fol
lowed while there is still time.

Thus it behoves socialists to be in the forefront of the battle for federalism, 
because it is in that way that they can revive their own strength. But it is also 
their duty for a different reason, because the Socialist United States of Europe 
are the only hope of saving democracy and peace.

Each day brings further proof that neither American capitalism nor the 
totalitarian Soviet system can offer the world an acceptable, harmonious solu
tion to its countless economic, social and political difficulties. The chasm 
between West and East can only lead to tragic consequences and the destruc
tion of our continent if Europe, instead of being a dynamic force, a synthesis 
between the spirit of liberty and the need for a collective organization of the 
economy, continues to be a battleground of alien ideologies and a plague-spot 
at the heart of a civilization that has lost faith in itself.

Only a socialist federation of Europe can achieve the necessary synthesis by 
combining political and economic democracy and breaking the national fetters 
that bind us. When Europe is once more mistress of her destiny she can play 
the part of an enlightened and powerful arbiter, instead of being a latent 
source of conflict by reason of her weakness.
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IV. Netherlands Political Parties and Pressure 
Groups in the Discussion on European Union

A rmin H einen

I  Introduction1

After years of internal and external quiet -  not free from controversy, but 
basically a period of compromise and harmony2 -  Dutch public opinion was 
shaken to its foundations by the Second World War. The war destroyed the

1 There is as yet no comprehensive study of Dutch ideas and endeavours towards 
European unity in the period covered here. A preliminary survey is given by 
Adrian F. Manning in ‘Die Niederlande und Europa im ersten Jahrzehnt nach 
1945’, Vierteljahrshefte für Zeitgescbichte 29 (1981), pp. 1 ff. Robert de Bruin’s 
extensive work, Les Pays-Bas et l'intégration européenne, 1957-1967\ 2 vols., s.l.n.d. 
[1978], does not begin its account until 1957, and the collective work edited by 
P.M. Hommes, Nederland en de Europese eenwording, The Hague, 1980, reflects a 
similar emphasis.
The origins and development of the (mostly small) political groups based on the 
conviction that it was urgently necessary to convert public opinion to the European 
idea are described in W. Lipgens, A History of European Integration, vol. 1, 1945- 
1947’ The Formation of the European Unity Movement, Oxford, 1982, pp. 131 ff. and 
638 ff.
The ideas of the Dutch political parties concerning Europe have been examined in 
various theses and dissertations; this material is not easy of access, but in some cases 
the main conclusions have been published in short summaries. Among these are Jan 
Bron Dik, Christendemocraten en Europa, thesis, MS, Groningen University, 1979; 
Th. J. Kerkhof, Omdat Europa moet federeren, wil het niet ten onder gaan. Een onder- 
zoek naar het denken en de meningsvorming t.a.v. een Verenigd Europa binnen de 
K.V.P. en P.v.d.A., Nijmegen University, 1974; Jan Bron Dik, ‘Sybre Singelsma, 
ARP, CHU, KVP, D’66, PvdA en W D  en de Europese samenwerking en eenword- 
ing, 1945-1980. Een overzichtsgeschiedenis’, Nieuw Europa, 1981, No. 7, 
pp. 17 ff.; C.M. Lesterhuis, ‘Van wantrouwen tot geestdrift. De W D  en Europa’, 
Internationale Spectator; 1982,No.36,pp.230 ff.
Despite numerous attempts, the author of this article was unable to consult several 
important studies: B. Tanja, Socialisten en Europese eenwording. Een onderzoek naar 
de houding van de PvdA ten opzichte van de Europese samenwerking en eenwording, 
1946-1950, Groningen University, 1978; E. Jansen, Europese gezindheid van Neder- 
landse politieke partijen, s.l.n.d. (Groningen University); G. Plas, De Anti-Révoluti
onnaire Partij en de Europese eenwording, 1944-1956, s i ,  1977 (Groningen Universi
ty); R.K. Visser, De Houding van de Christelijk-Historische Unie ten aanzien van de
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basis of the nation’s home and foreign policy, and it was far from clear what 
guidelines should be adopted for the future. Was there not need for a radical 
change, a completely new social order equally removed from capitalism and 
Marxism, liberalism and dictatorship? Could the old division of Dutch society 
into Protestant, Catholic and socialist blocs be maintained? Such questions had 
been put by many young students and intellectuals even before 1940, and at 
the end of the war they became burning issues once more. There were still 
advocates of an authoritarian, corporative type of constitution, but the limita
tions of such ideas became clear during the period from October 1944 to May 
1945, when the southern part of the country, from which German troops had 
withdrawn, was placed under Dutch military government. Attention then 
focused on those who introduced into public discussion the theme of ‘personal 
socialism’, first brought into prominence in France by Emmanuel Mounier. 
But had the older order really proved a failure? The parties, banned during 
the German occupation, had continued to operate clandestinely, which

Europese integrate in de jaren 1945-1956, s.l.n.d. (Groningen University); B. Tanja, 
De Europese gezindheid van de Nederlandse politieke partijen, s.l., 1977 (Groningen 
University); Sybre Singelsma, Socialisten, liberalen en Europa, thesis, Groningen, 
1979; C.M. Lesterhuis, Met grote heren is het kwaad kersen eten. De WD en Europa, 
thesis, Free University of Amsterdam.
W. Lipgens points out that the European idea was first taken up by individual per
sonalities and groups, only later by parties and later still by governments. On the 
other hand Adrian F. Manning emphasizes (‘Archival Sources in the Netherlands 
for the History of European Integraton, 1945-1955’, in W. Lipgens (ed.), Sources 
for the History of European Integration, 1945-1955, Florence, 1980, pp. 96 ff.) that 
European unity was the work of diplomats and that historical analysis must begin at 
the diplomatic level. In Anglo-Dutch Relations and European unity, 1940-1948, Hull, 
1980, Janet Eisen concludes that British policy had a decisive influence on the Dutch 
attitude. Until the end of 1947 the British held to the ‘one world’ concept; the Dutch 
followed suit and accordingly rejected West European union. H.A. Schaper had 
already argued on these lines and perhaps brought out more clearly the factors con
ditioning Dutch foreign policy (‘The Security Policy of the Netherlands 
1945-1948’, in J.H. Leurdijk (ed.), The Foreign Policy of the Netherlands, Alphen, 
1978, pp. 89 ff.; also his ‘Het Nederlandse Veiligheidsbeleid, 1945-1950’, in 
Bijdragen en mededelingen hetreffende de geschiedenis der Nederlanden 96 (1981), 
pp. 277 ff.)
On Dutch government policy in regard to Europe in 1948-50, see Adrian F. Mann
ing, Les Pays-Bas face à l’Europe, in R. Poidevin (ed), Histoire des débuts de la con
struction européenne (mars 1948 - mai 1950), Bruxelles 1986, pp. 419-444. -  S.I.P. 
van Campen has made detailed use of the parliamentary debates in The Quest for Se
curity. Some aspects of Netherlands foreign policy, 1945-1950, The Hague, 1958. This 
author distinguishes between government policy and the views of deputies, but does 
not differentiate among parliamentary parties. A standard work is Joris J.C. Voor- 
hoeve, Peace, Profits and Principles. A Study of Dutch Foreign Policy, The Hague/Bos- 
ton/London, 1979, which fruitfully combines political science with historico-socio- 
logical analysis; it also contains a full bibliography.

2 Cf. Horst Lademacher, Geschichte der Niederlande. Politik, Verfassung, Wirtschaft, 
Darmstadt, 1983, pp. 324 ff.
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enhanced their prestige and the respect accorded to them. They had rendered 
indubitable services in the past, and were able to contrast these with the vague 
idealism and incalculable consequences of 'reformist5 policies.3

The warning against 'over-hasty experiments5 applied to foreign policy also. 
What kind of international system would provide adequate guarantees of 
security vis-à-vis Germany and, later, the USSR? Holland, more than any 
other country, depended for its livelihood on foreign trade. It performed 
important entrepot services; its agriculture was geared to export, and its home 
market was too small for modern large-scale industry. Accordingly Dutch for
eign policy had always given first priority to commercial interests. Relying on 
the international rule of law, the country had avoided involvement in others5 
conflicts; but May 1940 showed that the hope of keeping permanently out of 
power politics was an illusion.4

A new basis for foreign policy was urgently needed. Many had given 
thought to this matter before the end of the war: the answers were diverse in 
the extreme, depending on the political allegiance of those concerned, the time 
at which they expressed their views, and whether they were in exile or 
members of a resistance group. Only one thing was beyond dispute: the policy 
of neutrality was exploded. Would an improved League of Nations be the 
solution? or should there be an alliance of the Atlantic powers, perhaps in the 
economic and cultural fields, supplemented by close regional cooperation?5 
Others again put their trust in a European federation. This was by no means 
self-evidently the right answer. Many reasons could be adduced against a 
European alignment. The war had stirred up nationalist feeling; the country's 
seaward orientation was a basic factor; reliance on a new international rule of 
law was congenial to Calvinist ways of thinking; and there were lively fears of 
the dominance of a single great power in Europe. For this reason the govern
ment in exile had in 1944 rejected the idea of an alliance with France, and the 
Benelux agreement was intended not least to strengthen the position of the 
three small countries of north-western Europe in regard to post-war 
economic issues.6 Britain might have been expected to provide a counter
weight to France, as well as ensuring that the US continued to take an interest

3 Adrian F. Manning, ‘“Het bevrijde zuiden” : kanttekeningen bij het historisch 
onderzoek’, in Bijdragen en mededelingen betreffende de gescbidenis der Nederlanden, 
96 (1981), pp. 184-203; Jan Bank, Opkomst en ondergang van der Nederlandse 
Volksbeweging (NVB), Deventer, 1978; H. Lademacher, op. cit., pp. 457 ff.

4 Cf. Joris J.C. Voorhoeve, op. cit., pp. 21 ff.
5 Cf. Walter Lipgens, ‘Ideas of the Dutch Resistance on the Postwar Order in 

Europe’, in Documents on the History of European Integration, vol. 1, pp. 556 ff.; 
G.M.V. Mans, ‘Ideas of Netherlands Exiles on the Postwar International Order’, 
ibid., vol. 2, pp. 451 ff.; Janet Eisen, op. cit.

6 H.A. Schaper, ‘Het Nederlandse veiligheidsbeleid 1945-1950’, op. cit., 
pp. 283 ff.; J.J.C. Voorhoeve, op. cit., pp. 42 ff., 154 ff.; Johan de Vries, ‘Benelux 
1920-1970’, in Carlo M. Cipolla (ed.), The Fontana Economic History of Europe, 
Vol. 6(1), Contemporary Economies, Glasgow, 1976, pp. 57 f.
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in Continental affairs; but the British seemed at this time to be turning away 
from Europe.

Dutch policy had to adapt itself to the international situation, which in turn 
was based on the hope of effective cooperation among the three great powers. 
A policy of restraint was necessary in external affairs, and the state of home 
politics pointed in the same direction. The Schermerhorn government (1945- 
1946) was appointed by the Queen some weeks after the liberation of the 
whole country. It could not be seen as a reflection of the Parliament since the 
first post-war elections for the Second Chamber did not take place until 
February 1946. Van Boetzelaer, who became foreign minister after the elec
tion of mid-1946, was a former diplomat and was much more convinced of the 
possibility of a collective security arrangement than his predecessor Van 
Kleffens, who had leant towards an Atlantic association. In general, Foreign 
Ministry officials were traditionally favourable to ideas of an international 
rule of law, and hence inclined to put their faith in the UN. On economic 
grounds Holland was interested in the rapid recovery of Germany. The solu
tion of the problem of security seemed to depend on an understanding among 
the great powers, which could only be hindered by the formation of a Contin
ental bloc. Finally the Indonesian question played a part in discouraging the 
Dutch government from European activities. Britain and the US disapproved 
of Dutch attempts to regain control over Java, and this excited nationalist feel
ings in Holland.

Apart from headline-catching events in South-East Asia, Dutch public 
opinion was preoccupied with home affairs. The country had suffered more 
than most from the German occupation.7 The work of reconstruction was 
arduous and absorbed everyone’s strength. The political parties reorganized, 
some under new names and with new objectives. The only foreign topic that 
continued to excite interest was that of Germany, as the question of territorial 
annexations was constantly in the air. In this situation, the discussion of a ‘Eu
ropean’ solution of postwar problems was confined to small groups of young 
intellectuals, students and economists.

II

It is not a mere accident that the only systematic study of a future European 
federal state was produced in 1944 not by the Dutch underground but by a 
German émigré, Hans-Dieter Salinger, a Jew and an expert in economic law 
who had taken refuge in Holland in 1936. He became the head of a small 
group of Dutch resistance fighters, and as the end of the war came in sight this 
group decided to create an organization as soon as possible for the purpose of 
publicizing their ideas of European federation. On 29 January 1945, three 
months before the occupation came to an end, a notary was found with the

7 Ten per cent of the civil population had lost all their possessions; production 
capacity stood at 60% of the prewar level. Cf. Lademacher (n. 2), p. 475.
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courage to certify the foundation of the organization known as Europeesche 
(later spelt Europese) Actie.8

While in other countries various federalist groups coexisted and sometimes 
opposed one another, Europese Actie was able to prevent such a situation 
arising in Holland. The dispersal of activities was averted by fusion with other 
groups, the organization being known from 1947 onwards as Beweging van 
Europese Federalisten (BEF). There were various reasons for Dutch success 
in this respect. Communication was not hampered by long distances, and Salin
ger’s political conception was flexible and independent of party politics. Thus 
the movement was capable of including nationalists such as the study group 
Neerland’s Toekomst, the world-federationists of Federal Union, or those in 
the Europese Federative Beweging whose aspirations were less clear-cut. Per
sonalities also played a part. Wim (Willem) Verkade and Hendrik (Henri) 
Brugmans, who in 1946 became president of Europeesche Actie and was also 
president of the UEF from December of the same year, were persuasive in 
debate and prepared to give ground on personal issues.9

After the formation of the BEF it was planned to attract new members by 
an extensive programme of public functions. A key event was the Hague Con
gress of May 1948, organized by the liaison committee of the European 
umbrella organizations of federalists. The Dutch press gave it due attention, 
but the Congress indirectly brought about a crisis in the ranks of the BEF. The 
small group was overtaxed by the necessary preparatory work, and this led to 
friction and mistrust. The establishment of the Dutch Council of the Euro
pean Movement on 17 November 1948 provided Dutch federalists with an 
organization which, as compared to the BEF, was less closely bound to the po
litical and economic ideas of the Union Européenne des Fédéralistes. Some 
prominent members of the BEF withdrew from it in order to take part in the 
Council’s activities through their membership of other bodies. Europeesche 
Actie and the BEF had always had to present themselves to the public as one 
group of political ‘outsiders’ among others. The Dutch Council, by contrast, 
included many well known politicians and was firmly in the public eye. At this 
time the political parties also began to take up the federalist theme.

None the less, the BEF was not wholly devoid of influence, thanks mainly 
to a skilful personal policy. In November 1948 Brugmans was elected vice- 
president of the Dutch Council; he was also chairman of its Executive Com
mittee, while his deputy, O.T. Hylkema, was a member of the BEF, as was 
H.R. Nord, chairman of the Council’s legal committee. Of the 29 members of

8 In January 1945 it could not yet be foreseen that groups would also be formed 
in other countries advocating closer European union. Hence Europeesche Actie saw 
it as its first task to work for the federal cause in and outside Holland. The movement 
still had some non-Dutch adherents in 1947, but after the foundation of the UEF 
in December 1946 there was no reason for it to recruit outside Holland. Its statute 
was amended accordingly at the time of the merger with the Europese Federatieve 
Beweging in October 1947.

9 Lipgens, History..., op. cit., pp. 131 ff., 638 ff.
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the Executive Committee, at least 11 were also active in the BEF.10 The Dutch 
Council supported the ‘federal pact’ initiative of the UEF at the end of 1949,11 
and endeavoured to convince the public of the need for a strong European po
litical authority. It recognized that not all West European countries would be 
able to participate in the same manner; but only if a genuine beginning could 
be discerned would Europe be able to present itself as an equal partner with 
the US in the Atlantic community. In the BEF’s view Europe was to have been 
a ‘third force’. This idea was ruled out by the increasing tension between East 
and West; but it was still considered necessary for Europe to make a contribu
tion of its own within the Atlantic community, and this point was maintained 
by the Dutch Council.12

I l l

Until the end of 1947 official Dutch policy was still based on the hope of 
great-power cooperation,13 although there were sections of the public which 
drew attention to the danger of Soviet expansionism. But the failure of the 
London Conference of Foreign Ministers in November-December 1947 made 
a new orientation inescapable. In a notable speech on 26 January 1948 the for
eign minister, Van Boetzelaer, declared that Holland had finally abandoned 
its traditional policy of neutrality and favoured proposals for a defensive and 
economic union of the Western powers.14 The Brussels pact was signed on 
17 March 1948, and the North Atlantic treaty on 4 April 1949. The problem 
of security was thus solved in a way which promised adequate mutual protec
tion, reflected economic and cultural associations, reduced the danger of the

10 Cf. Dutch Council of the European Movement, C. Haremaker to G. Rabattet, 
14 March 1949, EM Archives, Bruges; Kort Verslag van het Landelijk Congres der 
B.E.F., 2 April 1949, BEF Archives, Seer.

11 Cf. Dutch Council of the European Movement, Verslag van de Politieke Commis- 
sie3 2 and 9 Dec. 1949, The Hague, C 25-8.

12 Cf. doc. 126, also Dutch Council of the European Movement, Resolution, 
‘United Europe and the defence of the West’, Oct. 1950, EM Archives, Bruges, R 
87.

13 In November 1947 the Dutch foreign minister defended this policy as follows: 
‘The Dutch government does not regard a united Europe as the supreme ideal. We 
are convinced that the first and highest ideal is the UN with its universal basis. Only 
if, contrary to our hopes, worldwide international cooperation should prove quite 
impossible could we think of falling back on a European federation. For the present 
we shall continue to strive for worldwide cooperation and to believe in it as a possi
bility/ (Handelingen der Staaten-Generaal’ Zitting 1947-48, Tweede Kamer; 17de 
Vergadering, 20 Nov. 1947, pp. 442 f.).

14 Cf. Wilfried Loth, Die Teilung der Welt. Geschichte des Kalten Krieges, 
1941-1955, Munich, 19877,-pp. 211 ff.; S.I.P. van Campen, op. cit., pp. 41 ff.; H.A. 
Schaper, ‘The Security Policy’, op. cit., pp. 104 ff.; Keesings Archiv der Gegenwart, 
26 Jan. 1948.
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hegemony of a neighbouring European state, and largely safeguarded the 
Netherlands from involvement in power politics.

Dutch foreign policy was based on the principle that different levels of 
action called for different forms of cooperation. Nato was the proper frame
work for defence matters, but other problems remained, including that of Ger
many and the various obstacles to foreign trade. Both these called for a Euro
pean solution -  a viewpoint which was also in tune with US thinking. The plan 
for a European coal and steel community, put forward by the French foreign 
minister Schuman in Mai 1950, showed how West German predominance 
could be avoided in an important sector. The idea of a general lifting of trade 
restrictions as the main objective of Dutch policy15 was the subject of a plan 
put forward by Dirk Stikker, the Dutch foreign minister, in June 1950. This 
took account of the experience of the Benelux customs union,16 which had 
shown that tariffs could only be lowered to mutual advantage if the level of 
productivity was comparable in the states concerned. The Dutch plan called 
for the creation of an integration fund to provide financial aid in the difficult 
transition period.17 But even this degree of supranational regulation met with 
firm resistance. It proved impossible to create a West European economic 
zone, even on the basis of adhering as closely as possible to the principle of 
intergovernmental cooperation. Stikker had taken a very cautious view of the 
attitude of the Scandinavian countries and Britain towards supranational 
arrangements, but even in the case of Holland it was uncertain whether the 
country was prepared to forgo sovereign rights. As Stikker observed to the 
Second Chamber (Lower House), there was still a lack of European-minded-

15 Stikker’s memoirs are informative on this subject. Tor me the primary motive 
for seeking European unity was to bring to an end the suicidal wars that brought 
about “the decline of the West” . (...) But of nearly equal importance was the loss 
of Europe’s ties with its former overseas territories.
‘In Holland our economic structure, as a result of the loss of Indonesia, had to be 
completely, and quickly, re-adapted to our changed external situation. I felt the same 
imperative applied to the whole of Western Europe. In our case Indonesia had to 
be replaced by something new, and I saw no other way for such a reorientation than 
to put all our energy behind the movement towards freer trade and larger markets 
in Europe, based on increased production. Without such a development our standard 
of living could not be maintained. The same was true for all of Western Europe in 
relation to its former holdings in Asia and Africa. It would become even more true 
as the consequences of the Soviet Union’s forcible and, for a long time, almost her
metic separation of Eastern Europe from the rest of the Continent became more 
apparent.’ DirkU. Stikker, Men of Responsibility, London, 1966, p. 162.

16 Cf. J.E. Meade, Negotiations for Benelux. An Annotated Chronicle, 1943-1956, 
Princeton, 1956, pp. 2 ff.; J.J.C. Voerhoeve, op. cit., pp. 154 ff.; Dieter Oberesch. 
Die wirtschaftliche Integration der Benelux-Staaten, Cologne, 1983.

17 For the text of the Stikker plan (in German) see Europa-Archiv 5 (1950), 
pp. 3411-13. See also D.U. Stikker, op. cit., pp. 185 ff., and A.F. Manning, ‘Die 
Niederlande’, op. cit., p. 14.
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ness and a strong feeling that small countries might be oppressed by large ones 
unless they possessed a right of veto.18

From 1948 onwards the Dutch parliament adopted several resolutions on 
the subject of European cooperation, the majority of members being in favour 
of supranational integration. Success in the public debate went to those who 
advocated the limitation of national sovereignty: this was in accord with the 
moral background to Dutch policy and also with the nation’s interest.19 
Resolutions of the Second Chamber on 28 April 1948, 8 February 1949 and 
18 October 1950 called for functional integration, with supranational organi
zations subject to a democratic supervisory body.20 The proposal for a federal 
pact, as supported by the Italian parliament, went too far for the Dutch 
Second Chamber.

The difference between official foreign policy and that of the parliamentary 
majority was a matter not of principle but of method. Europe was not to be 
a third force, which could only complicate international affairs, but it must be 
able to pull its weight in the Atlantic partnership. The European association 
must be open to accession by all democratic Western countries, and offer an 
alternative to the restrictions of the national state, especially in economic and 
social matters. Britain and the Scandinavian countries must be included, firstly 
on account of Holland’s cultural and political associations with them and 
secondly for reasons of power politics. British participation would strengthen 
links with the US and provide a counterweight to France; it was also called for 
on economic grounds, since before the war Britain had taken more than a fifth 
of Dutch exports.21

No European power ought to enjoy political predominance. This, for 
Stikker, was a reason for opposing the restriction of national sovereignty, but 
many deputies saw it as an argument for supranational integration: it would, 
for instance, give Holland an opportunity to influence German economic 
policy, in which it would otherwise have no say.22 Finally, many Dutch politi
cians believed that as a preliminary to political integration ‘there should be 
greater political solidarity. This was at present lacking, and could be created 
only on the basis of common economic interests.’23

18 Handelingen der Staten-Generaal' Zitting 1950-51, Tweede Kamer, 18ste Vergade- 
ring, 18 Oct. 1950, pp. 180 ff.

19 For reasons why the Dutch parliament supported the policy of European union 
while the foreign ministry took a more cautious view cf. J.L. Heldring, ‘De Neder- 
landse buitenlandse politiek na 1945’ in Nederlands buitenlandse politiek. Heden en 
verleden, Baarn, 1978, pp. 31 ff.

20 Cf. docs. 113, 119, 130.
21 Cf. G.M. Nederhorst, ‘De economische achtergrond van de westeuropese samen- 

werking’, in Socialisme en democratic, 5 (1948), p. 166.
22 For details of these views cf. Voorhoeve, op. cit., pp. 186 ff.
23 Manning, ‘Die Niederlande’, op. cit., p. 15.
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IV

Like the other parties, the Roomsch-Katholieke Staatspartij (RKSP) 
accepted the view that it was desirable at all costs to transcend the sectarian 
divisions that had beset public life before 1940. The Katholieke Volkspartij 
(KVP), which came into existence in December 1945 as a successor to the 
RKSP, was intended to be a people’s party with a programme appealing to 
many sections of opinion, but in practice it continued to represent the 
Catholic section of the population. It had a coherent view of home affairs but 
lacked a clear concept of foreign policy. Neutrality was out of date, and the 
party was prepared to enter upon closer relations with foreign countries. Its 
statements did not go much further than this. The UN should be developed 
into an effective legal community; there was no question of giving up any sov
ereign rights.24

In 1947 articles in the Catholic party press for the first time addressed the 
European question. Only a federation, it was said, would answer to the needs 
of the time. Several reasons were adduced for this. Federalism offered a pros
pect of spiritual reorientation in accordance with Catholic principles: it corre
sponded to the Church’s universalism, and pointed away from all kinds of 
false nationalism and individualism. It would prevent a revival of ancient feuds 
and enable the old continent once again to play an important part in world 
affairs. Europe should fall back on its colonies in the same way as Britain, 
which counted as a separate world power with special interests, as had become 
clear in the dispute over Indonesia. The cold war, it was argued, was an addi
tional reason in favour of union. If Europe became stronger there would be 
less risk of outside aggression. The Marshall plan would promote coopera
tion; it offered an opportunity of greater material welfare, and was thus the 
best safeguard against Communist subversion. Certainly there was a danger 
that American capitalism might penetrate deep into Europe, but skilful mea
sures could prevent this. The KVP had reservations about social and cultural 
conditions in America, but it applauded the latter’s democratic constitution, 
its intellectual and religious freedom. The Soviet regime was in all respects 
unacceptable. The ‘third way’ which the party recommended was not to 
mediate between East and West but to translate Catholic social theory into po
litical reality.25

The violent overthrow of the democratic regime in Czechoslovakia brought 
no dramatic change in the party’s idea of foreign policy, as the KVP had long 
anticipated the doctrine of containment. More clearly than in the preceding 
months, the party argued for European union on the ground that peace and

24 Cf. doc. 104; further references in Jan Bron Dik, op. cit., pp. 5 f., 52.
25 Cf. doc. 109, also: E., ‘Communisme en wereldvrede’, De Opmars, 26 Sept. 

1946; W. Peters, ‘Naar een federalistisch Europa’, ibid., 7 Feb. 1947; E.G.M. Rool- 
vink, ‘Waarheen gaat Europa?’, Katholiek Staatkundig Maandschrift, 1 (1947), 
pp. 309 ff.; P.J.S. Serrarens, ‘Marshall en Wij’, De Opmars, 6 Feb. 1948; J.B. Dik, 
op. cit., pp. 5 f., 52 f.;Th. J. Kerkhof, op. cit., pp. 16 ff., 33.
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welfare could no longer be sufficiently guaranteed by small states, but called 
for collective institutions. Britain and Germany must be included in the process 
of integration for reasons of political power and economic strength; only then 
could Western Europe face the challenge that confronted it and return to truly 
Christian principles which alone would provide an enduring foundation for 
political life.26

The social democratic Labour Party (Partij van de Arbeid, PvdA) came into 
being in February 1946 by a merger between the former Social Democratic 
Workers’ Party (SDAP) and some Liberal, Protestant and Catholic groups. Its 
main objective was a regeneration of home politics. Its election manifesto of 
1946 devoted only a few lines to foreign affairs. Like the other parties, the 
PvdA called for a strengthening of the international rule of law. Holland must 
no longer be passive in foreign affairs as she had been between the wars. While 
the KVP spoke only of closer relations that might in future be cultivated with 
other countries, the PvdA advocated regional agreements with countries of 
similar culture.27

What was to be the purpose of such regional agreements? Not a politi
cal union, at least in the view of a majority of the PvdA, which approached 
the matter from a different viewpoint. In many spheres of economic and social 
policy it seemed that the national state had reached its limits. Successful po
litical influence could only be achieved by forming larger units and 
coordinating national policies. But would governments accept any supra
national authority as long as their social policies were different? The PvdA 
believed that the only remedy for Europe’s distress lay in social democracy. 
There must be a Europe of the ‘third way’ reconciling individualism and collec
tivism; a Europe that would no longer exploit its colonies, that would find a 
constructive solution to the problem of Germany and would form a bridge 
between East and West. Great Britain under its Labour government would na
turally belong to such a Europe.28

The US Secretary of State Marshall broached the idea of aiding European 
recovery in his Harvard speech of 5 June 1947, which envisaged a Europe
wide economic programme. The advocates of European federation had 
hitherto engaged in free speculation about the future; they now had to come 
to grips with reality. Undoubtedly the Marshall plan presented a risk of intensi
fied influence of American capitalism, but at the same time it offered new

26 Cf. doc. 122, also: Parlement en kiezer. Jaarboekje samengesteld door FK. van Itter- 
son, 32 (1948/9), p. 109; N.N., ‘Redt Europa’, De Opmars, 5 March 1948; J. 
Schiphorst, ‘De eenheid van Europa’, ibid., 19 March 1948; E.M.J.A'. Sassen, ‘De 
ontwikkeling in de West-Europese samenwerking’, Katholiek Staatkundig 
Maandschrift, 2 (1948), pp. 146 ff.; Handelingen der Staten-Generaal, Zitting 
1948-49\ Tweede Kamer, 41ste Vergadering, pp. 1117 ff.; ibid., Zitting 1950-51, 
Tweede Kamer, 7de Vergadering, pp. 144 f.; Council of Europe, Consultative Assem
bly, Second Session, Reports, Strasburg, 1950, pp. 86, 684 ff.; Dik, op. cit., 
pp. 15 ff., 52 f.; Kerkhof, op. cit., pp. 17 ff.

27 Cf. doc. 104.
28 Cf. docs. 105, 107.
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opportunities. It was in accordance with economic facts, it called for supra
national cooperation and thus made possible economic emancipation from 
outside powers, including the US itself; it opened the way to economic plann
ing; finally, economic success was the best way to lessen the risk of Commu
nist subversion. After initial hesitation, the PvdA accorded its broad approval 
to the Marshall plan. The plan in large measure corresponded to the aims set 
out in the party manifesto of April 1947, which called for international cooper
ation in economic, social and cultural matters and envisaged a possible 
transfer of sovereign rights to supranational organs.29

The Prague coup of February 1948 made a profound impression on the 
Social Democrats, though it did not produce any radical changes of opinion 
among them. Even before the coup, they had been increasingly critical of 
Soviet policy. Whereas originally the party had hoped that Europe would be a 
bridge between East and West, it now saw the need to defend the Christian 
and humanistic traditions of the continent against the danger from the East. 
The party’s view of international politics was henceforth scarcely different 
from that of the KVP. Its view of the US changed also. America was no longer 
a bastion of darkest capitalism; instead, it was perceived as developing 
towards a form of welfare economy. The situation called for immediate 
action. It was no longer possible to wait until all European countries had 
social democratic governments: an attempt must be made to achieve union 
with all the help that could be mustered.

In 1948 the PvdA expressed itself in favour of confining integration to par
ticular fields. Over-emphasis on the political aspect would only create unneces
sary difficulties. The European economies must first be harmonized and then 
developed on a planned basis. In this way nationalism would be deprived of its 
economic basis, so that industries could no longer be used to increase national 
power by force. If Europe grew into an economic unit it would also find politi
cal unity. Common interests would come into view, not least in consequence 
of decisions by supranational institutions that must be subject to democratic 
control. Economic integration also appeared to offer the best hope of solving 
the German problem. Holland depended on the German market. Involvement 
in the European economy would hasten Germany’s economic recovery, 
strengthen democracy in that country and bind it permanently to the West.30

29 Cf. doc. 107, also: N.N., ‘Krachten voor Europa’s hersteP, Paraat, 4 July 1947; 
J. de Kadt, ‘Marshall-Plan of Chaos’, ibid., 11 July 1947; M., ‘Het rode potlood’, 
ibid., 19 Sept. 1947; G.M. Nederhorst, op. cit. (n. 21), pp. 161 ff., 207 ff.; J.B. Dik 
and S. Singelsma, op. cit., p. 18; T.J. Kerkhof, op. cit., pp. 20 ff., 30, 40 f.

30 Cf. docs. 112, 114, 116, 119; also N.N., ‘De socialisten en het Plan-Marshall’, 
Paraat, 13 Feb. 1948; C.D.J. Brandt, ‘Enkele Problemen van een West-Europese 
Unie’, Socialisme en démocratie, 5 (1948), pp. 193 ff.; N.N., ‘Federatief Europa 
vanuit democratisch socialistisch standpunt’, Paraat, 5 Nov. 1948; J. Barents, 
‘Europa’s moeilijkheden’, Socialisme en démocratie, 6 (1949), pp. 489 ff.; J. van de 
Kieft, ‘Straatsburg en wat er toe leidde’, Paraat, 21 Oct. 1949; Parlement en 
kiezer, 33 (1949/50), pp. 131 ff.; Handelingen der Staten-Generaal, Zitting 1948-
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The ideas of the Dutch parties concerning the future of Europe were 
evolved in more or less open discussion, as within each party different trends 
of opinion were clearly discernible. In the KVP, E.M.J.A. Sassen and P.A. 
Kerstens were among the chief advocates of European cooperation. The 
former was probably closer to the BEF, while the latter was a founder member 
of the Ligue Européenne de Coopération Economique (LECE). In the PvdA 
there were ‘federalists’ like H. Brugmans31 alongside ‘functionalists’ (M. van 
der Goes van Naters, G.M. Nederhorst)32 and ‘Atlanticists’ (J. Barents).33 The 
various groups and trends have not been fully investigated, but it can probably 
be said that a majority of the KVP was for cautious integration restricted to 
closely defined areas, while the PvdA was prepared, if pushed, to go a little 
further.

The Protestant parties had considerable difficulty in breaking with their 
prewar ideas concerning foreign policy. The Catholic church saw itself as a 
universal body with a strong European tradition. Catholic social theory advo
cated the doctrine of ‘subsidiarity’, and the teaching of the last few Popes, as 
far as it touched on political matters, was in favour of federal solutions.34 
Hence the demand for union and the transfer of sovereignty called for no 
radical change in Catholic attitudes. The PvdA’s position was similar, since 
the internationalist doctrine of socialism was in harmony with the federalist 
idea of Christian personalism. But the Dutch Protestant church was 
essentially a national body. Was it not the stubborn resistance of the Calvinist 
provinces to Spanish rule that had given Holland its identity? The Protestant 
parties believed that God himself had prescribed the proper sphere of the state 
and the international community. The state was not simply an emanation of 
popular sovereignty, but was part of the divine order. Just as the state had no 
right to interfere in the rights of families and other non-political communities, 
so it had its own inalienable functions. According to J. Schouten, the chairman 
of the Anti-Revolutionary Party (ARP), ‘The division into nations and states 
is God’s will. There cannot be a world state or a world ruler.’35 Cooperation 
among states was permissible if it was in accordance with right and justice, but 
wrong if it was an expression of power. However, the Protestant parties in 
time came round to the idea of closer European cooperation, influenced by 
the increasingly strained relations between West and East. A Russian advance 
must be prevented; on the other hand, Western Europe must be something 
more than an American bridgehead. The Christian-Historical Union (CHU) 
adopted this line by the middle of 1947, at a time when the ARP would only 
talk of alliances as its utmost concession to political reality. Not until 1949 did

49, Tweede Kamer, 41ste Vergadering, pp. 1107 ff., 1111 ff.; Dik and Singelsma,
op. cit., pp. 19 f.; Kerkhof, op. cit., pp. 22 ff., 30 ff.

31 Cf. docs. 108, 111.
32 Cf. doc. 112.
33 Cf. doc. 115.
34 Cf. Lexikon für Théologie und Kirche, Freiburg, 11957 ff., s.v. ‘Foderalismus’.
35 Cited by Dik, op. cit., p. 3.
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the ARP envisage a possible cession of sovereign rights to a European federa
tion.36 The reason for this time-lag between the two parties is not altogether 
clear; it may have been because the CHU tended to represent the educated 
class and those interested in economics, while the ARP was more a party of 
the petty bourgeoisie.37 The looser party organization of the CHU made it 
easier for divergent views to find expression. J.J.R. Schmal and J. Reijers, in 
particular, brought the question of European federation into intra-party dis
cussions.38 The party accepted their views in so far as nearly all its members 
thought it urgently necessary to unite Europe against the Communist danger. 
‘The picture that emerges is that a majority of the CHU envisaged a federal 
Europe as one in which the member states would retain full sovereignty, only 
surrendering it to some extent in areas such as economics and defence. How 
exactly they saw this mixture of federalism and full sovereignty working out in 
practice was not clear.539

The ARP5s change of attitude in 1949 towards the question of a restriction 
of national sovereignty was due to an initiative by J.A.H.J.S. Bruins Slot, editor 
in chief of the party’s journal Trouw. In November-December 1948 an inter
national study group had explored the question of a possible future European 
Assembly. Bruins Slot had taken part in the discussion and concluded that the 
urgent need of the time was for supranational political institutions.40 He con
verted the party chairman, Schouten, to his view by arguing that only a federal 
Western Europe could effectively meet the Communist threat. The task was 
now to prepare the party for a volte-face. An intensive campaign was 
conducted for the purpose; the rank and file eventually, though hesitantly, 
conformed to their leaders5 views.41

In addition to the three main divisions of Dutch society -  Catholics, 
Protestants and Socialists -  there was a smaller Liberal element.42 This was 
politically represented by the Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en Democratic 
(W D ), formed in January 1948 by a merger of some lesser groups. The par
ty’s policy was similar to that of the earlier Liberal People’s Party (LVP): it 
was firmly nationalist and aimed at integrating Holland into a world of 
peaceful commerce. The country, it argued, was oriented seawards and must 
avoid one-sided association with countries that had stood for protectionism in 
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The party’s foreign policy was based 
on four main principles. To begin with, it stressed national interests and was

36 Cf. Dik, op. cit., pp. 2 ff., 11 ff.
37 Cf. Georg Geismann, Politische Struktur und Regierungssystem in den Nieder

landen, Frankfurt am Main and Bonn, 1964, pp. 100 ff.; Jürgen Hartmann, ‘Nieder
lande , in Joachim Raschke (ed.), Die politischen Parteien in Westeuropa. Geschichte, 
Programm, Praxis. Ein Handbuch, Reinbek, 1978, pp. 373 ff.

38 Cf. does. 118 and 123.
39 Dik, op. cit., p. 51.
40 Cf. doc. 121.
41 Cf. Dik, op. cit., pp. 11 ff.
42 Cf. Norbert Lepszy, Regierung, Parteien und Gewerkschaften in den Niederlanden. 

Entwicklung und Strukturen, Düsseldorf, 1979, pp. 51 ff.
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prepared to compromise on them to only a minimum extent. It was suspicious 
of unduly close Continental ties, and took a firmly ‘realistic’ view of power 
politics and public opinion. Finally, it was mistrustful of the great powers -  
not only the USSR but also the US, chiefly on account of the latter’s 
behaviour in regard to Indonesia. In principle the W D  should have opposed 
European federation; on the other hand the world situation made close coop
eration necessary if Europe was to be more than a satellite of the US. Hence 
the W D  supported steps towards the creation of a European defence force -  
while insisting on a strong measure of national independence -  and in 1956 
even declared for a European nuclear force.43

Among the smaller parliamentary parties, only the Communists and the 
Staatkundig Gereformeerde Partij (Calvinists) flatly rejected the Statute of the 
Council of Europe. The Catholic National Party (KNP) expressed reserva
tions on the ground that there could hardly be cooperation with states that had 
opposed Dutch interests in the Indonesian conflict.44 All the main parties, on 
the other hand, supported efforts towards European union. In so doing they 
were actuated by practical Dutch interests, with all their positive aspects and 
also the reservations they entailed. It was natural for them to act in this way, 
since their members had been elected or had taken office in order to advance 
the national interest. They were not yet called on, in 1949 or 1950, to show 
whether they were ready to accept compromises that were not wholly in ac
cordance with Dutch national interests.

102. ‘Appeal by the Dutch People’s Movement’ (NVB)
12 May 1945

‘Oproep van de Nederlandse Volksbeweging’, Je Maintiendrai', May 1945, p. 5 
(abridged)

Even before the war; young people in particular had urged that the capitalist order was 
out of date and that the traditional divisions of religious denomination and class must be 
surmounted. Events since September 1939 seemed to confirm the demise of the old order; but 
what should be the basis of the new one?A group of intellectuals, isolated in a German con
centration camp, managed to give thought to the principles that should govern the society of 
the future. Hendrik (Henri) Brugmans, by profession a scholar of Romance literature, intro
duced the notion of 'personal socialism' which he had encountered in Emmanual Mounier’s 
contributions to Esprit, and which was to become the basic principle of a new political 
group, the Nederlandse Volksbeweging (NVB). The group presented itself to the public in 
May 1945, in the first number of Je Maintiendrai to appear after the liberation; the 
manifesto was signed by, among others, F.J. Goedhart, W. Verkade and H. Brugmans. Ver-

43 Cf. docs. 124, 128; also C.M. Lesterhuis, ‘Van wantrouwen tot geestdrift. De 
W D  en Europa’, Internationale Spectator, 36 (1982), pp. 230-8.

44 Cf. docs. 117, 126.



360 Documents

kade belonged to Hans-Dieter Salinger's circle of European federalists;1 Goedhart had 
argued in Het Parool for close cooperation among European countries,2 and Brugmans 
became the first president of the UEF in December 1946. However; the manifesto did not go 
beyond calling for an active foreign policy and a reinforcement of the international rule of 
law. Ideas of reconstruction concentrated on the Netherlands itself: it was there that prob
lems should first be tackled, and a new social order created which would likewise affect the 
individual. Questions of defence and trade policy were still marginal and were not felt as 
urgent; Europe was not mentioned as a theme for discussion.

For a time the NVB aroused considerable attention. After so many years of confusion and 
hardship the public was interested in any promise of political and social renewal. But the 
effect of novelty soon wore off and traditional structures and ways of thinking reasserted 
themselves. The old parties had maintained their prestige during the years of resistance, and 
were more than a match for the NVB in organization and political skill.3

I. The Nederlandse Volksbeweging (N.V.B.) is convinced:
That the Second World War signifies for all nations the end of an old period 
of world history and the beginning of a new. Economically, socially, politi
cally and spiritually, the world is radically changed and presents new demands 
to the individual and to society.
That our Dutch people, in order to work for the national community and to 
maintain a worthy place among other nations, above all stands in need of a 
spiritual renewal nurtured by the living sources of Christianity and humanism, 
which have always been our country’s strength.
That a fundamental aspect of this renewal must be a sense of responsibility and 
respect for mankind, which can only develop in the service of a just, durable 
and idealistic society (personal socialism).
That all aspects of human life are subject to absolute norms such as compas
sion, justice, truth and love of one’s neighbour, which are founded in God’s 
will according to the gospel but are also acknowledged by non-Christians. 
There must be an absolute rejection of the attitude which ascribes supreme 
value to the nation or the state, to race or class, and a rejection of mental com
pulsion as a foundation of society.

II. The NVB appeals for a common effort towards the necessary radical 
renewal of our national life -  economic, social, political and spiritual -  on the 
part of

ALL DUTCH PEOPLE
who, whether or not organized in political parties, wish to strengthen the 
nation to carry out the heavy tasks of this historic period, in a spirit of person
alism based on a renewed form of socialism. Our efforts must be based on: 
Development of human personality;

1 Cf. Doc. Eur. I n te g r vol. 1, p. 593.
2 Ibid., pp. 574, 577.
3 For the NVB cf. J. Bank, Opkomst, op. cit.; A.F. Manning, ‘“Het bevrijde zui- 

den” *, op. cit.
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Renewal and protection of family life;
Respect for labour in an organized socio-economic system;
Strengthening of the national community;
Renewal of the idea of the state, reform of democracy in a personalist sense; 
the people to share in the organization of industrial and cultural life; 
Development of a new community together with the overseas territories;
An active foreign policy, helping to consolidate the international rule of law.

The NVB appeals to the Dutch people:
To be ready to make sacrifices and bear responsibility;
To be loyal to the house of Orange, the symbol of national unity and constitu
tional monarchy and the embodiment of the will to independence of the whole 
Netherlands Commonwealth.

III. The NVB considers, in particular,
( .. .)
That justice must be shown not only in the punishment of traitors and collab
orators but above all in laying the foundations of new economic and social 
relationships;
That Dutch party political life should be framed on a far different basis than 
before 1940. In particular, the opposition of Christian parties and the class 
struggle are not a fruitful way of tackling the social questions of today, and 
a period of free discussion is urgently necessary in order that the spiritual 
renewal may also be reflected in political life.

Keizersgracht 452, Amsterdam, 
12 May 1945

Signatories:
F.J.H. Bachg 
W. Banning 
C. Beekenkamp 
P.J. Bouman 
H. Brugmans 
J.J. Buskes Jr 
J- Buys 
B. van Dam 
L. Einthoven
E. Emmen
F. H. Finkensieper 
B.W. Fiaveman
Pieter’t Hoen (F.J. Goedhart) 
Jan F. de Jong 
FT Kraemer 
FT Korte jr.
Klaas Leyenaar

W. Pompe 
J.E. de Quay 
Geert Ruygers
E. Sassen
W. Schermerhorn 
L. Schlichting 
P.J. Schmidt 
J.J. Schokking 
J.G. Suurhoff
F. P.A. Tellegen 
Wim Thomassen 
W. Verkade
Hilda Verwey-Jonker
G. E. van Walsum
H. Willemse 
F. Wiiffels

Further names to be published subsequently.
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103. Katholieke Volkspartij (KVP)ï ‘Emergency Programme’
Feb. 19461

Parlement en kiezer, 30 (1946/7), pp. 103 f. (extracts)

The RKSP (Roomsch-Katholieke Staatspartij) had supported the policy of neutrality 
before 1940\ but a change of direction was necessary after the experience of the war years. 
The somewhat less conservative KVP, which took its place, drew appropriate conclusions in 
its electoral manifesto of February 1946 and called for a departure from the previous line in 
foreign affairs. What should the new principles be? Holland must be prepared effectively to 
defend the international rule of law. Instead of passivity there must be an active foreign 
policy taking account of natural economic and cultural links. Holland' the party maintained' 
could not stand aside from the turmoil of international politics; but the new options were not 
presented very clearly, apart from the hope that disputes would be regulated by the UN. In 
general the dominant themes of the manifesto were the same as in Dutch political life before 
1940: international relations as a problem of right and justice, national self-assertion, 
stronger ties with the overseas territories, and concern for free trade. A specifically European 
angle did not appear.

' r

(.. .)
VII. The Netherlands in the International Order
1. The policy of independence as it was pursued in Holland before the war 

must be abandoned in the light of altered circumstances. We should endeavour 
to have good relations with other countries, in particular those whose history, 
geographical location, structure and position in the world afford the best hope 
of common concern for the spiritual and material welfare of our Kingdom and 
of the whole world.

2. In the settlement of international problems Holland should seek to obtain 
full recognition of its position as a power of medium size, taking into account 
its important contribution to winning the war.

3. We should take an active part in bringing about a just peace and the effec
tive rule of law in international affairs. We should work for the creation of an 
international organization on a democratic basis.

4. For the purpose of maintaining peace and international order our country 
must possess strong land, sea and air forces that can operate in all parts of its 
territory. The composition of these forces should take account of the special 
tasks that they may have to perform in an international system.

5. A rational settlement of international affairs should take particular 
account of the cultural affinities of nations and their mutual economic rela
tions.

6. A proper relationship with foreign countries must be based on a resolute 
rejection of alien influences that are out of keeping with the essential character 
of the Dutch state.

1 Date communicated to Prof. Lipgens in April-May 1975 by the Studie- en Docu- 
mentatiecentrum Nederlandse Politieke Partijen, Groningen.
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7. The economic structure of the Netherlands and the density of its popula
tion make it necessary to trade extensively with foreign countries. Attempts to 
enlarge the scope of properly regulated economic relations must be supported 
as far as possible, and our own country should take initiatives to this end.

( .. .)
10. When the terms of the peace treaties are decided the Netherlands should 

demand as compensation a portion of German territory, from which only 
those elements should be expelled which present a danger to public order or 
to the assimilation of the population as a whole. (...)

104. Partij van de Arbeid (PvdA): election manifesto Feb. 1946
Parlement en kiezer, 30 (1946/7), pp. 108 f. (extract)

*

The electoral manifesto of the Social Democratic Partij van de Arbeid, the second largest 
party in the Netherlands; did not differ greatly from that of the KVP as regards foreign 
affairs, but it made the options clearer. Nationalist slogans were eschewed, and it was 
expressly stated that Holland must be prepared to enter into regional agreements.

The PvdA was created in February 1946 by a merger of the old Social Democratic 
Workers's Party (Sociaal-Democratische Arbeiderspartij) with the Christian-Democratic 
Union (Christelijk-Democratische Unie), some members of the Christian-Historical Union 
(Christelijk-Historische Unie), and the Catholic ‘Christophorus’group. The new party, like 
the NVB, preached a complete break with the sectarian past; it was a mass party, and adopted 
the NVB's 'personal socialism' in lieu of the mainly politico-economic orientation of the old 
SDAP. Later the PvdA became an enthusiastic advocate of European integration, but by Feb
ruary 1946 it had not formulated any clear aspirations of this kind.

( . . . )
12. An active foreign policy based on our country’s international responsi

bility vocation.
Strengthening of the UN on the basis of international law, as an instrument 

of the internatinial rule of law and for the outlawing of war.
Support for the development of an international organ on a democratic 

basis.
Readiness to conclude regional agreements with countries of similar cultural 

background. (...)

1 Date communicated to Prof. Lipgens in April-May 1975 by the Studie- en Docu- 
mentatiecentrum Nederlandse Politieke Partijen (Groningen).
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105. The Theses of Europese Actie 14 June 1946
Published in Je Maintiendrai, 14 June 1946; here translated from a German version, 

Die Thesen der Europäischen Aktion, pamphlet, s.l.n.d. (unabridged)

Two drafts by W. Verkade and H. Brugmans in April 1946 formed the basis of the defini
tive version of the Theses, published in Holland in ] t Maintiendrai on 14 June of that year. 
They give in concise form the principles of Europese Actie as they were formulated by H.D. 
Salinger1 and embodied in the Statute of May 1945. Sections V  (Europe and the new League 
of Nations) and VI (basic principles of the European initiative) were the result of discussion 
with representatives of Federale Unie.2 The latter had feared that concentration on Euro
pean interests might foster a new nationalism and stand in the way of creating a federal 
world organization. The section on ‘urgent European tasks' is new in this form, but some of 
its ideas can be traced previously, in contrast to point IV  on Europe's mission'. Clearly some 
ideas emanating from the NVB found acceptance with Europese Actie through Verkade and 
Brugmans, who were both signatories of the NVB appeal of May 1945?

I. Against defeatism and for an international rule of law
We must combat defeatism as firmly as we resisted tyranny. Anyone who 

talks of the inevitability of war is guilty of helping to cause it. He who regards 
political and social problems as insoluble and does not feel responsible for 
trying to solve them is enhancing the danger of anarchy and revolution. Chris
tian faith and a human sense of responsibility require that each of us 
contribute to shaping his political surroundings and that we reject all defeat
ism.

II. Peace through submission to a supranational rule of law
The danger of modern warfare has become so incalculable, even for the 

strongest states, that it far outweighs the risk involved in ceding sovereign 
rights to an international organization, on condition that all are allowed a 
proper share in its decisions. Practical necessity compels nations to reach 
agreement. Such agreement is more than opportunism, provided national 
interests are subordinated to higher principles. It is basically possible to set up 
a valid rule of law for all nations. The fundamental condition is that nations 
are willing to conform to the same moral and intellectual principles, respect 
for which they regard as a self-evident necessity within their own borders.

III. The international balance of forces
An essential condition of the internationial rule of law is the creation of a 

counterweight to the development of two rival power groups that are con
stantly embracing more territory and threaten to absorb or to crush any nation

1 Cf. Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 1, pp. 593 ff.
2 Cf. W. Lipgens, History, op. cit., pp. 136 ff.
3 Cf. doc. 102.
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weaker than themselves. Such a counterweight would exist if, alongside the 
two super-powers, there were a European federation, an Ibero-American fed
eration and so on, with the status of equal partners.

IV. Europe’s mission
Europe must therefore be conscious of its own mission, imposed on it by his

tory and tradition. This is not only an intellectual mission but extends to politi
cal and economic life. It is in accordance with this mission:

To aim for the richness of diversity and reject the universal pressure for uni
formity.

To appreciate the value of personality, with a sense of spiritual and moral 
responsibility towards the different communities and associations within 
which it lives and works.

To reject equally the community’s claim to subject everything to itself and 
the abstract individualism that seeks to divorce human beings from every kind 
of community.

The political expression of this attitude is federalism, the only way between 
regimentation and fragmentation. Federalism offers to every living community 
an opportunity to develop freely within an independent whole that embraces 
organically what belongs organically together.

V. Europe and the new League of Nations
It is impossible to think of developing and maintaining a European federa

tion in a world dominated by the struggle for power. Therefore Europe must 
use all its efforts to ensure that the UN develops into a federal world organiza
tion. Admittedly Europe in its present condition lacks the authority to make 
this a reality. But it can recover that authority by setting an example of how 
the most difficult problems can be solved in practice by federal union.

VI. Basic ideas of the European initiative
The countries of Europe must together take the initiative in planning for the 

economic and political reconstruction of Europe on a federal basis. Such a 
plan must point the way to a consolidation of the world and be able to take 
account of any conceivable shift in the world balance of power. It must avoid 
any hint of European chauvinism and any attempt to gain power by the for
mation of blocs or otherwise. It must be the expression of a true patriotism, 
combining the love of freedom with a sense of responsibility.

The plan must be based on awareness that the deeper cause of American iso
lationism and Russian mistrust lies in the failure of European nations to per
form their duty in the field of political organization.

VII. The frontiers of Europe
To the eastward, the border of a federal united Europe lies at the point 

where a human being begins to be valued only in so far as he is part of a collec
tivity. In the west, Britain is clearly part of Europe from the intellectual and 
cultural point of view. Politically, of course, it is for Britain herself to take the
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initiative if she wishes to join a European federation. Her decision will depend 
on whether she considers her role as centre of the Empire more important 
than her character as a European country.

VIII. The balance of forces in Europe
The federal structure of Europe would have no firm foundation if it com

prised a miscellany of large and small states. A large state among several small 
ones would always strive after hegemony, while the small states would either 
seek the protection of large ones or take refuge in neutrality as an escape 
from their political responsibilities.

The European federation must therefore be composed of larger territorial 
units, such as to ensure a balance between the political forces in Europe. For 
this purpose:

(a) Smaller countries that belong organically together should unite to form 
regional federations.

(b) The larger German Länder should be reconstructed on a federal basis. 
It would be unnecessary and dangerous to restore a centralized Reich as part 
of a European federation, since it would be a permanent threat to the po
litical equilibrium of Europe.

IX. The idea of a supranational state
A European federation would be a political association allowing free play 

to all national cultural trends, while all purely political problems could be 
solved in practice by a supranational system. This is also the only way of 
solving the problem of European minorities.

X. Europe’s urgent needs
An emergency programme for Europe must cover the following points:
(a) Regional federations, e.g. of North-West Europe, Scandinavia, the Bal

kans etc.; similarly measures to bring about a Danubian federation, a North 
German and a South German federation.

(b) Coordination of the main lines of foreign policy of European countries.
(c) A European police force [Polizeiheer] under the European federal 

government. One of its first tasks should be to replace the Allied occupation 
forces in Germany and the latter’s former vassal states.

(d) A European contribution to the United Nations air force should be pro
vided and organized.

(e) A joint plan of European recovery.
(f) Coordination of the economic planning agencies of the European coun

tries.
(g) ‘Federalization’ of the German railways as the first step towards an 

all-European state railway system; unified administration of the great interna
tional waterways in the framework of European unity; close cooperation in 
the administration of European ports; a single European communications 
policy.

(h) ‘Federalization’ of the energy resources of the Rhine and Ruhr area, as



IV. Netherlands Political Parties and Pressure Groups 367

the first step towards a federal administration of the energy resources of all 
Europe.

(i) Regional and federal cooperation in trade policy; the market-regulating 
function of intra-European tariffs to be transferred to the contemplated Euro
pean economic agency.

(j) A common European trade policy in the framework of world trade.
(k) Unification of foreign exchange policy on a European basis.
(l) Closest cultural relations among European countries, which should 

strengthen the sense of belonging to Europe. Systematic exchanges of profes
sors and students.

(m) Coordination of measures to combat Nazism and other totalitarian 
trends in Europe.

XI. Further steps towards a federation should include the following:
(a) Establishment of a single European currency.
(b) Creation of a European citizenship in addition to that of each member 

country.
(c) Creation of a European parliament as a legislative body.
(d) Creation of a federal European jurisdiction with appropriate institu

tions.
(e) Unification of foreign policy and coordination of the external repre

sentation of European countries.

106. Alfred Mozer:1 ‘Europe in a choppy sea’ 2 Aug. 1946
Paraat, 2 Aug. 1946, pp. 1 ff. (Abridged)

Were the US and the Soviet Union in future to decide Europe's fate between them? The 
PvdA was firmly opposed to such a prospect, both for balance-of-power reasons and because 
it was equally hostile to American capitalism and to Soviet Bolshevism. Europe must find 
a third way of its own, a Social Democratic one that would combine social justice with per
sonal freedom. It must no longer wait for help from outside. The countries of Europe must

1 Paraat's leading article of 2 Aug. 1946 is signed A.M.; there is no doubt that 
these initials refer to Alfred Mozer.
Born in Munich of a Hungarian father and a German mother, Alfred Mozer was 
self-educated. He worked in 1923 for the Socialist Kasseler Zeitung and subsequently 
for a newspaper in Emden, where he represented the SPD on the municipal council. 
In 1933 he escaped to Amsterdam, where he worked with Koos Vorrink. He fled 
to Portugal in 1940 and afterwards joined the Dutch resistance in Rotterdam. He 
became a Dutch national in 1945 and was foreign political secretary of the PvdA. 
After the publication of the Hertenstein programme he supported the idea of a fed
eral Europe, and played a prominent part in organizing the Congress of Europe at 
The Hague. Cf. Th. J. Kerkhof, op. cit., p. 54.
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cooperate and combine their efforts in the economic, military and cultural fields. If all went 
welly Europe could play an important mediating role between East and West. The idea of a 
‘third way’ was supported on similar grounds by numerous articles in the Social Democratic 
party press,2 including that by Alfred Mozer, reproduced below.

‘Europe in a choppy sea’ -  such was the title of the Dutch translation of a 
book by John Gunther which appeared some years before the war and set out 
to define the battle-lines of the impending conflict. We have now lived through 
the inferno that was then imminent, and have won the war against Hitler’s 
totalitarianism. That does not mean that we are at peace, however: Europe is 
still beset by storms.

The defeat of one great power has altered the position of other states, great 
and small, and has above all brought new great powers to the fore. ‘Great’ is 
here a relative term: when a European speaks of the ‘Big Five’, he rightly or 
wrongly thinks of China as only a future or potential power. As for France, 
she has in her favour a great past and the fact that her powerful allies are pre
pared to overlook the difference between appearance and reality. It is prob
able, and is much to be hoped, that these factors will operate to the full until 
such time as France’s admirable powers of recovery can come into play and 
transform her into a power in her own right.

Britain, despite the great part she played in defeating Hitler, has lost in 
importance, if not absolutely at least relatively, since two other powers have 
shot up like overgrown youngsters and have become overwhelmingly strong 
in a short time. Of these two powers, America and Russia, one terrifies us 
because we know it and the other because we do not know it. To many Euro
peans both are repellent on the whole, while at the same time they are attrac
tive by virtue of certain incidental features.

In between are the small countries, with whom we have ties of blood and 
share a common outlook. Hopeful or afraid, generally more afraid than 
hopeful, they fix their gaze on the great ones, because we have still not come 
a long way from the recent past, with its habit of thinking in terms of power 
and concentrating on numbers, be it of population or square miles, production 
or atomic bombs. The small fry anxiously watch every breath drawn by the 
great ones, wondering whether they are going to frown or look cheerful, 
whether their digestion is good or bad. (...)

[The effects of great-power policy can be seen in Germany, where only the 
Russians have a clear notion of what they are doing. The British improvise, 
while the Americans seem to regard it as a place of entertainment. ‘What are 
we to think, for instance, of an American officer who calls a crowd of gut-

2 E.g. articles by J.B., ‘De derde weg5, Paraat, 21 June 1946, p. 11; A.M., ‘Waarom 
Nederland?,) Paraat, 9 Aug. 1946, pp. 1 f.; E.D., ‘Europese vernieuwing5, Paraat, 
30 Aug. 1946, p. 2; N.N., ‘Opstanding van Europa’, Paraat, 11 Oct. 1946; J. Tinberg, 
‘De derde weg5, Socialisme en démocratie, 1946, pp. 369 ff.
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tersnipes into a café and gives them food and drink as a reward for singing 
Nazi songs?’]

Such are the ways of great powers. But now comes the second question: can 
the other European countries rest content with this state of affairs? Have they 
given up any idea of a European task or a European role? Are they simply 
going to wait passively while decisions are taken for them?

If the answer to these questions is ‘No’, then the European countries must 
shake off their political blindness and the illusion that help can only come from 
the great ones. They must find the way to one another; they must grasp that 
the result of the war is a defeat for Europe, and that the only remedy for it 
is a European recovery.

This recovery must be twofold: it must ensure physical security and spiritual 
freedom. Materially and spiritually it must be a renewal that is equally opposed 
to unbridled individualism and to the collectivism that destroys personality. It 
must provide a spiritual unity-in-diversity, with social security depending on 
the fulfilment of obligations.

This European idea and this reality must be a middle term between the two 
great worlds that are today in dangerous contact. In this way Europe can dis
play its own special features and also act as a bridge between the great impe
rialisms of West and East. The solution of the European problem is a necessity 
for Europeans, but no less so for the Americans and Russians. And there can 
be no solution by way of surrender to one o the two great powers, whether 
forced or voluntary. It may be hard to convince the Americans and Russians of 
this. America must be induced not to cold-shoulder Europe’s attempt to find 
and to be itself. Russia must understand that the filling of the vacuum west of 
the Elbe is not a measure directed against the Soviet Union. The Europe we 
desire will not be aimed against anything or anyone, but will be for the benefit 
of something and someone, namely Europe and the Europeans who must 
champion its cause.

What form this Europe is to take -  how it will shape its social and politi
cal, cultural and economic institutions -  is a matter for Europeans everywhere 
who are conscious of their responsibilities. There is no time to be lost. Europe 
is still adrift in a choppy sea.

107. Partij van de Arbeid (PvdA): Basic Programme
26 April 1947

(A) Parlement en kiezer,; 34 (1950/51), pp. 128-33: here pp. 128 f., 132). (B) Paraat, 
21 March 1947, p. 3, and 28 March 1947, p. 3. (C) Handelingen der Staten-Generaaf 
Zitting 1946-47\ Tweede Kamer, 13 Nov. 1946.

î»*

The PvdA was a young party. Founded in February 1946, it had for some weeks to concen
trate wholly on the electoral battle. Only in summer of that year did it find time for inner con-
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solidation. A committee was set up to draft a basic programme; its work proceeded rapidly, 
and the party leaders were able to publish a draft in February 1947.1 The final text, with a 
few small modifications, was approved by the competent bodies on 26 April 1947.

As far as foreign policy went, the new programme did not differ much from that of 
February 1946. It was still hoped that the UN would play a useful mediating role, for which 
purpose states must be prepared to give up part of their sovereignty. Supplementary regional 
agreements might exist within the UN framework.

The draft programme was commented on at length for Paraat readers by W. Thomassen2 
in March 1947. He did not touch on the question of ■regional groupings \ however: the 
PvdA’s ideas on this subject were expounded by Van der Goes van Naters, head of its parlia
mentary group,3 in a debate in November 1946.

(A)
Introduction
In a world that has been shattered and dislocated by two great wars, that 

is plagued by economic crises and resulting mass unemployment, that has 
undergone the horrors of totalitarian terror, and that now, at the end of the 
seconc war, is faced by the failure to create an orderly international society, 
by the threat of a third war and economic chaos, millions long for an order 
that will ensure social justice, security and welfare for the masses, spiritual 
freedom and world peace.

The Partij van de Arbeid intends to give political form and content to these 
aspirations in our country, and for this purpose adopts the following pro
gramme of basic principles.

( . . .)
IX. Holland in the community of nations
28. The Party regards the Dutch nation as a historical unit with its own 

character, language and culture. But it believes that a true national community 
can only be founded on a solid basis of social justice. It feels a share of respon
sibility for maintaining the spiritual foundations of our Western civilization, 
and will constantly endeavour to strengthen and renew the contribution of 
our nation to that end.

29. The Party desires to see an international community of nations which 
will consolidate world peace. In the future world order every state must be 
ready to transfer part of its sovereignty to higher institutions. There must be 
an international order based on law, its broad framework leaving space for 
regional groupings. All must strive for international order and for economic, 
social and cultural cooperation.

1 Paraat, 21 Feb. 1947, pp. 6 f.
2 The articles are signed ‘W.Th.’: this undoubtedly refers to W. Thomassen.

W. Thomassen, born in 1909, trained as a teacher; secretary of the Young Workers’ 
Centre, whose journal he edited; chief assistant in the welfare department of Dutch 
Ironworks; secretary of the Dutch People’s Movement and then of the PvdA. 
Member of the Second Chamber from July 1947. Cf. Parlement en kiezer, 31 (1947/ 
48), p. 46.

3 See doc. 112, n. 2.
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30. In this society law and authority must be exercised by an international 
authority; no state must take the law into its own hands.

In order to meet its obligations in this regard, the Netherlands must possess 
armed forces operating in a responsible manner and a spirit of democracy. For 
the time being these forces may also be responsible for defending legitimate 
Netherlands interests. (...)

(B)
W. Thomassen: the draft programme of the PvdA
(•••)
Democracy is again the basic principle of Section IX, concerning Holland’s 

place in the world community. The section envisages a world order in which 
each state must be prepared to cede part of its sovereignty to higher institu
tions. On the one hand it is generally accepted that this is the lesson taught us 
by the tragic history of the League of Nations. On the other, a realistic insight 
into present-day events shows that small states are fully prepared to cede part 
of their sovereignty in this manner. But even the greatest optimist would not 
expect Russia and America to be ready, here and now, to surrender any of 
their sovereignty, nor could the UN be expected to take such a burden on its 
shoulders. Clearly this part of the Programme is concerned with a gradual 
process that is as necessary as it is difficult.

Paragraph 30 declares that no state must take the law into its own hands. 
This means that the world organization must be capable of itself maintaining 
international justice. Although the Programme does not say so, it is clear that 
in present circumstances the victorious Allies have the task of maintaining a 
temporary system based on the rule of law, which may evolve in the desired 
direction. The necessary means must be provided by their international asso
ciates. Until such time as there is a permanent international system, individual 
countries must hold themselves ready for the task. The second part of para
graph 30 draws attention to this fact, and declares that ‘In order to meet its 
obligations in this regard, the Netherlands must possess armed forces 
operating in a responsible manner and a spirit of democracy.’ Clearly a great 
deal of practical politics is involved in this sentence, and it is also clear, unfor
tunately, that the present state of affairs is a long way from the desired objec
tive.

The last sentence of paragraph 30 runs: ‘For the time being, these forces 
may also be responsible for defending legitimate Netherlands interests.’ Why 
‘for the time being’, and when will this sentence cease to have effect? In a 
properly ordered world, all disputes would be resolved by legal methods. If, 
in emergency, force had to be used, it would be on the orders and responsibility 
of the supreme international authority. Once this desirable state is achieved 
and its permanence assured, the above provision will be out of date and can 
be erased from the programme. (...)

We end these brief remarks with a word concerning the international idea. 
Socialism aims to give a lead to the process of social change which is taking 
place at increased speed in the present century. International forces often have
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a decisive effect on this process. However much can be achieved in purely 
national terms, the ups and downs of capitalist economy are an international 
phenomenon. Its social consequences can be remedied to some extent, so as 
largely to eliminate the misery of unemployment; but they cannot be avoided 
altogether, and this is especially clear as regards the danger of war due to capi
talist expansion. Nowadays war between great powers signifies world war, a 
disaster affecting all nations. If socialism wants to get a grip on history and be 
able to give a lead, it must take the form of international socialism.

History has taught us that the building of socialism is a longer process than 
could have been imagined on the eve of the first world war. It is therefore a 
sign of realism that the Programme begins with an introduction which does 
not ignore the difficulty of the world situation, and that it ends on a note of 
prophecy without losing the sense of reality. In paragraph 37 we read: ‘The 
Party considers it its mission to bring together in a single fight for democratic 
socialism all Dutch working people who rebel against injustice and suffer in 
capitalist society, and who are animated by a positive will to bring about justice 
and brotherhood, peace and freedom. The PvdA will strive towards this end 
together with parties in other countries that have accepted a similar task for 
their fellow-countrymen, so that all are bound together in a worldwide 
struggle to liberate humanity from distress and oppression/

(C)
Van der Goes van Naters: speech in the Second Chamber, 13 November 

1946 (extract)
We must build on the combined foundation in so far as we share 

responsibility for it: a close union with Belgium and Luxemburg, not only 
in economic matters but in cultural, military and political affairs; a 
federation comprising our three countries plus France, and a pact uniting 
the four of us to Britain, Scandinavia and other countries. If we help to 
bring order into our own part of the world, other regions will not lag 
behind.

This organization comprising in the first place the Western continental 
countries which all have Germany as their economic hinterland will be 
designed, first and foremost, to lead to a solution of the German problem.

108. Europese Actie: ‘The only way out’ 15 June 19471
De enige uitweg. Uitgegeven in samenwerking metde Europese Actie, Amsterdam, 1947. 

(Abridged)

In summer 1947 Europese Actie produced a memorandum under the above title, with an 
introduction in which H. Brugmans put the question as to the reason for the failure of the

1 This date is given for the concluding chapter, signed by W. Verkade.
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reform movement of May 1945. The subject was bound up with his personal experience: he 
had originally belonged to the NVB,2 and after witnessing its failure3 attached himself to 
Salinger's group. The main, unsigned part of the document put forward the view that the 
only way out of the present crisis was a united federal Europe. In the third part W. Verkade 
gave a brief account of the different European' groups and their aims. More clearly than the 
'Theses' of a year before,4 the memorandum argued for a Europe representing the ‘third way' 
-  a policy which would combine democracy and socialism in home affairs, while enabling 
Europe to mediate in world affairs between the US and the USSR. Hans-Dieter Salinger; 
an economist and lawyer who had close connections with the industrial federations/  had 
had quite different ideas in mind when he founded Europese Actie, but his influence had 
since diminished: the movement had for some time now been dominated by Brugmans and 
Verkade, both of whom belonged to the PvdA.

Europese Actie
Introduction
Slowly, very slowly, but unmistakably, the tide is beginning to turn. After 

the high expectations of the resistance period and the deep disappointment of 
the first years after the liberation, a new force is gradually asserting itself in 
Europe -  that of federalism.

The core of the movement consists of young and not-so-young people who 
before the war were already sceptical of the sterile interplay of the traditional 
parties and organizations; during the war they dreamed of national reform, 
and after it they found with bitter disappointment how little the life of Euro
peans had been ‘regenerated’ -  on the contrary, how it had become coarser, 
more materialistic and ossified.

But now, though very slowly, the tide is turning. The radical ‘reformers’ of 
yesterday are not giving up the struggle. The basic principles by which they 
were then actuated were not wrong. More than ever, it is a question of giving 
a central place to age-old standards of social morality and advancing on that 
basis towards the new social forms for which our period of revolutionary 
transition is still waiting. (...)

The crisis of our society is becoming more evident every day, and no single 
question has yet found a practical solution. The ‘reformers’ have been pushed 
aside, and so have the resistance fighters, who constituted a huge reservoir of 
radical forces, unused and so far undirected. But the triumph of the past in 
Europe has done us no good, and it cannot last for ever.

Europese Actie, founded during the occupation and fraught with all the 
ideals and expectations of those days, has tried to understand the lesson of 
events. It has sought to discover what caused the collapse of the ‘reform’ 
movement, and why all the plans that were made have come to so desperately 
little.

2 Cf. doc. 102.
3 Cf. J. Bank, Opkomst, op. cit., esp. pp. 252 ff.
4 Cf. doc. 105.
5 Cf. Lipgens, History, op. cit., p. 132, n. 91, and p. 639, n. 442.
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We believe that we have found the answer.
The problems of today, as we see them, are international in character and 

must be solved internationally. Anyone who tries to bring about decisive 
reforms at the national level is wasting his effort by using weapons that fall 
short of the target. (...)

Such being the case, Europese Actie declares that Europeans must join 
hands to overcome their internal difficulties if they do not want to be trodden 
underfoot -  if they want to be a factor for peace instead of behaving like a stir- 
red-up ants’ nest. (...)

H. Brugmans

The Only Way Out

Towards a united federal Europe
I

Our first principle is that the unification of Europe is not an intellectuals’ 
dream but a socio-political necessity.

(...) We are convinced that present-day mankind, which is in search of unity 
but is still rent by fearful conflicts, will never achieve equilibrium or 
harmonious development if we Europeans allow ourselves to be forced out of 
history. But this surrender will be a reality if we remain content with our 
present state of impotence, fragmentation and hopeless poverty. (...)

II
Our second principle is: We want a united Europe that shall be an open society 
in a world-wide association.

(...) A sober analysis of the facts shows that any attempt towards European 
union can only succeed if it does not take the form of a bloc and is not directed 
against any other power. It will stand or fall with the approval of the great 
non-European powers, and this approval will only be forthcoming if united 
Europe is seen to constitute a politico-economic and spiritual force. In so far 
as united Europe must have a military force at its disposal this can only be in 
the nature of a police force under the aegis of the UN.

In a certain sense we can unhesitantly call ourselves ‘European patriots’, 
united by the feeling that Europe is our home. The European landscape in all 
its variety, a common European way of life, and above all our consciousness 
of the guilt and decline of Europe, as well as our own task and responsibility 
-  these are some of the essential facts that make us regard the whole Continent 
as one great fatherland. But any kind of European nationalism is alien to us. 
We wish to retain our identity in future and to safeguard European society 
against any threat from outside, but we reject all forms of national or 
supranational arrogance, all complacency, any idea that Europe necessarily 
has a cure for the world’s ills. There must be no imperialism or striving after 
autarky, which would be no more than a pernicious dream. (...)
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III
Our third principle is: A united Europe must never be the plaything of non- 
European powers.

(...) Many people in the Anglo-American world have the idea that it is not 
Europe as a whole, but Western Europe that must unite as a bulwark against 
the USSR: France and Germany should join to form a bastion against the 
Russian ‘Drang nach Westen\

What is our attitude to this idea?
We know that in fact there are at the present time only two great powers, 

and that -  although they do not comprise anything like half the world’s popu
lation -  these powers are showing a tendency to divide the globe into two 
opposing blocs. But we also know:

(1) that such a division of the whole world into blocs can only lead to war, 
and

(2) that there are important contrary trends in both the US and the USSR.
We are convinced that the European federation must do all it can to support

these latter trends. It must set itself against any ‘disaster policy’, and prove that 
a solution of Europe’s problems can be achieved with the agreement and 
approval of both parties. The federation must show that Europe is not merely 
an area of friction but can also be a meeting-point and a human society open 
in both directions, resolved to be colonized by no one and not to be the instru
ment of anyone’s imperialism. We reject a solution of the totalitarian Russian 
type which would place Europe wholly within Moscow’s sphere of influence; 
and we reject the equally pernicious idea that Europe, and Western Europe in 
particular, can only serve as a market for American goods and a zone of capi
talist influence. We do not wish to burn our bridges in either direction, and the 
unification of our continent will have the object of preserving our independ
ence vis-à-vis both the great powers that may become each other’s enemies.
( . . . )

Europe cannot fight against socialism -  not even against a totalitarian form 
of socialism -  nor against freedom, even if it goes together with capitalist 
exploitation.

A defeat of the Soviet Union would subject the world to a new ‘Holy Alli
ance’ of conservatism dominated by American capital. If the US suffered a 
lasting defeat it would mean the triumph of absolutism, at any rate for a long 
time. We, on the other hand, want freedom and justice together. We want a 
federation that is the social and political expression of the development of the 
human personality in a free, pluralistic community. (...)

IV
Our fourth principle is: Just because a united Europe is not to be an instrument 
of war for or against America or Russia, it can and must include both the 
Atlantic and the Slav countries.

Thus we firmly dissent from those who, when they say ‘Europe’, mean 
Western Europe with an Anglo-American orientation. But we also dissent 
from those who think of forming a political and economic Eastern bloc ‘as a
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beginning’ in the expectation that it will spread to the rest of the continent. 
(...) We want to be a bridge -  not a bridgehead. (...)

V
Our fifth principle is: A united Europe that is no longer a breeding-ground 
of wars must use its independence to create a social order of its own.

We are convinced that Europe must free the world not only from the com
pulsion of choosing between the US and the USSR, but also from the idea that 
there is no alternative between capitalism and Communism.

Like China, South America and other groups of nations -  we think too of 
India and Indonesia -  Europe must offer the example of a ‘third way’. Not a 
compromise, not a universal remedy, not a system that we expect to be equally 
acceptable to Russians and Americans, Frenchmen and Poles; but a factual 
proof that it is possible to solve social and economic problems and create pros
pects for one’s own people without holding fast to capitalism and without a 
socialist dictatorship of party or class.

We thus part company with those who think one can advocate a ‘United 
States of Europe’ without specifying its social content. On the contrary, we 
believe that Europe can only maintain itself if it can offer a clear view of the 
future and point the way to a new society. A capitalist Europe would, we are 
convinced, be indefensible and an invitation to predators; but a Communist 
Europe in which the rights of the human personality were no longer safe
guarded would equally be a Europe robbed of its content. (...)

Is there any country in Europe that can still guarantee its citizens the two 
essential rights for the sake of which the nation-state was originally created 
-  the right to economic development and the right to international secu
rity.7 What state now gives any real protection against wars and crises, inva
sion and unemployment? (...)

At one time social progress was possible within a single country. The chief 
opponent then was a class of capitalist proprietors who could be opposed on 
a national basis. Today things are different. National progressive forces have 
become powerless, because the problems extend far and wide across frontiers. 
International problems have to be solved in a broad international framework. 
Bigger, wider units are necessary nowadays, and a united Europe must be one 
of them. Here is the first full opportunity for economic planning; here we can 
have elbow-room instead of dispersal; here we can at last work together for 
the good of all. The motto of European federalists is: Break down the barriers 
of the national state, which is threatening to stifle us!

But do we want a European superstate, ruled from an all-powerful centre? 
That, in our opinion, would be contrary to the nature of federalism, which 
declares that every problem should be solved by the appropriate organic com
munity. The Calvinist acknowledges this principle when he speaks of ‘sover
eignty in one’s own milieu’. The Catholic bases his federalism on the principle 
of ‘subsidiarity’; and in the socialist world one hears more and more of ‘func
tional decentralization’.
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While we believe that the national state has become too small for many vital 
questions, we readily add that for other matters it has long been too large, 
unwieldy and centralized. Therefore it must shed its powers in two directions. 
Firstly towards what the British call ‘local government’ -  muncipalities, provin
ces, councils of workers and entrepreneurs, organizations of all kinds that 
spring freely from the life of the people. But secondly its content must be dim
inished by supranational bodies taking over all kinds of work that can no 
longer be efficiently performed in a national framework. (...)

VI
Our sixth principle is: A united Europe is not a substitute for a world organi
zation, but a contribution to it. (...)

VII
Our seventh principle is: To be properly balanced, a united Europe must be 
composed of freely formed regional federations. (...)

VIII
Our eighth principle is: Only a European federation can bring about the 
recovery of Germany without her becoming a danger to the world. (...)

IX
Our ninth principle is: Only federalism can solve the problem of national 
minorities. (...)

X
Our tenth principle is: There is no future for Holland unless Germany is 
absorbed in Europe. Part of West Germany may become our responsibility in 
cooperation with Belgium.

Europese Actie is opposed to annexations, which are essentially a national 
or nationalistic measure. In order to safeguard real or supposed interests, 
nations destroy their own hopes of pursuing a constructive policy. The key 
question, for us as for other countries, is not ‘How can we gain something by 
way of reparations?’, but ‘How can we do our part towards building up a 
European community?’ Even the most modest ‘frontier rectification’ must be 
judged in the context of European policy and its effect on the German 
problem as a whole. Of course we must receive compensation, but this is only 
practicable and meaningful if we do more than put forward petty nationalistic 
demands. It is not tinkering with frontiers that will get our country out of its 
troubles, but cooperation towards the economic and spiritual regeneration of 
our German neighbour and hinterland. (...)

Only in this context might a colonization of German soil by Dutch and Bel
gian farmers be acceptable as a permanent solution. Not land hunger, but 
responsibility for our natural sphere of influence; not annexation, but federa
tion! (...)
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The movement for a united Europe
(...) The Swiss ‘European Union’ and the Dutch ‘Europese Artie’ [were] 

conceived from the outset as international associations. It is only because of 
the difficulties of communication immediately after the Liberation, to which 
we have already drawn attention, that this has been achieved to such a limited 
extent. The influence of Europa Union is confined to Austria, southern and 
western Germany and to a number of foreigners in Switzerland; Europese 
Actie has an organizational base limited to the Netherlands, Belgium, 
southern Germany, Westphalia and the former Hanse towns, with some 
back-up in Austria and Czechoslovakia. (...)

Europese Actie was set up by a Netherlands resistance group which was in 
close contact with those involved in the attempt on Hitler’s life and the unsuc
cessful coup of 20 July 1944. From 1942 onwards the group was increasingly 
disturbed by the failure of Allied radio propaganda to hold out adequate pros
pects to continental Europe and especially to dissident Germans.11*

* [Footnote in original]. Cf. the pamphlet by ‘Hades’ on ‘The Rebirth of “Eu
rope” published clandestinely in German during the Occupation. [For English 
summary see Doc. Eur. Integr., vol. 1, pp. 594 ff.]

Europese Actie was joined by several members of Federal Union and by Dr 
H. Brugmans; it is indebted to these new members for a strengthening of its 
theoretical basis. In this context attention was paid to two kinds of problem: 
firstly, that of the principles that should govern the European community, and 
secondly the future relations of European countries with non-European or 
only partly European states. Europese Actie has so far concentrated on theo
retical groundwork and the formation of cadres. It also endeavours to attract 
persons able and willing to promote cooperation among European countries 
in economic, social, political and cultural matters, on a functional basis. Only 
secondarily has Europese Actie begun to seek mass support and to carry out 
large-scale propaganda activities. (...)

W. Verkade, 15 June 1947

109. W. P(eters): Federalism as a prospect: the tasks facing
Catholics 2 7 June 1947

W.P., ‘Federalistisch perspectief. Europa op de tweesprong’ (Europe at the Cross
roads), in De Opmars, 27 June 1947. (Abridged)

W. Peters had already argued in February 1947 that the KVP needed to revise its foreign 
policy objectives, and that ‘the idea of the United States of Europe' was ‘essential to the sur-
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vival of Christian civilization in the WestV The theme was reiterated in this article of June 
1947\ presumably by the same author.2 The hopes placed in the UN had proved illusory; 
Europe was confronted by the double challenge of Bolshevism and the American dollar; but 
there was still a way of avoiding its collapse. A special responsibility rested upon Catholics, 
guided as they were by the universalism of their faith.

Just as after World War I the League of Nations became part of the daily 
diet of newspaper readers, so today, in the reaction against World War II, the 
air is full of ideas of international organization, security councils, federalism, 
international solidarity and so on.

The glamour of the UN -  the organization of nations which were allied 
against Fascism and Nazism -  soon faded when it became clear that not all par
ties were willing to disclose what had been agreed at Yalta, Potsdam and the 
other conferences at which the basis of the world organization was discussed.

The failure of the UN was probably hastened by the mistrust inspired by the 
fate of its predecessor, the League of Nations. But apart from this, the UN at 
the outset gave proof of ineffectiveness, when it appeared that the nations who 
had shown unity in defeating the common adversary were far from united in 
constructing a lasting peace. That should have been the main objective, but 
instead the great powers only showed concern as to how best to secure their 
own interests, often at the expense of nations which the war had reduced to 
the verge of extinction.

Love or the atomic bomb
Instead of eternal and universal love being the guiding principle, 

short-sighted men have set their sights on what is material and temporary. In 
their view the beginning and end of human happiness consists of material gain 
and the means of ensuring it by such assets as ports, air bases and oilfields.

Meanwhile humanity lives in increasing fear -  if not the fear of the Lord that 
is necessary to salvation, at any rate fear of the atomic bomb. In Western 
Europe especially, when the light of freedom has only just been rekindled, we 
are again overshadowed by a new threat to our existence in the embodiment 
of Hitler’s propaganda bogey -  Bolshevism.

The economic difficulties of Southern and Western Europe, the disaster 
mentality of central Europe, the financial dependence of the old world on the 
dollar, have filled with almost incurable despair the multitude who inhabit the 
cradle-lands of Western civilization.

A new awakening
But, after the initial enthusiasm for the UN and the sterile disappointment 

over its failure, we can perceive a new awakening in the shape of the federalist 
movement. (...)

1 W. Peters, ‘Naar een federalistisch Europa’ De Opmars, 7 Feb. 1947.
2 The article is signed only with the initials W.P., but everything points to its being 

by W. Peters. It was not possible to ascertain biographical details of this writer.
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History shows that the evolution of human society has kept pace with the 
shrinking of distances. Warring cities eventually united to form provinces 
which in turn combined into states, and warring states eventually form associ
ations. May we not conclude that the process is not yet complete and that fed
eralism must be the next step ?

It may be objected to this idea, which is not a new one, that racial and 
linguistic differences will put a stop to further progress. But there are examples 
like the Dutch and Frisians uniting to form the Netherlands, or the French, 
Germans and Italians in Switzerland; while, on the other hand, the Latin 
nations of South America are there to show that a common race and language 
are not in themselves enough to secure lasting harmony.

Atlantic union
It was probably the thought of the annihilation of distance that inspired Dr 

Van Cauwelaert, the president of the Belgian Chamber, when he spoke in 
Rotterdam on 2 June not of a European but of an Atlantic union, linking 
together Dakar, Lisbon, Paris, London, Amsterdam, Oslo, Washington, Rio 
de Janeiro and Buenos Aires. But there is one great disadvantage, that such a 
system would be dominated by the dollar no less than the Roman empire was 
dominated by the Roman eagle. Another drawback not to be overlooked 
would be the growing mistrust of such a bloc by those who did not belong 
to it.

When Dr Van Cauwelaert points to the failure of Napoleon I, William II 
and Hitler to create a European federation, he is unfortunate in the choice of 
his examples. Each of these tyrants sought to impose their will on their neigh
bours, whereas now it is the nations themselves who desire to join hands to re
store the precarious structure in which they live. For this reason we should not 
turn our faces towards the golden calf of the dollar and turn our backs on the 
dying heart of Europe. We must overcome all prejudices that have rightly or 
wrongly come to the fore, and confine ourselves to the choice of a European 
federation, with Russia if possible but, if it must be so, without her.

A federation including the Russian people would be the ideal, and must cer
tainly be the preferred objective in the initial phase at least. The European 
nations must unite to help one another out of their financial, economic and cul
tural difficulties; but as long as the Russian people is unable to cast off the 
Communist regime of terror, a federation must for the time being be created 
without them. However , the door must be left open for the Russians on condi
tion that before joining in the federation they must give up their totalitarian 
mentality once and for all and abandon any idea of imposing a utopian system 
on the world by force of arms.
A positive and uniting element

We Catholics should be aided by the universalist principles of our faith in 
determining our party’s attitude towards this very important aspect of foreign 
policy. It is indeed almost wrong to call it ‘foreign’ policy, as it affects condi
tions inside our own country more than ever before. The eternal aspect of our 
faith reduces barriers of space and time, frontiers and natural obstacles to
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their true dimensions, making them petty and insignificant. Accordingly the 
community of nations should be a self-evident objective for us, and we can 
constitute a positive and uniting element in the creation of a European federa
tion as a pillar of world peace.

The time may not be quite ripe for the realization of the federal ideal, but 
it is already our duty to strive for it. The KVP, as the largest political organiza
tion in the country, has a special responsibility to define its attitude, as a party 
of government, in the sphere of foreign affairs, and to train up a cadre which 
can fill the vacuum that at present exists in that domain.

110. Statutes of the Beweging van Europese Federalisten
4 Oct. 1947

BEF Archives, Seer.; printed in Nederlandse Staatscourant, 4 Sept. 1950, No. 171. 
(Here excerpted).

The Beweging van Europese Federalisten (BEF) was created in October 1947 by the 
merger of Europese Actie with a previously little-known group, the Europese Federative 
Beweging (EFB). Fnformation as to the leaders and membership of this group is scanty, but 
three professors are mentioned as belonging to its Advisory Committee: F.J.F.M. Duynstee, 
C.A. Mennicke and J. Tinbergen. The group called for a federal union of European nations, 
but did not put forward more detailed proposals. Seeing that the statutes of the BEF differed 
markedly from Salinger's views, they were presumably not the handiwork of members of the 
former EFB. Article 2, on the other hand' is strikingly similar to the UEF's Montreux resolu
tion. We may suppose that the Statutes were basically formulated by FF. Brugmans or persons 
close to him. The BEF's aims included a reform of society as a whole; such ideas were still for
eign to Europese Actie in 1945-6.1

Art. 1. (1) The association’s title is ‘Beweging van Europese Federalisten5 
[Movement of European Federalists] (...).

(2) Its headquarters are at Amsterdam.
(3) The association is hereby established on 4 October 1947 for a period of 

29 years and 89 days; it will accordingly cease to exist on 31 December 1976, 
unless validly dissolved at an earlier date.

(4) The association’s year shall coincide with the calendar year.

1 On the EFB, the merger with EA, and the Montreux conference of the UEF cf. 
Lipgens, Fiistory, op. cit., pp. 569 ff. and 638 ff.
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Purposes, principles and methods
Art. 2. (1) The object of the Movement is to use all suitable legal and 

morally acceptable means to bring about European unity on a federal basis, 
as an integral part of a federal world organization.2

(2) The Movement will be guided in its activities by the following general 
principles:

(a) The present tensions in the international community can only be over
come on a federal basis.

(b) The federal principle in economic, political and cultural matters means 
that every problem shall as far as possible be solved by those concerned by the 
creation of a joint agency with powers appropriate to the scope of the problem.

(c) In the international context this means that all questions that the nations 
concerned can only resolve jointly shall be dealt with by means of supra
national organs with power to take binding decisions in their allotted sphere.

(d) In national affairs, the principle means that existing economic, politi
cal and cultural differences are to be resolved by encouraging the autonomy 
of constituent elements.

(e) In particular it is a vital interest of European nations to resolve common 
problems by creating a European federation.

(f) The European federation must be open to all nations that consider them
selves to belong to Europe and that indicate their willingness to take part on a 
communal basis, voluntarily and through their duly authorized institutions.

(g) The European federation guarantees to each nation and national group 
within its borders the form of organization necessary to safeguard their own 
character and to manage their own affairs.

(h) In the institutions of the European federation each member nation shall 
have a fair share of authority in the settlement of common problems. (...)

2 Certain changes in the Statutes were required by the Dutch Ministry of Justice. 
The amended Art. 2 ran as follows:
Art. 2. (1) The object of the Movement is to promote the establishment of a Euro
pean union on a federal basis, as an integral part of a world federal organization.
(2) It will endeavour to achieve this object by:

(a) publishing a journal.
(b) holding meetings and congresses.
(c) organizing lectures.
(d) sending delegations to international meetings, conferences and congresses 
held for the purpose of promoting European union.
(e) all other legal and morally acceptable means that may be appropriate to its 
ends.

(3) The Movement will be guided in its activities by the following general princi
ples: [etc. as in the original 2(2) above].
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111. H. Brugmans: ‘Europe’s own task’ Dec. 1947
H. Brugmans, Chaos of orde?Europa's eigen taak. Uitgegeven in samenwerking met de 

Beweging van Europese Federalisten, Amsterdam, 1947.1 (Abridged).

After the merger between Europese Actie and the EFB, the new management carried on 
a vigorous recruiting drive. In 1947 they published a pamphlet Chaos in Europa, and 
shortly afterwards came H. Brugmans’s Chaos of orde? [Chaos or order?] Europa’s eigen 
taak.2 Brugmans was certainly the most outstanding personality among the Dutch advocates 
of federal Europe. Chairman of EA from summer 1946 to October 1947, and president of the 
UEF from December 1946, he also enjoyed an international reputation.3 The pamphlet of 
December 1947 is noteworthy in two ways. It shows that a spirit of European patriotism had 
developed within the BEF, of a kind likely to hamper communication with broad sections of 
the public; and also that the growing East- West tension had its effect on those who believed 
in an independent European course. The latter certainly felt reservations in regard to the US, 
but were completely baffled by Soviet policy.

It is time for the European Federalist Movement to come out into the open.
(...)

We have analysed and judged the present international chaos, and after 
sober, realistic thought we have come to the conclusion that there can be no 
recovery in Europe, no prosperity, no security from outside and no content
ment within, as long as our continent remains divided, powerless and deprived 
of any wider prospect. (...)

People will say to us: ‘So you want to foster a spirit of European national
ism, a European liberation movement? Have we got to the point where

1 The exact date of the pamphlet cannot be ascertained, but Dec. 1947 is very 
likely. Cf. Kaars Sijpesteijn to H. Brugmans and Meilof IJben, 31 Dec. 1947, BEF 
Archives, Brugmans corr.

2 For details on the organization and activities of the BEF see Lipgens, History, 
op. cit., pp. 641 ff.

3 Cf. the biographical data in Lipgens, op. cit., p. 136, n. 100:
Henri (Hendrik) J. Brugmans, born at Amsterdam on 13. 12. 1906, became a 
Socialist and follower of Jaurès while a student (in Amsterdam and at the Sor
bonne). A humanist, patriot and lover of peace, he read Proudhon (‘I was a 
federalist before I was an European’), and obtained a doctorate in French language 
and literature at Amsterdam University in 1934. Director of the Netherlands Insti
tute for Workers’ Education, 1935-40, in 1939 he became a deputy in the Second 
Chamber for the Socialist SDAP; prisoner in Camp Geisel from May 1942 to 
20. 4. 1944, then worked in the underground with Je Maintiendrai; during the war 
embraced the Catholic doctrines of natural law and subsidiarity; from 24. 6. 1945 
state secretary for press and information under Prime Minister Schermerhorn; in 
Dec. 1946 president of the UEF; 1947-51, professor of French language and litera
ture at the State University of Utrecht; 1950-72, principal of the Collège d’Europe 
in Bruges.
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Europe, after ruling the rest of the world, now has to defend itself against 
being colonized? To this I reply: Yes, we are indeed fighting for our own inde
pendence. Just as we fought against German domination, so today we unite 
against everything that might reduce us to a state of dependence and servi
tude. Yes, Europe really has got to the point where it no longer rules but is 
ruled by outsiders. That is why a movement like ours does indeed resemble cer
tain movements for national unity in former days. I am thinking, for instance, 
of the Italian Risorgimento and its struggle against foreign rulers and their 
minions and also against the petty wielders of power at home, who had a 
vested interest in keeping the country divided. (...)

Our movement is not only a rebellion of European pride, a fight against the 
power that would turn us into helpless serfs. It also stands for the realization 
that something is expected of Europe, that the world cannot manage without 
it -  neither spiritually nor in political, social and economic matters. The reali
zation, in fact, of our own vocation as Europeans. (...)

We are neither anti-Russian nor anti-American. But the great majority of 
the population of Europe is convinced that the US lacks .the political expe
rience and the international statesmanship to confer a new form of life on the 
world. The continuing tendency to fall back into isolationism, the need to jus
tify their world policy in terms of material interest, their lack of a broad vision 
-  all this makes the Americans second-rate empire-builders. (...)

America has turned all its citizens into Americans -  Americans without nos
talgia for Europe. Is it not natural for them to think that a similar development 
may be possible and salutary for Europe as it was for America? But Europe, 
no less naturally, must be opposed tooth and nail to such a conception, which 
might well turn into political imperialism. For the essential feature of our conti
nent is precisely that it must find unity not be conquest but by cooperation -  
not by assimilation but by consciously accepting the differences of culture and 
ways of life.

It is in this light that we must determine our attitude towards General Mar
shall’s offer. Three aspects at once come to mind.

Firstly, it is clear that to refuse the offer would make the desperate state of 
our continent even worse. Of course one can say proudly that we do not need 
dollars to be prosperous. But politics are not a matter of airy generalities. Is 
Europe, weary of crises and wars, really prepared to make extra sacrifices 
simply in order to keep the US at a distance? Are Europeans really willing to 
do without the already promised, or half-promised, shipments of timber, grain 
and machinery, simply on account of anti-American agitation? I believe they 
have had enough of tightening their belts, and will not want to afford the 
luxury of refusing the only help that can be offered us.

Secondly, we must realize that American aid is bound to have conditions 
attached. It is foolish to be indignant at this. We have twice involved the Amer
icans in a European war, and now we are sending an economic SOS across the 
Atlantic. They have shed their blood on our battlefields, and now we are 
making a claim on their financial, industrial and agricultural wealth. Does it 
not go without saying that they will expect something in return? (...)
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The question is, then: since in our dire necessity we cannot refuse American 
aid, how can we accept it and use it in such a way as to derive the maximum 
profit and neutralize its dangers as far as possible? That is the only proper way 
of putting the question.

The answer is clear. We must exert the utmost pressure in every conceivable 
quarter so that European economic cooperation, which the governments are 
treating with obvious reluctance, is turned into a constructive reality. (...)

Such organic European economic cooperation is the answer to both ques
tions -  that and nothing else. The creation of a European economy offers the 
possibility of much greater rationalization, and it also improves the outlook 
for European independence. (...)

We have friendly feelings towards America and great confidence in its 
future, but we must unite in resisting any attempt to reduce us to a secondary 
role or absorb us into an Atlantic bloc. Of course, Western Europe today is for 
practical purposes part of the American zone, as Eastern Europe is of the Rus
sian. That is the actual position today. But we shall be done for if we accept 
this division of Europe and the world as an unalterable fact. (...)

The only hopeful course is to discover how far we can rescue ourselves and 
the world from having to choose between two evils, which would be an 
infallible recipe for war. The only policy in the West and in the East, the one 
that best protects European interests and saves us from being incorporated in 
an alien military and economic power, is a policy based on the maxim ‘Union 
is strength1. Without unity Europe cannot be strong, and unless it is strong it 
cannot recover or pursue a policy of peace. (...)

Alas, the foreign policy of the USSR is opposed to this view for quite 
incomprehensible reasons -  up to now, at any rate. Russian diplomacy since 
the war seems to have been aimed at bringing about a united front of all those 
who are not prepared to knuckle under completely to Communism. (...) It is 
as if the Kremlin was determined to stamp out any attachment to the Soviet 
Union outside the ranks of the Communist Parties. (...)

We are obliged to record that since the end of hostilities the Russians have 
done nothing -  quite the reverse -  to decrease tension or make any friends 
among non-Communists. Is it because they still imagine that the outside world 
is irrevocably hostile to them and their system? (...) But even then, from a 
purely tactical point of view, it is surely a dangerous policy to drive all the 
opposition into a single camp, led by their most embittered enemies. (...)

No, we must simply take Russian policy for what it is, without trying to 
understand it. In other words, we must look after our own affairs in Europe 
without waiting for the Sphinx to disclose its riddle. We cannot let the Rus
sians dictate our policy, if only because no one knows exactly what they want.
(•••)

The conclusion is that to pursue a policy of peace, Europe must be inde
pendent of both East and West. Uncritical trust in America as a bulwark of 
democracy and freedom can only strengthen the position of those who hold 
that, from the point of view of power politics, Europe belongs to the Pan- 
American front. And if we kowtow to Russia or keep looking anxiously over
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our shoulders towards Moscow, we shall confirm the Kremlin rulers in the 
belief that they are on the right track. (...)

Any policy of peace and reconciliation must be based on power -  just as you 
need a strong pair of hands to separate two men who have come to blows. And 
if anyone asks in the present tense situation ‘What can I do for peace?’, we 
reply: ‘No one can guarantee that peace will be maintained, but the first deci
sive contribution we in this continent can make is to promote European unity.’ 
(...)

So much then for Europe’s external policy (...); but we now come to 
internal policy, which is inextricably connected with it. By internal we mean 
intra-European, and, first and foremost, European economic recovery. (...)

Europeans are poor because Europe is not unified: because we compete 
instead of supplementing one another; because we spend millions on huge 
national bureaucracies and defence establishments whose practical value is, to 
say the least, very small. (...)

The BEF is engaged in a political struggle. A political struggle, but not a 
party one in the usual sense: for the remarkable thing about our movement is 
that it includes people in all countries who till now were either politically unor
ganized or belonged to different camps. Each individual finds in it the answer 
to some questions that caused him anxiety. The pacifist at last finds a realistic 
platform for his peace campaign. The socialist finds scope for his international
ism. The trade unionist sees that there can be no true improvement of condi
tions within the antiquated framework of the nation state. The entrepreneur 
sees a chance of finally escaping from a national bureaucracy that stifles his 
initiative and yet fails to produce order. The advocate of economic planning 
sees that its true purpose, a rational organization of production and consump
tion, can only be achieved in a supranational context. The ordinary ‘man of 
goodwill’ is attracted by the fact that we are at last giving a concrete form to 
ideals of reconciliation, brotherhood and cooperation that must be the founda
tion of all society. And the practical man is also on our side because a Euro
pean federation means the abolition of passports, visas, customs barriers and 
international red tape; he thinks of a common European currency and tele
phone system, the Federal European Railways, a European mining authority, 
and so on and so forth.

None the less, despite the varied composition of our movement, or perhaps 
for that very reason, we are fighting a political battle par excellence. First of 
all, because we are endeavouring to give form to living social forces. Secondly, 
because we aim to bring about new supranational institutions with power to 
make binding decisions, and this is political by definition. Thirdly, because our 
movement seeks to take a hand in political development. (...)

Finally a few words on our own country’s part in all this. We have not failed 
to make our voice heard in the discussion of this new International. Some 
friends and members of our organization are among those who, at Hertenstein 
last year, laid the first stones of the federal edifice. But as we gave the first 
impetus, we must not hang back at this stage. What remains to be done is a 
European duty, and certainly also a Dutch one. What would be the effect on
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our people if Germany remained a chaotic heap of rubble -  if we were 
engulfed in an economic nationalism that is the ruin of everyone? Do we not 
see that at present even our own modest attempt at federalism -  I mean 
Benelux -  cannot develop fully because a crazy world cannot tolerate an oasis 
of reasonableness?

It will certainly not be easy to convince our fellow-countrymen, with their 
domestic and provincial minds, that the solution to the problem can no longer 
be found simply ‘here in Holland’. And it will be hard to convince Dutch 
people that this time things are really shaping in the right direction. But in the 
last resort we can rely on three traditional Dutch virtues: our cool-headed
ness, our attachment to the international rule of law, and the conviction that 
we should be false to our history if we were to oppose fanaticism and 
materialism with nothing but ineffectual mockery and timid conservatism.

112. M. van der Goes van Naters: Functional aims within a federal 
system 22 April 1948

Handelingen der Staten-Generaal' Zitting 1947-48, Tweede Kamer, 60ste Vergade- 
ring, 22 April 1948, pp. 1624 f. (abridged)

Speaking in the House of Commons on 22 January 1948', the Foreign Secretary, Ernest 
Bevin, mentioned for the first time a plan to which he gave the name ‘Western Union. In 
the negotiations which began in February, Britain and France favoured a system of bilateral 
agreements on the lines of the treaty of Dunkirk. The Benelux states, however, preferred a 
regional agreement that should be more than just a military alliance. Their wishes were met 
in the Brussels pact of 17 March 1948: Article IVdealt with mutual assistance, while the pre
vious articles spoke of frequent consultation to bring about closer economic, social and 
cultural cooperation.

In the Netherlands, since the middle of 1947 those forces had gained in influence which 
called for a shift in the direction of closer European cooperation. Encouraged by Bevin s 
initiative, they interpreted the Brussels treaty as the beginning of a new era in which specific 
political tasks would be performed by supranational institutions.1 In February, March and 
April 1948 the Dutch parliament for the first time discussed at length the possible form and 
scope of a European federation.2 Its advocates did not think in terms of a European parlia
ment or head of state, but were in favour of integration in particular sectors. Van der Goes 
van Naters,3 chairman of the parliamentary section of the PvdA, enlarged on this approach 
in the following speech.

1 For the negotiations for the Brussels pact and the discussion of it in the Dutch 
parliament cf. S.I.P. van Campen, op. cit., pp. 57 ff. and 248 ff.

2 Cf. Handelingen der Staten-Generaal, Zitting 1947-48, Eerste Kamer, pp. 157 ff., 
and Tweede Kamer, pp. 1565 ff.

3 Marinus van der Goes van Naters joined the SDAP (Social Democratic 
Workers’ Party) in Nov. 1918 while still at high school (Gymnasium), believing that
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The Government has rightly taken the view that it is essential to set up func
tional institutions in the various countries. This may not be the only possible 
form of federalism, but I consider it the most realistic, and that is why I feel 
such confidence in the five-power treaty.

I will try to give a fuller explanation of this idea of federal union. (...)
I would sum it up as follows. The UN, like the League of Nations, is based 

on what the Charter calls ‘the sovereign equality of all peace-loving states’, but 
this has proved to be a fiction. Evidently freedom and equality are values that 
can only pertain to human beings. When it comes to organizations of states, 
an ideal of this kind leads only to an amorphous, powerless conglomeration. 
But it is noteworthy that whenever this abstract idea was abandoned, even in 
the time of the League of Nations, practical success was achieved. The 
technical organizations under the League of Nations and the UN -  the Inter
national Labour Organization, the Economic and Social Council, Unesco, 
the Food and Agriculture Organization -  were and are the really successful in
stitutions. This should give us food for thought. How can we ensure that the 
international order is based on the kind of functional union that has been suc
cessful, and not on the amorphous principle of equality? The answer lies in fed
eralist cooperation. (...)

Federalism must create the international basis of law and authority for 
supranational functionalism. The public services that can and should be pro
vided supranationally will form the real basis of association. These services are 
needed. They are not a mere invention of idealists with notions of their own, 
but an objective necessity. There are crying needs in regard to shipping, rail
ways, air communication, broadcasting, food supplies, raw materials, foreign 
exchange, investment, industrial development and social security. Everywhere 
there are these functional needs which are not at present being met. To try and 
provide for them is an undertaking of real importance.

We may put the question: how far should these joint activities extend? It can 
be seen that the functional needs delimit themselves: the function defines the 
necessary institution. The political authorities need not force the pace, but 
neither must they hold up developments on account of a misplaced idea of sov
ereignty which has no practical foundation.

Interests must be handled in common whenever and wherever they are 
communal, and to the extent that they are so: on this basis we cannot go

capitalism was finally outdated. He studied law and wrote a doctoral thesis on ‘The 
Nature of a Social Democratic State’, arguing for a system on functional lines with 
maximum decentralization. In 1930 he became adviser to the District Bureau for 
Labour Law at Heerlen in the province of Limburg; this was a mainly Catholic area, 
but he had little success in persuading his party to adopt a more forthcoming attitude 
towards the Catholic community. A member of parliament in 1937, he was interned 
by the Germans in 1940-4. In the camp at St. Michielsgestel he belonged to the 
‘Heeren Zeventien*, a discussion group which was the nucleus of the Nederlandse 
Volksbeweging (People’s Movement). Chairman of the parliamentary SDAP in 
1945, and of the PvdA after the merger. Cf. ‘In gesprek met: M. van der Goes van 
Naters’, Paraat, 28 Feb. 1947, p. 5.
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wrong. This should apply to the various ‘spheres’ of federalization that come 
into question at present: Benelux, Western Union, the European recovery 
programme and, if you will, the Atlantic idea.

My view is that in this form of federalism there need never be any fear that 
the different ‘spheres’ will weaken one another. I have heard the question put: 
Since we have Benelux and a sixteen-power treaty, do we need Western Union 
as well? But, Mr President, it is impossible that we need fear any weakening 
of the federal principle; the various associations can only strengthen one 
another and promote one another’s growth.

It goes without saying that our ideas do not include such a construction as 
we find on page 5 of the Interim Report -  what is called an ‘economic Benelux’ 
with a parliament of its own and a titular ‘head of the Union’, this role being 
performed by our three heads of state in rotation. I find this idea of rotation 
very odd. Why is it impracticable? Well, with all respect, it is typically an 
abstract construction of the mind. As you know, Mr President, we shrink from 
the idea of a single parliament for the Netherlands-Indonesian Union, or a 
European parliament as was suggested by Count Coudenhove, or even a 
Benelux parliament, though some are more sympathetic to this idea than 
others.

113. Lower House (Tweede Kamer): Motion concerning perma
nent membership of various functional associations

28 April 1948
Bijlagen van het vers lag der handelingen van de Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, 

Zitting 1947-48, No. 761/4. (Slightly abridged)

On 18 March 1948, in the parliamentary debate on the Brussels treaty, six deputies 
belonging to the PvdA and the KVP moved a resolution welcoming the government's policy 
and interpreting the agreement as the basis of a new form of supranational cooperation.

On the following day the motion was divided into two parts. A resolution passed by a 
large majority on 19 March welcomed all attempts to achieve lasting cooperation among 
states, and in particular the outcome of the Brussels negotiations. The second motion, con
cerning supranational functional bodies, was passed by a majority - only the Communists 
voting against - after it had been modified at the suggestion of the foreign minister, van 
Boetzelaer, to the effect that supranational integration should be sought (in so far as might 
be possible and desirable'.1

1 Cf. Handelingen der Staten-Generaal, Zitting 1947-48, Tweede Kamer, pp. 
1565 ff.; Bijlagen van het verslag der handelingen van de Tweede Kamer der Staten- 
Generaal, Zitting 1947-48, No. 774/7, p. 19.



390 Documents

The Chamber,
In view of its resolution of 19 March 1948 concerning a permanent 

association of states, and the government’s policy to that end,
Being of the opinion that such permanent association can be realized by 

means of various functional institutions, wherein, so far as may be possible 
and desirable, authority should be conferred on supranational bodies, 
especially in monetary, economic and social fields and in that of defence,

Considering that this may promote the development, under the UN, 
towards a legal community of democratic states in a federal association,

Invites the Government, together with the governments of the states with 
which they are now cooperating on a new basis, to promote the rapid 
creation of functional associations on the above lines, and thus contribute 
to the creation of a true community governed by the rule of law. (...)

Van der Goes van Naters
Serrarens
Ruygers
Sassen
Tendeloo
Romme

114. Partij van de Arbeid (PvdA): election programme May 1948
Parlement en kiezer, 34 (1950/1), pp. 136 f. (extract)

At the first postwar election in May 1946 the PvdA had put forward a programme con
centrating entirely on internal questions (including relations with Indonesia). Two years 
later the tension between East and West had brought foreign affairs into the foreground. The 
PvdA had no doubt that the enemy was in the East; it viewed the US in quite a different 
light. The Marshall plan, it argued, offered a means of accelerating national recovery. All free 
nations must work together; Benelux, Western Union and the European recovery pro
gramme (ERP) must be developed in the direction of a federal Europe. The ultimate aim, 
however; should be the development of national independence.

•'e

(...) The PvdA fights for socialism in a democratic world. That is why we 
want our country to take an honourable place in the ranks of free nations, to 
show that prosperity is possible within a democratic system.

Our country can only regain true prosperity through hard work, organiza
tion and dedication on the part of everybody. But national recovery will come 
faster if the free European nations can also draw on the sources of American 
prosperity. During the war and occupation our continent bore the heavy yoke 
of German oppression, by which America was also threatened. Now the repre
sentatives of the US people have, to our joy, resolved to help Europe repair 
the damage it has suffered.
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Therefore the PvdA for its part accepts responsibility for the loyal execution 
of the Marshall plan in the Netherlands.

The Dutch people cannot be blind to the fact that in Eastern Europe 
freedom is banned once more, and human dignity is subjected to the ambitions 
of a dictatorship. In the modern world, coercion and freedom cannot exist 
side by side. Once again European civilization is threatened by intolerance 
and lust for conquest.

Therefore the PvdA desires that a strong Holland, capable of defending 
itself, should in every field make its rightful contribution to the cooperation of 
free nations, so as to maintain our national independence.

Therefore the PvdA also wishes to see an active Dutch democracy neutralize 
the influence of Moscow’s agents, in the first place by means of a radical policy 
of increasing welfare for all sections of the population.

Therefore the PvdA goes into the elections for the Second Chamber in 1948 
with a programme which:

aims to secure world peace;
guarantees the firm maintenance of our constitutional liberties, including 

political, intellectual and religious freedom;
is based on the moral norms of our West European culture;
ensures justice for all;
makes possible increasing prosperity;
promises a code of law for workers. (...)
The essential points of this policy are: (...)
II. The world as an international system based on law. Benelux, Western 

Union and the ERP for a federal Europe. (...)
(1) Active cooperation under the UN with Benelux, Western Union and the 

ERP (Marshall plan).
(2) Promotion and extension of a West European federation, in which 

Germany should be included.

115. J. Barents: ‘Federalism: slogan and reality’ middle of 1948
J. Barents, ‘Fédéralisme. Leus en werkelijkheid’, in Socialisme en démocratie, 5 (1948), 

pp. 200-6 (abridged)

Not all members of the PvdA shared the enthusiasm of H. Brugmans and his associates 
for federalism. Quite distinct shades of opinion could be discerned. J. Barents1 criticized the

1 J. Barents, born 1916; studied law at Leiden; D. Jur., 1940; D. Phil., 1945. In 
1938-40 he was a correspondent for the Christian-Historical party journal De 
Nederlander. Occupied various official posts from 1940, and in 1945 became head of 
the press department of the Finance Ministry; at the same time he was secretary of 
the NVB (Dutch People’s Movement) and editor-in-chief of De Nieuwe
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excessive zeal of the ‘European idealists' and their inability to appreciate hard political facts. 
Before the war Barents had been close to the CHU; in 1945 he was secretary of the NVB  
and in 1946 he joined the PvdA. Naturally in his view Holland was closer to Western civili
zation than to most of the East European states. Russia could not serve as a pattern in any 
way. He took a dispassionate view of the power situation, his judgements being those of a 
social democrat loyal to his Protestant background.

(...) People nowadays talk and write a good deal about ‘federalism’, by 
which they evidently mean to indicate a particular attitude towards inter
national affairs. To be honest, when I hear and read the various explanations, 
I do not get much beyond the idea that federalism means something like 
cooperation among several countries in a larger unity. Cooperation is of 
course a fine ideal that everyone can support. This can be said without irony, 
because cooperation in supranational organs is at present simply commanded 
by the facts. Any country, above all any small country, that seeks to avoid it 
in the modern world is committing suicide. To see this, one has only to think 
of examples like the Marshall plan or the cooperation of our five nations in 
Western Union.

However, as soon as one tries to form a concrete idea of this supranational 
cooperation, a number of questions arise which have not been properly an
swered either in the enthusiastic utterances of most federalists or in the recent 
debate in our national Assembly. (...)

I do not of course criticize federalists for trying to bring about organic 
cooperation in Europe, whatever be the difficulties in principle and practice. 
But among those who style themselves federalists there is an enthusiasm for 
phrases and a vagueness of ideas which would not be so dangerous if they did 
not regard themselves as the true prophets of such cooperation.

Especially in recent months more and more groups have come to the fore, 
large and small, with writings, meetings and hard-selling [Cocadorus-achtig] 
pamphlets and appeals, in which they try to convince the public that they are 
the bearers of a new insight, pointing the way to a better and perhaps even a 
socialist future.

The vaguest aspect of federalist thinking lies in the conception of Europe. 
If there is to be supranational cooperation, why should it comprise only 
European countries and no others? It must be admitted that to talk of the 
‘manifoldness of federalism’ is an easy way to skate round the difficulties 
rather than a contribution to solving them. This became clear enough recently 
in the discussion of practical aspects of European union, when the question 
arose concerning the position of the overseas territories of the various Euro
pean powers. Relations with these territories -  colonies, as they were then

Nederlander. He joined the PvdA in 1946. In 1948 he became professor of political 
science at the Municipal University of Amsterdam, and also succeded Prof. C.D.J. 
Brand on the Social Democratic party journal Socialisme en Democratic. Cf. Th.J. 
Kerkhof, op. cit., p. 52, and Wie is dat? (the Dutch ‘Who’s Who’), The Hague, 
1956, s.v. Barents, Jan.
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called -  were a major difficulty in Count Coudenhove-Kalergi’s pan-Euro
pean ideas, which the federalists have revived and on which they have con
ferred additional fame, in my opinion rather unjustified.

Another manifest difficulty is the question whether Russia should belong to 
federal Europe or not. If I am not mistaken, this question was answered 
immediately after the war with a firm ‘Yes5, but since then enthusiasm has 
cooled and federalists have withdrawn to the position dictated by practical 
politics: that is to say, union limited to Western Europe, but with a back door 
left open for the Russians.

The same difficulties arise, though in a different form, with regard to the 
federal constitution of Germany and the inclusion of federal Germany in a 
European federation. Just after the war it was assumed far too easily that a 
Germany composed of a number of small federated states would be healthier 
than a single centralized state. Even as far as aggressiveness is concerned, it 
may be doubted if this would be less strong among a number of separate Ger- 
manies than in a unitary state. True, in history an aggressive German state has 
been Prussian in character, but there is nothing to say that it must be. The 
word ‘Prussian5 also leads us to the difficulty that federalism calls for an ‘or
ganic5 constitution of Germany and Europe, but does not tell us how large the 
component parts of the federation should be. In Germany it is clear, for 
instance, that there is a natural unit called Bavaria; but into what natural units 
are we to divide the old monstrous state of Prussia, which the allies have abol
ished on paper? Perhaps the problem is seen most clearly when we think of 
regional sentiment in the Netherlands. None of us would deny that there is a 
regional consciousness in Frisia, Dutch Brabant or Groningen. But as regards 
Overijsel, it is probably the case that there is more such sentiment in Twente 
than in Overijsel as a whole; and when it comes to the provinces of North and 
South Holland one can hardly speak of regionalism as a live issue.

It is hard to give a delimitation either of Europe or of its component parts. 
If one tries to escape from utopian federalism, and even if one confines oneself 
to reality by talking about West European integration at the present time, 
there are still formidable difficulties ahead. It seems to me, in any case, quite 
possible that the idea of European federation rests on false premises. Walter 
Lippmann argued in his time for an Atlantic community -  i.e. closer integration 
between Canada and the US on the one hand and, on the other, Britain, 
France, the Benelux countries and Scandinavia. His view was that the sea, the 
classic road of communication, binds countries together more firmly than the 
fact of being situated on the same land mass. He urged with some force that 
as far as national character, traditions, economic life and political attitudes 
were concerned, there was more in common between the US and the West 
European countries than between the latter and Bulgaria or Greece.

Lippmann’s thesis was of course one-sided in many ways, and I would no 
more subscribe to it a hundred per cent than I would accept ‘European federal
ism5. But it is certain that overseas links are in some ways stronger than those 
with countries which, by a geographical accident, happen to share the Euro
pean continent with us. (...)
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One further misunderstanding on the federalists’ part must be cleared away. 
This is the idea that an integrated Europe could constitute a ‘third force’ -  a 
kind of third power bloc between Russia and America, with an independent 
policy of its own, and able in this way to prevent an armed conflict between 
the two great powers.

In the first place, such an idea is contradicted by our economic and strategic 
dependence on America. To talk about the kind of policy that Europe might 
pursue if we chose to do without Marshall aid is wicked nonsense as a piece 
of Communist propaganda, and it is no better than childish as an expression 
of Britain’s inflated sense of her importance -  of which there are, alas, many 
other examples, some on the part of prominent individuals. Everyone knows 
that at present Western Europe enjoys its freedom under the umbrella of US 
military power, preventing any further Russian aggression. One does not have 
to be in love with American imperialism to recognize this simple fact.

So much as regards our practical dependence on the West. But from the 
spiritual point of view also, not only the idea of freedom in its broadest sense, 
but our whole cultural tradition unites us with the West rather than the East. 
It may be thought, with some justice, that Communism as a world movement 
confronts us with a responsibility that flows from the lack of a radical social 
policy or, what is perhaps still worse, the lack of a radical and social attitude. 
This cannot be a new thought to any socialist, but it makes me angry when, 
for the hundredth time, the Christian conscience is abused by the sug
gestion that ‘we’ are to blame for every way in which Communism presents 
a threat to Western civilization. Naturally the challenge of world Communism 
is partly the fault of our outdated policies and attitudes; but aggressive power 
politics are quite a different matter, and they cannot be combated with self-ac
cusation or self-pity.

I believe that Europe has a part of its own to play, even in a world which, 
as far as power is concerned, seems to be more and more divided into a Soviet 
and an American sphere. The European countries can exert a positive influence 
in cultural and spiritual matters, and in the long run these affect the power 
situation also. In economic and strategic matters too, the European countries 
can have a restraining or modifying effect on policy. But, even supposing that 
Europe could be exactly defined, which it cannot, the idea of its being a power 
on an equal footing with the Soviet Union or the US is an absurd piece of pre
sumption -  and, by the way, let me tell the crusaders against all forms of impe
rialism that it is presumptuous in the moral sphere as well.

116. Koos Vorrink: ‘One Europe in a united world’ 5 Nov. 1948
Koos Vorrink, ‘Europa een in een verenigde wereld’, in Paraat, 5 Nov. 1948 (slightly 

abridged).
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On 3 November 1948 the social democratic weekly Paraat published this leading article 
by the party chairman Koos VorrinkJ Its title clearly dated from before the cold war; and 
the author noted with sorrow that hopes for peaceful world cooperation had vanished. It was 
all the more important, in his view, for the states of Western Europe to work together. The 
difficulties should not be underestimated. The removal of trade barriers among the Benelux 
countries had met with hesitation and resistance. In Britain there were widespread reserva
tions concerning West European integration; yet there was in fact no alternative. The 
Hague Congress of European associations in May 1948 had proposed that a consultative 
assembly should be called to discuss the strategy of unification. This cautious approach, Vor- 
rink argued, was in harmony with the facts and might provide the basis for genuine coopera
tion by involving public opinion in the discussion.

No -  those who advocate European unity, and even those who aim at West 
European union as a step towards it, have not abandoned the lofty ideal on 
which the United Nations organization is based.

They know that peace, the supreme objective of mankind, can only be 
achieved in a truly united world. But they also know that for many reasons that 
supreme objective cannot be attained at once. There must first be regional 
associations of countries and peoples whose economic and social conditions 
and political structure make such association possible.

The immediate dangers resulting from the increasing opposition between 
the Western democracies and Russian imperialism are at present the strongest 
force working for close cooperation in Western Europe. But we must also 
realize that in view of the hopeless economic conditions and the dismal poverty 
by which Europe has been afflicted since the war, cooperaton and association 
are the only way of achieving lasting recovery and reconstruction. The terrible 
fact is that the average European simply refuses to see the importance of this 
and consciously or unconsciously turns away from the unwelcome truth. He 
refuses to see that the recovery we have achieved so far is an artificial, 
temporary revival due mainly to American aid. This aid was indeed useful and 
necessary as an emergency measure to restore our national forces, and pro
vides a useful basis for the reconstruction of our lost productive capacity. But 
it is inconceivable that the ‘sovereign’ European states should from their own 
resources achieve anything like a permanent and rapid economic recovery. 
Such recovery is impossible without the aid of the USA, the strongest 
economy in the world.

1 Jacobus Jan (Koos) Vorrink, born 1891. Played a prominent part in the Free 
Youth Movement; pursued educational studies; co-founder of the Arbeiders Jeugd 
Céntrale (Workers’ Youth Centre), and was its chairman from 1920 to 1934. Presi
dent of the Socialist Youth International, 1932-4. Influenced by the Belgian Hend
rik de Man, he attached little importance to the class struggle but regarded socialism 
as a cultural movement. He became chairman of the SDAP in 1934, and under his 
influence it became a party for all social classes. Interned by the Germans, 1943-5; 
chairman of the PvdA, 1946. Cf. Grote Winkler Prins encyclopedia, vol. 23, 
Amsterdam and Brussels, 1983, s.v. Vorring, Jacobus Jan.
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Despite greater or smaller differences among European nations in the 
matter of social welfare, two things are true of them all without exception:

(1) One country cannot prosper if another is in distress.
(2) The economic and social independence of the small European states is 

a thing of the past.
These facts imply the necessity of a federal Europe. For the time being, alas, 

it must only be a federal Western Europe. But the first principle is so important 
that even the US is subject to it.

Those who distrust America, in ways that do not always leave a pleasant 
impression, sometimes argue that the great overseas power must have motives 
of its own when it offers aid so generously. To this the answer must be: yes, of 
course it has. The Americans know that they would themselves be in great diffi
culties if Europe and all that is connected with it were to collapse in poverty 
and chaos. Certainly they are actuated by self-interest; but what does that 
prove?

Apart from those who faithfully obey the commands of Moscow or who, 
as in France, are prepared to squander the nation’s resources because Stalin 
tells them to -  who, other than such people, would consider it a sign of bad 
faith on our country’s part that motives of self-interest are partly the cause of 
our desiring to maintain the link with Indonesia? The fundamental point, in 
both cases, is that a great common purpose is being served -  whether between 
America and Europe, or between Holland and Indonesia.

Communism has declared war on the Marshall plan. The Cominform has 
given all its affiliated parties such far-reaching orders to sabotage the plan that 
even members of those parties are everywhere starting to rebel against such 
treasonable policies. Any pretext is good enough to bring the workers out on 
strike. Any disappointment or envy or misunderstanding, any mistake or mis
calculation or setback due to force majeure must be exploited to bring about dis
content. The most repellent, as well as the most absurd forms of incitement 
and mendacious propaganda are the order of the day. If anyone takes the 
trouble to read De Waarheid for a week, he will find so many proofs of this 
that -  after a century of the workers’ struggle for freedom -  he will turn away, 
ashamed and indignant, from the evil activity that besmirches the honour of 
socialism. What he must realize is that he is here in contact with what has 
rightly been called, at the UN Assembly in Paris, the cold war waged by the 
Soviet Union against the West.

While Britain and the US have in no way increased their territory as a result 
of their victory in the Second World War, and are expending huge sums for 
recovery and reconstruction in a divided world, the Soviet Union, in its impe
rialist drive towards the great oceans, has either absorbed huge areas in both 
East and West or has subjugated them politically.

Owing to the war Europe has declined into an area without economic, 
political or -  alas -  military strength. As long as this continues it is in danger 
of being overrun from the East, either as the result of a cold war or in open 
conflict.

It must be recognized that the idea of federal association has undoubtedly
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made great progress in the years since liberation. However, we, especially in 
Holland, Belgium and Luxemburg, have come into direct contact with the 
innumerable difficulties it involves. The creation of Benelux is probably attrac
tive because the peoples feel that their destinies as small nations are to some 
extent interconnected, and there is even a sense of kinship as well. Neverthe
less, what a host of specific objections and difficulties have stood in the way of 
their association and integration. Some of the difficulties have been genuine 
ones, affecting the whole national interest; others merely reflected the selfish 
interest of particular groups, large and small.

In any case, nothing will come of the whole idea unless there is a mutual 
will to reach an acceptable compromise, an intelligent give-and-take. (...)

In the confusing and threatening postwar situation, the development of 
European cooperation, so powerfully supported by the US, is the one bright 
feature, but a very important one.

At the Hague congress last spring the federalist movements formulated 
questions and indicated some practical lines of action. They intend shortly to 
unite more closely in order to convey their views more clearly to public 
opinion and governments and spur them to further action.

One of their objectives is the summoning of an assembly of members of par
liament from the countries of Western Union -  Britain, France, Belgium, Hol
land and Luxemburg. This body is to be called the ‘Provisional European 
Assembly’. It is not to be a legislative or executive body, but could be an 
advisory organ and a forum where questions could be fully ventilated.

France and Belgium have already spoken in favour of such an assembly. 
Holland may be expected to follow suit, and we welcome this whole-heartedly. 
Britain then would certainly do likewise.

Britain’s position is clearly a special one. The UK is linked with, in fact tied 
to, its Dominions throughout the world: Canada, Australia, New Zealand, 
South Africa, India. European cooperation will only make sense if the nations 
concerned are able to bring in the overseas territories with which they are 
associated.

£Our Feet on the Ground’ is the title of a pamphlet on the subject of federal
ism, published by our sister party in Britain. It accepts unreservedly the need 
for European cooperation, but it rightly warns against underrating the difficul
ties and arousing excessive hopes. It does not argue for a ‘go-slow’, but it does 
advocate a policy of natural development and growth, beginning wherever cir
cumstances offer the best hope of success and not trying to force the pace 
when there are insufficient opportunities.

We for our part must not lose sight of the fact that a well prepared public 
opinion is an essential factor in deciding what degree of integration and coop
eration is to be aimed for. And we must bear in mind that the general state of 
the world and of Europe today make it incumbent on us to press forward 
vigorously.
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117. C.J.I.M. Welter: a West European or a South-East Asian
bloc? 1 February 1949

Handelingen der Staten-Generaal, Zitting 1948-49, Tweede Kamer, 41ste Vergade- 
ring, 1 Feb. 1949, p. 1125 (abridged)

With the foundation of the KVP, the former Roman Catholic State Party (RKSP) 
accepted the idea that politics should no longer be conducted on sectarian lines. Not all its 
members accepted the consequences, and a dispute broke out over the Indonesian question. A 
group led by Welter,1 former minister for the colonies, was opposed to cooperation with the 
Social Democrats on account of the latter's decolonization policy, as they objected to aban
doning the Dutch hold on the islands. Later they complained more generally that the KVP  
had moved decidedly to the left compared with the pre-war RKSP.2 In 1948 Welter stood in 
the parliamentary election with a list of his own, the Katholieke Nationale Partij, and 
obtained one seat.

On 1 February 1949 Welter, as chairman of the new party, described its foreign policy 
in the debate on the governmental declaration. In January 1948 the representatives of the 
Brussels pact countries, after long negotiations, had agreed on a compromise proposal for the 
Statute of the future Council of Europe. The new foreign minister reported on this to the 
Chamber, and Welter commented on it in his speech.

I fully agree with the extensive remarks in the Memorandum of Reply con
cerning federalism in Europe. I welcome especially the caution it shows with 
regard to the acceptance of new obligations in foreign affairs.

However, in this respect also modifications have clearly come to the fore 
since the Memorandum was drawn up, and it appears from newspaper reports 
that international cooperation has meanwhile taken on firmer and more defi
nite forms.

Apparently important moves have taken place towards a federation, and I 
must reserve judgement thereon until the government has told us what exactly 
has been decided, what obligations we have assumed and how they are to be 
discharged.

Meanwhile I am bound to say -  and I agree with Hr. Schmal3 in this -  that 
it seems strange to me that while we are having talks with various West Euro
pean countries and evidently taking decisions for closer cooperation with 
them, there has been no sign in the Security Council of the sincere coopera
tion that we are supposed to have with those countries in Europe. The UK sup-

1 Charles J.I.M. Welter, born 1880, colonial official in Java; several times minister 
for the colonies; 1933-7, chairman of the Employers’ Council for the 
Netherlands East Indies. Cf. Parlement en kiezer, 34 (1950/1), p. 53.

2 Cf. Horst Lademacher and Peter van Slooten, ‘Niederlande’, in F. Wende (ed.), 
Lexikon zur Geschichte der Parteien in Europa, Stuttgart, 1981, p. 413.

3 J.J.R. Schmal was a deputy representing the CHU.



IV. Netherlands Political Parties and Pressure Groups 399

ports a resolution directed against us; France abstains, and only our loyal 
friend Belgium has the courage to stand up for us.

Mr President, I find here a painful contradiction which I cannot explain. I 
hope the Minister can make it clear how it is possible for us to contract ties 
of close friendship with various countries and cooperate with them in a West 
European federal association, while in another part of the world these same 
countries behave almost as if they were our enemies.4

As regards Western Union I would ask the Minister to take care that our 
interests are not subordinated to those of other countries or to purposes that 
are in any way opposed to our vital national interests. I include among such 
purposes the restoration of law and order in the Archipelago, and I would 
think it dangerous to undertake new military obligations that might in the 
immediate future in anyway impede the Netherlands in this most vital task.

The more so, Mr President, as I read on page 15 of the Memorandum of 
Reply that membership of Western Union will involve our country in certain 
financial obligations. We already have an almost unbearable financial burden 
in Indonesia, which is draining us dry, partly through the fault of America and 
Britain; must this burden now be increased for the sake of Western Union?

I believe it is better for me to express openly here the fear that certainly 
exists in the country lest Western Union should only mean that we are to 
become a European bridgehead for the overseas Anglo-American power. I 
hope it is not so, but the fear exists, and I think it is as well to mention it 
frankly in our national assembly. If there is such an intention as I have de
scribed, I hope the government will oppose it with all their power. That is 
why, on the Navy estimates, I urged that we should maintain as strong a sea 
power as possible. I cannot help feeling that the British and Americans are all 
too prone to believe that we no longer count in international affairs, partly 
because we cannot put our affairs in order in South-East Asia. If this means 
that we are supposed to be an agrarian vassal state of the Anglo-Americans in 
peace time and a bridgehead in wartime, then I wonder if we are justified in 
spending large sums for that purpose. (...)

I believe that there are four main ways in which we could work towards a 
policy that would safeguard our national independence and allow us to occupy 
a position in foreign affairs commensurate with our importance both formerly 
and at the present day:

(1) In general we should pursue a firm, deliberate policy of national interest.
(2) We should maintain as strong a navy as possible as an instrument of our 

foreign policy.
(3) We should refuse to take part in associations which do not take proper 

account of our international importance.

4 The Dutch military action in Java in July 1947 (‘first police action’) and Dec. 
1948 (‘second police action’) were strongly condemned by the Security Council 
of the UN; the US and UK voted with the majority, while France abstained. Cf. 
Alastair M. Taylor, Indonesian Independence and the United Nations, London, 
1960, pp. 33 ff. and 166 ff.
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(4) We should cultivate associations aimed at strengthening our inter
national position, especially in East Asia.

In this connection I would express my firm conviction that in view of its 
small size and geographical position, our country can in the long run have no 
independence unless it is closely associated with Indonesia. It follows that the 
emphasis of our foreign policy should be shifted towards a combination of 
like-minded states with similar interests in South-East Asia, so that the 
national ambitions of the peoples there should be led into orderly channels: 
these ambitions are in themselves worthy, but they must be purged of the Com
munist poison.

We may put the question whether such coordination in South-East Asia is 
not more important, just now at all events, than the West European bloc, if 
only because the West European bloc has no real meaning unless we can 
achieve a South-East Asian bloc. For if Holland loses its political influence in 
the Indies it will be an almost worthless member of the West European bloc 
from the economic, financial and military points of view. In the same way, 
France would lose much of her importance if she were deprived of her influ
ence in Indo-China. Moreover -  and this seems to be especially important -  
failure to create a South-East Asian bloc would mean that Communism would 
be victorious in a large part of Asia, and would before long spread over the 
whole continent and its adjacent areas.

118. J.J.R. Schmal: Federalism and the future of Europe
1 February 1949

Handelingen der Staten-Generaal, Zitting 1948-49, Tweede Kamer, 41ste Vergadering,
1 Feb. 1949, pp. 1115 f. (abridged)

' r

While C. Welter expressed reservations on behald of the KNP, J.J.R. Schmal,1 repre
senting the CHU, spoke on the same day in favour of close European cooperation.

I come now to the promising subject of federalism. In using this term I do 
not have in mind what is called world federalism, which to my mind is still far 
off -  so far, indeed, that we shall most probably never see it. But European 
federalism is closer at hand and is another matter. More and more people in 
this country and abroad are coming to the conclusion that what is at stake at 
present is the spiritual and material future of Europe. It is no accident that one 
of the best books on the subject, by Denis de Rougemont, is entitled UEurope

1 J.J.R. Schmal: born 1894, studied administrative sciences, doctorate at Utrecht 
University; governor of the Nederlandsche Economische Hogeschool, Rotterdam; 
CHU deputy from 1945. Cf. Parlement en kiezer; 34 (1950/1), pp. 50 f.
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en jeu. The question is whether our continent is to become an appendage of 
another continent in the West or the East, or whether it can survive by itself. 
Certainly it cannot do the latter without some special effort; and it seems to 
me that federalism is the only course that we can and must take to that end.
( . . . )

One of the main points about federalism is, in my view, the possibility of 
member states transferring sovereign rights to a common authority. Federalists 
of all schools of thought regard this as a sine qua non, and according to the 
Memorandum of Reply that is also the Minister’s view. I at least cannot inter
pret otherwise the statement on page 9 that ‘Sovereignty is not an absolute but 
a relative notion, the boundaries of which are modified according to the evolu
tion of international law.’ As I said, I welcome this statement as a big step for
ward. It seems to me that from the Dutch point of view we can broadly agree 
with the recent London decisions. But I have one reservation, namely that true 
allies -  and I mean true allies, like Belgium for instance -  must give evidence of 
understanding and appreciating the Dutch position both in Europe and in 
Asia. Countries that simply need us as a kind of keystone for an Eastern ram
part, or who are chiefly concerned with furthering their own basic interests, 
are in my view not a very attractive proposition when it comes to a permanent 
alliance.

As I have said, it seems to me that the Council of Europe for the European 
movement has reason to be satisfied with the London decisions. Federalism is 
in our line of thought also. Groen van Prinsterer2 in his time referred to ‘mat
ters, the regulation of which is properly a matter for Europe as a whole’. Feder
alism is concerned with questions of this type, and so we can agree with it in 
the main. The federalists will find us on their side, provided they do not make 
the mistake of identifying with a particular political group. Federalism must, 
in my view, be a matter for our people as a whole, and, if I know our right- 
thinking Protestant church-folk, I will say that they will certainly wish to 
play a full part in the enterprise. I would also express the hope that 
federalism will not become a new pseudo-religion or ideology -  this, I 
think, is not a wholly imaginary danger.

119 Second Chamber: motion concerning a European Assembly
Feb. 1949

Handelingen der Staten-Generaal, Zitting 1948-49Tweede Kamer, 44ste Vergadering, 
4 Feb. 1949, pp. 1188 f.; 45ste Vergadering, 8 Feb. 1949, pp. 1196, 1198. (Excerpts)

2 Groen van Prinsterer (1801-76), historian, statesman and publicist; represented a 
Calvinist type of conservatism. His views largely inspired the political programme 
of the Protestant parties.
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The resolution of the Second Chamber of 28 April 19481 had pointed the way towards 
European cooperation in certain sectors that were to be more closely defined. Mainly on 
French initiative, a further development had taken place. On 20 July 1948, at the second 
meeting of the Advisory Council of the Brussels treaty countries, the French foreign minister 
Bidault had proposed the convocation of a European parliamentary assembly. The discussion 
was protracted, as the British government saw no advantage in such an Assembly. After much 
negotiation it was agreed, however, that there should be a Consultative Assembly, with each 
government deciding for itself the manner in which deputies to the Assembly were to be 
chosen. On 28 January 1949 the foreign ministers of the Brussels treaty countries announced 
after a meeting in London that they intended to make proposals to Denmark, Norway, 
Sweden, the Irish Republic and Italy for the creation of a Council of Europe.2 This formed 
the subject of a full debate in the Dutch parliament in February 1949 on the occasion of the 
annual statement of government policy. A resolution was moved by Van der Goes van Na- 
ters, chairman of the parliamentary PvdA, P.J.S. Serrarens for the KVP\ J.J.R. Schmal 
(CHU), H.A. Korthals (W D ) and J. Bruins Slot (ARP), which enlarged on that of April 
1948 by stating that a parliamentary institution was necessary over and above functional 
associations'. In its original form the motion was much criticized. However; it was passed by 
a large majority on 8 February 1949 after some important changes. In its revised form it 
adopted a firm stand on the controversial aspects of the London compromise, by defining 
more closely the rights and obligations of national governments and parliaments, of the Con
sultative Assembly and the functional associations'. Stikker, the foreign minister, spoke 
shortly before the vote, indicating the government's interpretation of the resolution.

44ste Vergadering -  4 February 1949
Hr. Van der Goes van Naters: (...) Mr President: Together with some other 

members of this House -  particularly Hr. Serrarens, but with the support of 
others -  I have come to the conclusion that it is desirable to set up an inter
national parliamentary body alongside the Committee of Ministers. As the 
Minister indicated in his speech, we should keep a firm sense of realities and 
the new body should for the present have very limited powers. But it should 
be a genuine reflection of national wishes, with delegates representing public 
opinion in their countries.

I consider, as do the other signatories, that a motion of this kind -  in which 
a parliament, conscious of its own responsibility, expresses a particular 
opinion to its compatriots and to foreign countries -  should not take the form, 
as such motions often do, of criticizing our own government or urging it in a 
particular direction, but should be an expression of the independent opinion 
of the Dutch Second Chamber. It is of great importance that the parliaments 
of the other countries concerned should be aware of how our parliament sees 
the matter.

1 Cf. doc. 113.
2 Cf. Per Fischer, Furoparat und parlamentarische Aussenpolitik, Munich, 1962, 

pp. 21 ff.; Wilfried Loth, Sozialismus und Internationalismus. Die französischen So
zialisten und die Nachkriegsordnung Europas, 1940-1950, Stuttgart, 1977, pp. 265 ff.; 
id., Die Teilung, op. cit., pp. 242 ff.
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Our idea, if I understand rightly, is very close to the Minister’s own thinking 
and to the kind of structure he has in mind. It is based on a motion that this 
House passed by a large majority last year concerning a permanent federal 
association of states, and another motion that emphasized, as I do now, the 
desirability of functional bodies in accordance with the English system, subor
dinated to the Ministers as a body.

The signatories take the view that, as the Minister himself has said, an 
attempt should be made to reach a compromise between the British and the 
Franco-Belgian point of view. Since the House has already expressed itself in 
favour of functionalism, but went no further at that time, it seemed to us desir
able that today something more should be said in favour of federalism and of 
allowing the voice of representatives of the people to be heard at the inter
national level.

I therefore have the honour, speaking for myself and my co-signatories, to 
place a motion on the table, designed to express this development and to 
further the purpose of a correct and even balance between federal and func
tional principles.

The President: The following motion is proposed by Messrs Van der Goes 
van Naters, Serrarens, Schmal, Korthals and Bruins Slot:

The Chamber,
‘In view of its resolution of 19 March 1948 (doc. 764) concerning a per

manent association of states, and that of 23 April 1948 (doc. 761) concerning 
the creation of a legal community of democratic states in a federal association,

‘Considering it necessary to supplement the reference in the latter resolution 
to functional institutions wherein, so far as may be possible and desirable, 
authority should be conferred on special supranational bodies,

‘Being of the opinion that a direct expression of public opinion is indis
pensable in the international field also;

‘Expresses the view that efforts should be made to combine the two above- 
mentioned viewpoints, viz.:

(1) that of functional associations in which, in addition to the element of offi
cial expertise, room should be found for expertise drawn from society as a 
whole;

(2) that of a European assembly making possible international supervision 
at a parliamentary level.

‘The Chamber therefore approves the decision reached in London with the 
Government’s participation on 28 January 1949 concerning the creation of a 
Council of Europe consisting of an advisory body in addition to a Council of 
Ministers, as an important step in the right direction, and passes to the order 
of the day.’

45ste Vergadering -  8 February 1949
Hr. Van der Goes van Naters: Mr President: Events are moving fast in the 

matter of international association. Since last week a statement has been made 
by the secretary of the permanent commission of the Brussels pact from which 
it appears that it was not a utopian idea to advocate that the Assembly’s deci-
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sions should be taken by a majority vote of those present, i.e. that delegates 
should vote as individuals. Encouraged by this, the authors of the motion, as 
many as are present today, have considered whether its terms should be modi
fied so as also to take account of some objections that have been raised. I pro
pose now to submit these amendments to the House. Where they are matters 
of general agreement I shall present them with a brief explanation.

Firstly, in the second discussion of the motion reference was made to func
tional associations which are contrasted with other supranational bodies. This 
seems to have given rise to misunderstanding. The functional associations are 
of course not the same as the committee of Ministers. The Committee is one 
thing; the functional associations that are subordinate to it, and in which great 
hopes of future development are placed, are something else. For this reason 
we propose to insert after functional associations5 the words ‘subordinated to 
governments5.

The motion goes on to speak of an assembly through which international 
supervision can be exercised at parliamentary level. We think it would be more 
in accordance with present possibilities to amend this to: ‘A European assem
bly, to be appointed in consultation with parliaments5.

Finally, those of the signatories who are present propose to amend the final 
paragraph of the motion to read: ‘calls on the Government, in the 
implementation of the decision reached in London on 28 January 1949 for the 
creation of a Council of Europe, to do its best to ensure that the proposed advi
sory body affords the fullest scope for the free expression of opinion and free 
decision-forming.5 (...)

The President /The motion presented by Hr. Van der Goes van Naters and 
other honourable members (1000, ch. Ill, No. 29) is now amended by him to 
read as follows:3

‘The Chamber,
(• • •)
‘Expresses the view that efforts should be made to combine the two above- 

mentioned viewpoints, viz.:
(1) that of functional associations subordinate to governments in which, in 

addition to the element of official expertise, room should be found for exper
tise drawn from society as a whole;

(2) that of a European Assembly to be appointed in consultation with parlia
ments.

‘The Chamber therefore calls on the Government, in the implementation of 
the decision reached in London on 28 January 1949 for the creation of a 
Council of Europe, to do its best to ensure that the proposed advisory body affords 
the fullest scope for the free expression of opinion and free decision-forming.’ (...)

Dirk Stikker; minister of foreign affairs: (...) I perceive in this proposal the 
wish, which has previously been expressed in the debate, that the European 
association should develop in two different directions. On the one hand there 
are to be functional associations -  a concept to which it can only perhaps be

3 In the text which follows, amendments are italicized by the present editor.



IV. Netherlands Political Parties and Pressure Groups 405

objected that the expression doelverbanden, no doubt a translation of the 
pre-war German term Zweckverbcinde, may not be clear to all who are laymen 
in these matters. I take it, however, that they will be agencies operating in a 
particular sphere or for special purposes, and may be divided into two catego
ries: on the one hand purely technical bodies like the long-standing Universal 
Postal Union, and on the other hand new organizations that impinge more on 
the political life of the states concerned, such as the Marshall plan organiza
tion set up in Paris in 1948. As was stated in last year’s resolution and is, I 
think, repeated in the motion before us, it is intended that in such functional 
organizations, so far as may be possible and desirable, authority should be 
transferred to special supranational bodies. The present motion, like the pre
vious one, also expresses the desire that these associations should make use 
not only of official expertise but also of expertise drawn from society at large. 
In the appointing of delegations to any international conference it must be for 
consideration whether they should include private persons as well as officials, 
and for my part I am happy to promise that the Government will not hesitate 
to appoint private experts if the field of activity with which a particular associa
tion is concerned makes it appropriate to do so.

The motion goes on to say, in effect, that functional organizations, as thus 
outlined, are not enough: it calls for a European assembly to enable popular 
wishes to find direct expression at an international level. As I understand it, 
the authors of the amended motion hope that in this way a measure of 
international supervision can be exercised at a parliamentary level. (...)

With a new system of which we have as yet no experience, it is naturally 
impossible to predict how this kind of influence or supervision by public 
opinion will work in practice. Nor is it quite clear whether influence is to be 
exerted only on decisions of the Committee of Ministers, regarded as an 
organ of European government, or whether the decisions of individual govern
ments are to be supervised also.

Hr. Serrarens:Your Excellency, the word ‘supervision’ no longer appears in 
the motion.

Hr. Stikker: No, but I have tried to indicate that I believe its authors hope 
that such supervision will be possible. Personally I would have no objection to 
it, but we shall have to wait and see whether it is practicable.

120. Beweging van Europese Federalisten: Annual Report
March/ Aprii 1949

(A) Organisatorisch Jaarverslag, The Hague, March 1949, signed ‘Het Bestuur’ [Ad
ministration], BEF Archives, Secr., B 35-45; (B) Kort Verslag van het Landelijk Congres 
der B.E.F., gehouden op Zaterdag 2 Aprii 1949 in de (Weeskamer\ Binnenhof te 's Graven- 
hage, no date or signature, BEF Archives, Secr., B 76-86; (C) Administratief Jaarverslag 
1948y no date, signed ‘van Dierendonck’, BEF Archives, Secr., B 26-7.
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At its annual general meeting on 2 April 1949 the BEE reviewed the events of the 
preceding months. The high expectations aroused by the Hague Congress had not been ful
filled, and the organization was torn by internal quarrels.1 The treasurer, J.C. Kaas Sijpe- 
steijn, the chairman of the committee of management (Dagelijk Bestuur), P. van Siam, and 
the secretary for organizational matters, Meilof IJben, had resigned in consequence of dis
putes between August 1948 and January 1949. A commission was set up to investigate the 
causes of dissension.

(A) Annual Report on Organization
I. General

1. When our Movement was officially set up on 4 October 1947 it had two 
immediate tasks:

(a) European federalism, which was at that time no more than an idea, had 
to be converted into a political reality.

(b) A well organized movement with an efficient administrative staff had to 
be built up so as to exert continuous influence on public opinion.

2. It can now be said that objective (a) has been achieved at a rate and to 
an extent that has surprised many of us. There is no doubt that the politi
cal successes of European federalism have in considerable measure been due 
to the activities of the Movement.

On the other hand it must be recognized that during the period under 
review very inadequate progress has been made towards objective (b). The rea
sons for this, and the measures recommended by the Administration, are de
scribed in the present Report.

II. Activities of the Movement
3. Immediately after its foundation, vigorous measures were taken to make 

public opinion aware of the Movement. Large evening rallies were held in 
Amsterdam (Concertgebouw), The Hague (Binnenhof and Dierentuin), and 
Rotterdam (Beursgebouw), with well-known speakers from all political camps 
and walks of life. These meetings brought in hundreds of new members.

4. Efforts were also made to establish branches and local groups of sympa
thizers in many parts of the country. These were not everywhere successful, 
owing no doubt to apathy or lack of time, but after a few months branches had 
been created in Amsterdam, Bussum-Naarden, Groningen, Haarlem, The 
Hague, Heerlen, Hilversum, Laren-Blaricum, Maastricht and Rotterdam. 
Further branches have since been established in Alkmaar, Arnhem, Leiden, 
Utrecht and Zaandam. (...)

13. When, in the last months of 1947, preparations were put in hand for the 
first European Congress at The Hague, the chairman of the Committee of 
Management also became secretary of the Organizing Committee. The Con
gress organizers also made other calls on the Movement’s services, with detri
mental effects on the latter’s organization. In addition, funds had soon to be 
earmarked for the purpose of an international manifestation providing the

1 Cf. Introduction to this chapter, pp. 350 f.
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basis for the European Movement as it exists today. The Hague Congress did 
not directly benefit the BEF as such (a publicity campaign shortly afterwards 
had little effect), while at the same time it involved us in administrative and 
financial difficulties. (...)

IV. The period from August 1948 to January 1949
24. Some months after the Hague Congress, Hr. Kaars Sijpesteijn resigned 

from the Committee of Management on the ground that the BEF was not 
showing enough energy in uniting all groups desirous of serving the European 
cause. The Committee was unable to dissuade him from this view. His resig
nation naturally caused serious difficulties, which are also referred to in the 
financial report.

25. Since the period of preparation for the Hague Congress, there has been 
criticism in the Committee of Management of the policy of its chairman. Sev
eral members were dissatisfied with the activity of the organizational secreta
riat, the expansion of the Movement, and other administrative matters 
including the preparations for the Hague Congress. At the meeting of 21 Au
gust 1948 Hr. van Stam resigned the Chairmanship, since he appeared to have 
lost the Committee’s full confidence, and was temporarily replaced by 
Professor Brugmans. At the same time Hr. van Stam was appointed chairman 
of the newly established Central Action Committee, whose task was to study 
questions of propaganda and make recommendations to Management. This 
Committee has not shown much activity, owing partly to lack of funds.

Hr. van Stam repeatedly showed resentment at the many criticisms of his 
chairmanship of the Committee of Management, and it appeared that there 
was no practical possibility of cooperation between him and the other 
members. On 9 December 1948 the Committee adopted a motion to that 
effect, with the result that Hr. van Stam resigned his membership.

26. The criticism, mentioned above, of the organizational secretariat natu
rally affected the position of the secretary for organization. Hr. Meilof IJben 
resigned this post on 24 September 1948 but remained a member of the Com
mittee of Management. It was decided to transfer the organizational secreta
riat to The Hague. The transfer took place less smoothly than was expected, 
as is shown by various complaints that reached the management during this 
transitional period.

27. Clearly great difficulties were created for the Movement by the loss of 
its chairman, secretary and treasurer at a time when the right successors could 
not be found. Further complications were the shortage of funds, discussions 
concerning the formation of the Dutch Council of the European Movement, 
and preparations for the UEF congress in Rome. (...)

(B) Summary report of the national congress of 
the BEF, held at The Hague, 2 April 1949

( . . . )
Conclusions of the Commission appointed at the meeting of branch admin

istrations at The Hague on 19 March 1949:
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The Commission’s terms of reference were to investigate the events that led 
to the resignation of Messrs Kaars Sijpesteijn, P. van Stam and Meilof ^ben 
from the Committee of Management of the BEF. (...)

Our Movement has evinced in a high degree the symptoms of an infantile 
disorder that often afflicts associations suddenly faced with a major task. A 
small group of enthusiasts are called on to put all their effort into various tasks; 
these are not properly delimited, and not enough care is taken to give people 
the jobs they are fitted for.

At the outset, the Committee functioned as an efficient and harmonious 
team. Only during the run-up to the Hague Congress did tensions make them
selves felt, leading to the irreparable rift with which the National Congress 
has been and still is confronted.

In the Commission’s view it would be unnecessary and unfair to go into all 
the differences that have arisen. The parties who have appeared before it are 
also of this opinion. They express the matter by saying that one pinprick may 
soon be forgotten, but a series of them produces a sense of injury.

The motives for Hr. Kaars Sijpesteijn’s resignation from the Committee of 
Management, as they appear from his statements to us and the correspondence 
we have seen, were as follows:

(1) He considered that the concentration, which has meanwhile taken place, 
of groups working for some form of European union ought to have been 
pursued more rapidly, in the first instance by the BEF and the UEF.

(2) Now that that concentration has been achieved, he sees no further need 
for our Movement as such.

(3) For some time past he has feared that some members of the Committee, 
especially Professor Brugmans, have sought to use the Movement in order to 
realize socialist ideas by methods of force.

(4) He considers that he has been unfairly attacked by Hr. van Broekhuizen, 
a member of the Committee.

While respecting Hr. Kaars Sijpesteijn’s personal opinion, the Commission’s 
view is that there is no single fact to indicate that the Committee has not shown 
promptness and energy in defending and promoting the process of concentra
tion to the best of its ability. It has always been the strength of our Movement, 
and must be in future also, that it shows others the way and acts as a pioneer in 
working for its ideals, and it still has a highly important task to perform in 
bringing about a federal Europe. The Commission cannot, moreover, find evi
dence of any attempt to misuse the Movement, which includes people of all 
ideologies, to serve the interests of a particular party or ideology. The commis
sion can only note with gratification that the members of the Committee, 
including Professor Brugmans, are persons of integrity who make no attempt 
to conceal their opinions or social ideals, but have at the same time always 
endeavoured to act in concert with their colleagues. Finally, the Commission 
notes that Hr. Kaars Sijpesteijn has not complained of discourtesy on the part 
of Hr. van Broekhuizen, nor does it find that any such discourtesy took place. 
There was, on the other hand, a sharp attack by Hr. van Broekhuizen, the jus
tification of which the Commission is not called on to assess. This attack, and
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Hr. Sijpesteijn’s opinion of Hr. van Broekhuizen’s personality (another illus
tration of the ‘atmosphere5 already mentioned), led the former gentleman to 
break with the Movement -  a decision to which he adhered notwithstanding 
letters addressed to him by Professor Brugmans and Hr. van Broekhuizen 
urging him to continue his cooperation.

The Commission regrets this state of affairs, but can see no reason to blame 
the Management as such. It welcomes the fact that Hr. Kaars Sijpesteijn is 
continuing to work for his ideal in the European League for Economic Coop
eration, and expresses the hope that he will once again furnish his always 
valued cooperation to our own Movement.

The cases of Messrs Van Stam and IJben can best be dealt with together.
The Commission wishes to say at once that it has taken note with profound 

regret of the minutes, correspondence and statements showing that events 
have brought about an unbridgeable gulf between men who are all devoted to 
our great purpose. It is a partial consolation that this embitterment has not led 
to the disappearance of all mutual respect.

The rift that has divided members of the Committee into two groups is 
mainly due to the following causes:

Messrs Brugmans, Nord and Verkade were entirely occupied by work in the 
international field. The organizational secretariat in Amsterdam became the 
responsibility of Hr. Meilof IJben, who was thrown into the work and whose 
talents are for propaganda rather than administration, as he frankly acknowl
edges. However, he shouldered the task and naturally made mistakes, some of 
which gave rise to ill-feeling. The Management did not intervene as soon as it 
noticed this, because the chairman, Hr. van Stam, to whose attention the 
matter was drawn by Professor Brugmans, thought the ‘infantile disorder5 
would be transitory; cooperation was otherwise good, and he, like everyone 
else, was overburdened with work. A proper delimitation of functions either 
did not exist or was not regularly maintained. Cooperation was interpreted as 
entitling members to do one another’s jobs when necessary -  an 
understandable idea in the circumstances. Thus Hr. van Broekhuizen, while in 
charge of the press bureau, sometimes performed secretarial functions. It was 
necessary to defend the status of the Movement against attempts from certain 
quarters to suppress it or lessen its influence. (Professor Brugmans in 
particular did valiant service in this respect). In these circumstances the Com
mittee of Management decided to appoint its chairman, Hr. van Stam, to be 
secretary of the Hague Congress, so that the Movement might have its own 
man in that position. In hindsight the Commission regards this as an unfortu
nate decision, though understandable in the circumstances, because it 
removed Hr. van Stam from his normal duties and imposed on him functions 
which he did not interpret in the spirit intended by a majority of the Commit
tee, choosing instead to be guided by the decisions of Hr. Kerstens, president 
of the Congress.

This caused the first hitch in cooperation, which, alas, has developed into 
a major split. After the Congress the Committee of Management tackled the 
question of reorganizing the Movement. Several members, including Hr. van
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Stam, produced reports, and finally some ideas by Hr. Nord were embodied 
in a proposal which was adopted.

The Commission is under the impression that all members of Management 
then realized that the Committee -  pressed for time owing to the rapidity with 
which our ideals were being realized -  had fallen short of its responsibility as 
regards contact with branch members. All members of the Committee have 
candidly admitted this. The Commission respects their self-accusation, 
knowing and appreciating the reasons for it.

Meanwhile there came to be an atmosphere of mutual distrust, fostered by 
various factors of less importance. The coffers were empty; the Press Bureau 
was a failure; there were complaints from the branches; publicity was at a 
standstill; people attempted to fence off their sphere of work against intruders 
(a very understandable attitude), the field of organization being specially 
assigned to Messrs Van Stam and IJben. If matters had been discussed with the 
branches, an answer might have been found. But Management -  and the Com
mission understands this -  did not want to ventilate quarrels that were thought 
to be capable of solution, or to approach the branches without plans for the 
future.

In the end Hr. van Stam, after discussion with Management, drew his con
clusions from this situation by first resigning as chairman and then, on 9 De
cember 1948, resigning from the Committee after a vote of no confidence 
which must under the circumstances be regarded as justified. (...)

(...)
(C) Administrative Annual Report for 1948

Membership figures during the period covered by this Report:
4 Oct. 1947 484 members

31 Dec. 1947 
31 March 1948 
30 June 1948 
(28 Feb. 1949)

1056 members 
1892 members 
2703 members 
2910 members

121. Bruins Slot: Federalism summer 1949
Jan Albertus Hendrik Johan Sieuwert Bruins Slot: (A) Bezinning en uitzicht. De 

motieven der huidige wereldontwikkeling en onze roeping daarin, Wageningen, n.d. 
[1949]: chapter on ‘Het Federalisme’, pp. 66-90 (extract); (B) Handelingen der Staten- 
GeneraaL, Zitting 1948-49, Tweede Kamers 63ste Vergadering, 5 July 1949, pp. 1621 f. 
(abridged).

The Protestant Anti-Revolutionary Party (ARP) was slow to join in calling for European 
union. It was a strictly organized body, and changed political direction only on the initiative
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of its leaders. The first of them to argue in favour of European integration was Bruins Slot 
editor of the party journal Trouw, who expressed his views in a book dealing with the 
objectives of Christian policy in postwar conditions. He argued that the European states 
should grow together gradually, and expressed his views more fully in a parliamentary 
debate on the Statute of the Council of Europe, which he welcomed as a favourable opportun
ity.

(A)
Federalism presents itself in two forms: world-wide and regional.
World federalism envisages a union of existing states in a world state: a 

United States of the world, like the United States of America. (...)
The ideas of world federalists are open to many objections; but the main crit

icism, which makes all the others superfluous, is that the states that would be 
members of the federation have no intention of creating it, and could not do 
so in present circumstances. If things were otherwise there would be no need 
for a world state or a world federation, because then the League of Nations or 
the UN would have proved a success, whereas world federalism is prompted 
by the failure of that institution.

World federalism is the latest of many Munchhausen stunts -  the trick of 
a man pulling himself out of the water by his own hair. It belongs in a book 
of fairy-tales and nowhere else.

Regional federalism is something more real and more important. We know 
it in particular as European or West European federalism. It is an attempt to 
unite states that form a geographical unit, that have more or less similar inter
ests vis-à-vis the rest of the world and a certain degree of political and cultural 
unity, into a federal state, so that the original states forfeit their sovereign inde
pendence and exist henceforth only as members of the federation.

The difference compared to world federalism, apart from that of the area 
involved, lies in this, that a world federation would be composed of adversaries 
without a common cultural and historical background, and its object would 
be to bridge the gap between them. European federalism, on the other hand, 
would be based on a common background; its members would to a large extent 
be like-minded states, and it would have only minor differences to bridge over.

It should be noted that the advocates of European federation realize that 
their objective can only be reached by a process of growth and development. 
It is not the intention to create a European or West European state, similar 
to the USA, by a single magic stroke; nor is it intended to reduce states like 
Britain, France or the Netherlands to the level of New York, Georgia or 
Massachusetts.

A European federation would for the present mean the organization of 
European states in particular spheres, e.g. in economic and military matters,

1 J.A.H.J.S. Bruins Slot, born 1906; doctorate in legal studies; mayor of Adorp; 
editor-in-chief of Trouw; member of the Second Chamber (Lower House) from 
June 1946. Cf. Parlement en kiezer; 32 (1948/9), p. 41.
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with joint executive agencies and regulations to which all would be subject. 
The original decision would be a matter for the individual states.

It is also proposed to have some form of European assembly, with purely 
advisory powers to begin with. This idea has already taken provisional shape 
in the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe. (...)

The interesting fact is that these federal ideas are not inspired merely by 
some kind of utopian ideal but are a response to the demands of present-day 
reality.

When we look at the world map and the present political situation, we see 
that the great central mass of the Eurasian continent is dominated by Russia. 
Now that China is being Russified, the Russian power zone is roughly 
delimited by the Arctic Ocean, the Pacific, the Himalayas, the Caucasus and 
the Iron Curtain. Outside it are India and Pakistan, the Muslim world of the 
Near East, and Western Europe. South-East Asia has become a doubtful quan
tity.

From a political point of view Western civilization is today confined to an 
area that is not much more than a cape or peninsula of the Eurasian continent; 
and it is in danger of being pushed into the Atlantic by Russian Communist 
power.

If we look at other than purely geographical factors, the picture is a little 
less gloomy. The peninsula on which Western civilization still exists in free
dom, and to which we may add the British Isles, is inhabited by a population 
with an outstanding level of organization and technology, and its economic 
resources have been so developed that it is far more important in relation to 
the rest of the continent than mere geography would suggest. But these 
resources can only be used with success, and the Asian threat to Western cul
ture can only be averted and neutralized, by a union of West European states.

This means that the military and economic forces of Western Europe must 
be combined and directed in accordance with (West) European interests, in 
order to preserve Western civilization. It means that we can no longer afford 
a Europe that is Balkanized from the economic point of view, and we must 
have a strong European army. (...)

If the West European countries are not eventually to fall a prey to Commu
nist power, and if they want in the long run to be more than -  at best -  a mil
itary bridgehead for America, so that we would become economic, political 
and cultural vassals of the US, the only way is for Western Europe to become 
an independent world power as it has been in the past. In bygone days Europe 
was a world power, and in those days it could afford to remain divided. There 
were rivalries among West European countries -  most recently Britain and 
Germany, before that Britain and France, before that Britain and the Nether
lands, before that France and the Habsburgs; but these quarrels did not pre
vent Western culture and Western power from dominating the world. But 
things are different now. We are on the edge of an abyss. Western Europe can 
only continue to exist and to mean something in the world if its member 
nations unite instead of competing for world power; and that involves federa
tion. (...)
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In the old republic of the United Netherlands there was an almost per
manent conflict between the whole and the parts, the Republic and the provin
ces. The provinces succeeded in being regarded as ‘sovereign’ for practical pur
poses, yet the seven provinces were not seven republics but one republic. This 
was because, when it came to the point, the idea of the predominance of the 
whole over the parts narrowly won the day as far as external relations were 
concerned; and this finally had its effect on internal affairs also. (...)

Federalism is based on a fundamentally different idea than that which pre
sided over the League of Nations or the UN. These organizations were based 
on the principle that relations among states should be governed by law. The 
importance of states, the scope and importance of national sovereignty was to 
be restricted in favour of another, higher law, a superior international 
authority. The intention was that the exercise of the power of individual states 
should be subjected to international law. The founders of the system were 
firmly opposed to the formation of blocs within the international community, 
for that would have meant the rule of power instead of law. That is also how 
we for our part always saw the matter. Such an authority as Professor Anema, 
for instance, has always firmly opposed the idea of regional blocs, both as a 
statesman and as an international jurist; for, as I have said, it represents the 
exact opposite of a world organization based on the rule of law. (...)

Federation can certainly mean progress towards the rule of law in internal 
affairs, but it signifies the rule of force in external matters.

In the worldwide struggle between right and might, the paralysis of the 
League of Nations and the UN and the revival of the federal idea is a tragic 
phenomenon. It means a partial surrender of the forces working for the rule 
of law, to those forces that rely on power.

People imagine that once the world is divided into several large federations 
it will be easy to establish a universal rule of law among them.

We must not surround the federal idea with an idealistic halo. Federalism 
is a pis aller: it is a sign of our inability to organize the rule of law and make 
it prevail in the world.

This does not mean at all that today’s federalists are worshippers of power 
-  on the contrary. A ‘leap for life’ is not a sign of madness, though it is some
thing no sane man would do unless he had to. In present circumstances it is the 
only course left to us if we are not to be engulfed by tyranny and the collapse 
of our system of justice. (...)

A federal order in Europe must confer certain powers on federal institu
tions, which will be ‘sovereign’ in those respects. Other powers will be left to 
member states, who will be ‘sovereign’ in respect of them. Naturally this will 
have its difficulties. Anyone who has had to do with local government knows 
how hard it is to fix the limits of local autonomy. (...)

I think it may well be that we shall evolve political forms and structures 
much more flexible than the states we know today, which are all more or less 
under the spell of a historical and legal theory of sovereignty which, being 
absolutist, is bound to centralize more and more. (...)

The federation of (Western) Europe will thus mean a profound interference
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with the historical structure of our continent. The question is whether the 
spiritual and historical conditions exist in Europe that will make such a federa
tion possible.

A state must have a legal framework and a concrete purpose, but these are 
not enough. There must also be a living community with a shared culture as 
a basis for the state.

It was the great defect of the League of Nations and the UN that they did 
not possess such a basis. There was a legal framework -  the organization itself 
-  and a concrete purpose, viz. to ensure world peace; but there was no 
common culture. The present situation is rather like the Tower of Babel. 
Words like ‘justice’ and ‘democracy5 mean one thing in Russia and something 
quite different in the West. There is no common culture, and therefore no 
organization based on law. (...)

Europe in its long history has probably been more torn by wars and feuds 
than any other continent. Antagonisms due to political, cultural and economic 
differences have riven the old continent in all directions. And yet, from olden 
times there has been a unity. Once Christianity had extended over the whole 
area of awakening Europe, a politico-cultural unity came into existence under 
Charlemagne -  not an artificial, anti-historical one like the empires of Napo
leon or Hitler. However, Charlemagne’s realm broke up. About eleven 
hundred years ago, by the treaty of Verdun, the European heritage was 
divided and the process of division into states began. We shall not search 
deeply into the causes here. Certainly it was not a matter of differing cultures. 
In those days Europe had one culture, that of the one Catholic Church. We 
may take it that dynastic interests came to prevail, with the process of inherit
ance leading to division, the more so as the political techniques of the time 
were insufficient to hold such a huge territory together. The development of 
the feudal system shows in the same way that the greater nobles were not 
strong enough to control their liegemen, which led to further decentraliza
tion. Thus, despite its common culture, Europe ceased to be one. But nostalgia 
for lost unity was a leitmotif of the whole Middle Ages.

At the end of the Middle Ages, violent conflicts broke out as to the bases 
of European culture. Some of these led to the Reformation; others, a few cen
turies later, to the Revolution. Thus European culture is historically marked 
by three independent trends: Roman Catholicism, Humanism and the Refor
mation. None of these, however, are contrary to European unity: none are 
national in character. All three transcend what is purely national and lay claim 
to universal validity.

At the same time, however, we encounter the phenomenon of nationalism: 
an amalgam of national cultural awareness and the modern idea of the sover
eign state. Each of the various states has gone its own way, impairing in some 
degree the unity of West European society. The open sea beckoned to the 
adventurous, and the great colonial empires of Britain, France and the Nether
lands were born. The unity of Europe is thus apparently lost for ever, as 
different Western countries become world powers with interests transcending 
Europe. But in recent times this development has been circumscribed to a
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large extent. For many countries, even for Britain itself, membership of 
Western Europe has become much more important than it was, say, a century 
ago: partly because the colonies have become more independent, and partly 
because the Russian and American superpowers have come on the scene. (...)

We may indeed welcome the damping-down of nationalism in the exagger
ated form in which it has developed in modern times in some countries, most 
recently in Germany. But this does not diminish our concern for national indi
viduality and the need for it to be reflected in a legal system also. (...)

We have seen that the idea of federation as a form of unity is inherent in 
European history. The factors that have led to Europe being divided are partly 
factors of varying importance whose divisive effect would be less in different 
circumstances; partly they are in themselves regrettable and to be combated.

The transformation that the federalists call for in Europe is one of major 
significance, but it is not revolutionary; it involves modifying the course of 
events, but in a direction that is already implied in history. I have pointed out 
that there will be factors, also rooted in history, operating in the reverse direc
tion. But it is clear that the call for union today is supported by the history of 
European civilization. On the positive side, in the Christian faith as the basis 
of our culture; negatively, in the sense that Europe today is faced with the 
external threat of totalitarian nationalism, the very evil that in the course of 
centuries it has had to eradicate within its own borders. (...)

It may rightly be said that for such a great undertaking as a federation a basis 
of values and ideals, even Christian ones, is insufficient unless they are rein
forced by something further. What are Christian values and Christian ideals 
worth except in living association with a Christian faith, with faith in Christ, 
who by his death and resurrection made the Christian life possible?

This is the fearful problem of secularization, that threatens to deform and 
extinguish Christian culture altogether. But it carries the same threat to 
national cultures and European culture as a whole. (...)

It would be a misjudgement of the facts if, despite all the signs of deforma
tion, we did not also recognize that the spiritual patrimony of Western 
Europe includes a large measure of Christian freedom -  which we often call, 
by a rather inadequate term, democracy. (...) The great part of the Eurasian 
continent groans under the pagan-totalitarian knout; but at the Western tip of 
the continent a group of states is beginning to take shape, founded on the po
litical basis of Christian culture, which is freedom. Here, then, is a world for 
Christians to conquer -  beginning with Europe.

In this chapter we have spoken throughout of (Western) Europe, which is 
the initial programme and also the ideal: for the way to liberate Europe lies 
through (West) European federation.

(B)
Hr. Bruins Slot: Mr President: The present bill is concerned with the 

Council of Europe, a matter which at first sight does not seem to have been 
dealt with to the full satisfaction of anybody. I say ‘at first sight’, and will at 
once explain what I mean by that.
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The matter can be looked at from two points of view. In the first place, that 
of federal aims. These are directed towards a European federation, that is to 
say a juridical community of states which itself possesses the character of a 
state. If the Council of Europe is judged from this point of view, we must say 
that it is ‘weighed in the balance and found wanting5. (...)

The Council of Europe can also be considered from the point of view of 
international law. In that case it will be seen as a legal and political system of 
cooperation among sovereign states for the purpose of furthering their 
common interests, in accordance with a statute or treaty whereby in certain 
cases they may be bound by a majority decision, absolute or qualified. We 
have something of the kind in the UN, and at first sight it would appear that 
we have it in the present proposal. In the Interim Report it was indicated that 
in certain respects the draft Statute is modelled on the UN Charter. Anyone 
who is aware of the previous history must see that this is the case, and can prob
ably see how it came about.

But, Mr President, even if we consider this Council of Europe from the 
point of view of international law, we must come to the conclusion that it will 
not do. For if it were an organization in terms of international law, not only 
should the individual states be members of it, but this national entity should 
also be able to exercise legal powers through its various institutions, as is the 
case in the UN, for instance. But here, while that is true of the Council of Min
isters, it is not so as regards the Consultative Assembly. There the national 
character of the delegations is infringed, inasmuch as the delegates are to vote 
as individuals and not on the instructions of their home government. This is a 
new feature, and one that does not properly belong to an organization gov
erned by international law -  it is only appropriate in an organization which 
has the character of a state.

It seems to me, Mr President, that we have to do here with a legal construc
tion midway between a state and an international organization. This must be 
recognized as a fact, although it flies in the face of legal dogmatism such as we 
are used to.

To those, therefore, who complain that the Council of Europe has nothing 
to offer from a federal point of view, I would say: Make no mistake. An in
stitution has come into being in Western Europe, such as we have not seen in 
the past dozen years.

One may readily agree that it is not much -  a mere glimmer of the ideal that 
is sometimes dreamt of by federalists. One may also say that it is no more than 
ca little cloud like a man’s hand5; but it may portend a mighty rainfall, and, Mr 
President, I avow my hope that it may be so. (...)

The problem before us is how to bring about a European federation in the 
true sense.

Such a federation must be based on spiritual and cultural links and be 
created by political action in the field of international law. That action must, 
as things stand today, be taken by sovereign states.

The history of all federations teaches us that there subsequently comes a 
point of transition from a basis of international law to that of state law. This
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has always been a jump involving a dangerous crisis, usually indeed a war, out 
of which federation emerges. At present we have to do two things. To begin 
with, we must not interfere with the political activity of individual states 
aiming at European federation. The German Empire of 1870 was founded on 
the Zollverein of 1834, which led to the idea of a German national economy. It 
took years, but it proved to be a solid basis, and incidentally one that did not 
owe a great deal to German political federalism. Today in Europe, the OEEC 
is performing a similar function, and there are other instances, such as military 
cooperation.

But we today have little liking for the policy of ‘blood and iron1 by which, 
in 1866 and 1870, Bismarck achieved the political transformation from a 
coalition into a unified state. Consequently -  and this is the second point -  we 
are creating a political entity in an international framework, so that a 
smoother transition can take place at the proper time. Our object is to avoid 
a fratricidal struggle or civil war, as in Germany or the USA. We are, as it 
were, implanting tomorrow’s structure in that of today, so as to permit a 
gradual evolution.

This means, on the one hand, that the Consultative Assembly for its part 
must behave cautiously and not aim too high, by anticipating a historical 
development that is not yet a reality. This is no doubt an understandable re
striction. Once it appears that the Consultative Assembly is capable of per
forming its historical role and is aware both of its prospects and of its limita
tions, the present restraints can and should be removed.

Thus the present Statute represents an extremely important and interesting 
historical speculation. What we are in fact doing is to create a parliament 
before there is a state for it to belong to. The normal and logical procedure is 
for a state to create its parliament, but here we are setting up a parliament in 
the hope that a state will result. That is the speculation.

I call the Consultative Assembly a parliament, although it is purely an advi
sory body. (...) But a tremendous responsibility rests on this parliament -  that 
of bringing about a historical result which is called for by the needs of our time 
but which history has scarcely ever produced by way of natural evolution. The 
result that must be wrung from history without war or dictatorship is the feder
ation of Europe. It will be the parliament’s very difficult task to allow time for 
federalism to develop in every sphere and also to force the pace as far as possi
ble. Naturally I use this phrase with some caution. There must be a continuous 
process of stimulation and the exploration of possibilities, to enable the 
federal idea to come to maturity. This will require both practical expertise and 
political insight; a sense of responsibility as a parliament, and realization of 
the fact that there is no corresponding government. For this reason alone the 
Assembly cannot be more than an advisory body. It cannot take decisions, not 
for lack of capacity but because there is no government responsible to it. That 
is why the task of stimulation and exploration will be so delicate: a parliamen
tary function answering to the highest demands of parliamentary govern
ment, with a true federation as its objective.

But, Mr President, this work involves several dangers.
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The first is that of a kind of hubris which has often afflicted new parliaments 
and which, in today’s world, sometimes finds expression in an exaggerated 
ideal of federalism. The second danger is that this parliament may succumb 
to the idea of its own weakness, with a defeatism due to scepticism or disap
pointment. The third danger is that the European national governments will 
not allow this parliament to take its proper place in history, but that 
nationalist reaction will condemn it to inertia. If we can overcome these 
dangers the enterprise may thrive with God’s blessing, and then Europe may 
advance from a pre-federal to a federal phase.

122. Margaretha Klompe: Europe, the Council of Europe, and the 
spiritual crisis of mass society 5 July 1949

Handelingen der Staten-Generaaf Zitting 1948-49; Tweede Kamer; 63ste Vergade- 
ringy 5 July 1949, pp. 1616-20 (abridged)

The Statute of the Council of Europe was debated in the Dutch second chamber (Lower 
House) on 5-6 July 1949. Margaretha Klompe'1 opened the debate with a speech of some 
length on behalf of the KVP.

Let me begin, Mr President, by saying that my political friends and I wel
come most warmly the establishment of the Council of Europe. It is the 
nucleus of a new community -  a very modest beginning, but one which may in 
future grow into a true European community, something more than a system 
of cooperation in narrowly circumscribed areas -  though such cooperation is 
useful too, and we are fortunate to enjoy its benefits in several fields. But in 
expectation of a wider development we perceive in this draft Statute the two 
main organs of a new Council.

Firstly there is the Committee of Ministers -  a group that will have a 
measure of executive power, though its supranational character is much wea
kened by the requirement of unanimity, especially for important decisions. 
However, the Commissions that the Committee may set up under Article 17 
may be of great importance: we see them as the nucleus of the future supra
national functional agencies.

1 Margaretha A.M. Klompé: born 1912, studied law and science, doctorate 1942; 
high-school teacher at Nijmegen; Aug. 1948, member of parliament (KVP). From 
the beginning of 1949 she was a member of the Dutch Council of the European 
Movement and chairman of its Political Committee. Cf. Parlement en kïezer; 32 
(1948/9), p. 44: Report of meeting of the Political Committee of the Dutch Council 
of the European Movement, 9 Dec. 1949, signed P. Brijnen van Houten, Dutch 
Council of the European Movement, The Hague.



IV. Netherlands Political Parties and Pressure Groups 419

Then we have the Consultative Assembly, whose powers indeed seem to me 
very restricted: for instance, it is not even free to determine its own agenda. 
Moreover the number of deputies is very limited, so that small countries will 
hardly be able to appoint sufficient representatives of intellectual and politi
cal trends among their population. This may of course make the debates more 
expeditious, but it may also impair their quality in some important respects. 
Again, the Assembly is to have no secretariat of its own and only a very indirect 
influence on the appointment of the Secretary-General, as it can only accept 
or reject the nominees proposed by the Committee of Ministers. (...)

In this connection I would warn emphatically against expecting too much 
from this first general assembly. Cooperation must develop gradually. This is 
the first type of meeting on a new basis, and if we are too hopeful disappoint
ment will be all the greater. If the first meeting in Strasburg succeeds in 
making it possible for particular groups to cooperate across frontiers, I think 
we shall have good reason for self-congratulation.

Having made these critical remarks, I would observe that I am fully aware 
that we must make a firm distinction between what we hope to achieve in the 
future and what can be accomplished now. If too much is attempted at the 
outset it may be fatal to the chances of harmonious development. We have seen 
in the past how intensified contact among nations has led to conflicts and dif
ficulties, crises and new political formations. We are in the middle of such a 
crisis now, and we must allow the new forms to develop. But it will take a 
decade at least, not just a few years.

Looking back at the history of our own country we recall that it took us two 
and a half centuries to progress from an alliance among the Provinces, con
cluded in 1579 for a specific purpose, to a unitary state under the influence 
of the French Revolution and its aftermath. This being so, we can understand 
that the new European forms cannot come about in two or three years. Of 
course events move quickly nowadays, and I do not mean to imply that the task 
before us will take centuries to accomplish. We must make haste -  the times 
demand it of us.

If we want a federal Europe in the future, it will only be successful if the 
states concerned are prepared to cede part of their sovereignty to the new 
community. But if we are honest we must admit that most states, including 
ours, are not always ready to do this. The reason is partly that nationalist feel
ings have been much intensified in Europe as a result of the last war. An inter
national community offers many advantages, but it demands sacrifices as well.

The more members a community has, the more varied are the interests and 
problems that have to be taken into account. This is true of international com
munities as of smaller ones. We must not only think of our own interests, but 
also of those of others and also the collective interest. In our case we must 
learn to think as Europeans, but that is not all. Our people must be taught that 
there can be no rewards without sacrifices. That is the reverse of the medal 
when it comes to transferring sovereignty.

I believe it would be wise to make sure that the proposed new institu
tions are given no functions that exceed the actual power of the community,
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which is still in an embryo state. Otherwise there will be discontent, disap
pointment and material for fresh conflicts. This lays on us a grave 
responsibility to do all we can to explain to our own people -  who ardently 
desire to live in peace and in a society of justice, welfare and security -  that 
they can only hope to achieve this by means of sacrifices, probably affecting 
the personal life of each individual. Once this comes to be understood we may 
trust that in course of time the Consultative Assembly will develop into a true 
supervisory organ and eventually a legislative body. This must continue to be 
our long-term goal, and meanwhile we must make it as good an Assembly as 
possible. (...)

Still speaking for our own country, there have been deputies who spoke of 
the need to create supranational functional agencies. This idea was stimulated 
by the international exchanges at the Hague Congress of 1948. Although the 
idea has perhaps not yet taken definite shape among the masses, there is cer
tainly a trend in favour of cooperation and unity. If we start to enquire as to 
the necessary basis of cooperation, I think it is useful first to consider what 
motives lie behind the desire for association.

Firstly there is the hard fact that people are beginning to realize that we can 
no longer £go it alone’. The modern state, unfortunately, can no longer pro
vide the conditions of justice, peace, welfare and security that states in the past 
existed to ensure. Economic and political events in one country have imme
diate repercussions throughout the world. Awareness of this fact is, to my 
mind, the chief and most practical motive.

Secondly, at the present time there is a general sense of fatigue in conse
quence of all the strain and deprivation caused by the last war. People, as a 
result, want to be part of a large body and not have to face one decision after 
another. In creating the new Europe we should take careful account of this.

Thirdly I can see a deeper motive. The life of modern man is deeply affected 
by fear and anxiety. The urge towards unity is an outcome of that fear. Do 
not people in fear or in danger look for companionship to provide strength 
and security?

What is the danger that the masses apprehend more or less vaguely? It is not 
only the risk of a second or a third world war. I can perhaps best put it by 
saying that modern life tends to deprive man of his soul. (...) More and more 
ties were loosened by rationalist thought, so that the individual finally became 
autonomous and self-sufficient: his behaviour and way of life were dictated 
not by external standards but by what he himself thought to be good, true and 
moral. Apparently an exaltation of man, this was in reality the beginning of a 
decline, the undermining and final destruction of his true dignity. For the 
denial of man’s relation to his Creator swept away the one firm foundation for 
the belief that all human beings were of equal value and had equal rights. This 
cleared the ground for a struggle of all against all, in which the stronger social 
groups and even the most ruthless were bound to prevail. What this led to in 
social and economic terms was best expressed in the severe words of Pope Leo 
XIII, when he said that the lot of the masses was not much different from that 
of slaves. (...)
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To sum up, I would suggest in a few specific points the basis of a policy 
centred on the spiritual and material well-being of the individual.

The first basis of our political attitude must always be our answer to the 
question: what is God’s plan towards mankind and creation? Not in the sense 
of what men want, but what is the Almighty’s design?

Secondly, will each man receive his due in the new society? This princi
ple is usually referred to as social justice, but I think this is an inadequate term. 
There is too much talk of justice and injustice in our modern society; it is a 
good and a necessary concept, but not the highest we can achieve. Above jus
tice we must place charity, which on Christian principles requires us to give 
more than what is strictly necessary and just. Above all we must recognize the 
qualities in a fellow human being that make him a spiritual personality regard
less of his social standing or whether he is rich or poor in material goods.

Thirdly, we must be prepared for sacrifices, both individually and collec
tively; not always asking ‘What do we get?’, but also ‘What can we give?’

Finally a principle that follows from all the rest: in building our new society 
we must take care not to level down, but to preserve the spiritual and cultural 
values that live in every nation, so that the new community is enriched and not 
sunk in a grey uniformity.

These, in my opinion, are the conditions that must be fulfilled if we are to 
give meaning to the words in the Preamble concerning ‘devotion to the 
spiritual and moral values which are the common heritage of [our] peoples 
and the true source of individual freedom, political liberty and the rule of law, 
principles which form the basis of all genuine democracy’. Only thus can the 
new community we are creating develop into a society in which justice and 
freedom, peace and welfare prevail and in which our children can lead a good 
life.

123. J.J.R. Schmal: *We are Europeans because we are Dutch’
5 July 1949

Handelingen der Staten-Gene mal, Zitting 1 9 4 8 -4 9 Tweede Kamer\ 63ste Vergade- 
ring, 5 July 1949, pp. 1620 f. (abridged)

In this debate J.J.R. Schmal1 expressed the view of the CHU on the Statute of the Council 
of Europe. More fully than in his speech of 1 February 1949\2 he spoke of possible difficulties 
in the process of integration. He welcomed the fact that the Statute did not break abruptly 
with the past but afforded sufficient opportunities to all persons of good will.

Schmal concluded by discussing the basis of European union. Like other members of the

1 Cf. n. 1 to doc. 118.
2 Cf. doc. 118.
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democratic parties - who in this represented an important aspect of Dutch political thought 
- he regarded the Christian heritage as the principal uniting factor.

As at present envisaged, the Council of Europe has room for all men of 
goodwill. In this line of thought I too venture to say that we are beginning 
something new. Such a new beginning always presents a target for destructive 
critics and, what is worse, sceptics who shrug their shoulders and ask ‘What 
good is it to me? What do I get out of it?5 To them I would reply, in the words 
of Scripture: ‘Quench not the Spirit.’ Nothing in this world was ever achieved 
by shrugging one’s shoulders. To succeed in anything, one must be ready for 
solid effort and sacrifice.

The good cause is also threatened from another quarter, and I believe this 
is more dangerous still: namely an excess of zeal on the part of some of its lead
ers. Recently on the other side of the Binnenhof, Prof. Anema spoke of a 
malady to which he gave the attractive name ‘federalitis’. I believe that the 
cause of federalism is not more harmed by sceptics than by those who are 
more particularly affected by this disease. (...)

Those responsible for the draft before us deserve credit, at all events, for 
having made a plan: they did not shrug their shoulders in apathy, as 
intellectuals are reputed to do, but set their hands to the plough and have done 
what seemed necessary in order to set nations on the right path.

Difficulties can be foreseen, and no doubt they will cause us trouble enough. 
Largely they are connected with the need for a limitation of sovereignty. Here 
there is a reassuring point in the Minister’s Memorandum of Reply, where he 
points out that some limitation of sovereignty is implied in the present draft 
and that it points in a federal direction. I will not pursue the point further at 
present except to say that I do not quite understand why all kinds of people, 
looking at the modern state, are so alarmed by the possibility of losing a 
measure of sovereignty. (...)

I would refer to one other point: Mme Klompe spoke of the need to ‘think 
as Europeans’. (...) The term ‘Europeans’ is a mere abstraction. The men of 
the French Revolution did not speak of Frenchmen, Germans and Englishmen, 
but only of mankind in general. But the true fact is that we are not human 
beings or Europeans first and Dutch men and women afterwards: we are, it 
seems to me, Europeans because we are Dutch. I say this to make clear, if pos
sible, that those who want us to ‘think as Europeans’ are, to my mind, posing a 
problem rather than offering a solution. In this respect too it seems to me that 
we need much deeper reflection and hard work. (...)

What are we to understand by the reference in the documents to ‘spiritual 
and moral values which are [our] common heritage?’ The Minister promised 
to explain, but I do not think he has done so. He spoke of certain values that 
are the source of personal freedom, freedom of thought and the rule of law. 
We can readily assent to this, but I would add that the description is by no 
means complete. It seems to me that the higher values referred to are the fruits 
of Christianity and can in the long run only thrive in a Christian soil. Anyone
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who looks around our continent and tries to form an idea of its attachment 
to Christianity may well feel anxious. There have been times when Europe 
could indeed be called a corpus christianum. In more recent times, Novalis 
spoke of Europe and Christendom as synonymous; but those times are surely 
past. Is it true, then, that our continent is wholly secularized and de-Christian- 
ized? I would hardly say so. I think our European society still contains much 
that I cannot find a better name for than ‘unconscious Christianity’, to quote 
the theologian Richard Rothe. It is, I believe, a sign of grace in the Christian- 
Historical Party that, with all its faults, it has continued to show a large mea
sure of respect for ‘unconscious Christianity’. I am thinking of the remark by 
Hoedemaker, chairman of the Frisian branch of the party, that it cannot be 
overlooked that ‘many who cannot be reckoned as church-folk or even Chris
tians nevertheless live according to Christian principles, consciously or other
wise, whether they will or no. This is a reflection of Christianity in our history, 
our institutions, our society and public opinion, which also dominates our po
litical life.’

It is a privilege to be able to declare in the present context that unconscious 
Christianity, at least, still abounds in Europe. If I may seek to improve on the 
term, I would speak not of ‘unconscious Christianity’ but of ‘Christianity that 
has become unaware of itself’. In any case the phenomenon exists. It seems to 
me that while each person has his own task in this connection, those of the 
Christian-Historical way of thinking must attempt, not exclusively but in 
association with others, to make a modest contribution to making people 
aware of the degree to which Christian principles are still alive in Europe.

124. P.J. Oud: ‘Hasty innovations are always unfortunate’
5 July 1949

Handelingen der Staten-Generaal, Zitting 1948-49, Tweede Kamer; 63ste Vergade- 
ring, 5 July 1949, pp. 1622-7 (abridged)

The WD (Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en Démocratie), represented in the debate by P.J. 
Oud,1 welcomed the restrictions on the powers of the Council of Europe, as it saw a risk of 
the new federal institutions being exploited by larger states for their own purposes.

1 P.J. Oud, born 1886; studied law at the Municipal University of Amsterdam. 
After taking his doctorate he held various administrative posts. He was minister of 
finance from 1933 to 1937; mayor of Rotterdam in 1938-41 and again from 1945. 
In 1946 he and the Vrijzinnig-Democratische Bond (a party of left-wing Liberals, 
of which he was chairman) joined the PvdA. However, finding it afforded too little 
scope for liberal policies, in January 1948 he broke with the PvdA and founded the 
W D  in combination with Stikker’s former Freedom Party (Partij van de Vrijheid).
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Mr President: The party I represent gladly endorses the present bill, and I 
promise that we shall fully support it. We shall do so not in spite of the limita
tions on its scope, but rather because of them.

Let me explain. It is not that we are opposed to the idea of a federal Europe; 
quite the contrary. We earnestly hope that ultimately, when the time is ripe, 
Europe will become the federal state envisaged by the present developments. 
But just because we hope for a strong federal Europe we believe that the goal 
should be approached cautiously. In this respect I agree with Messrs Schmal 
and Bruins Slot: we must take care not to run too fast, for, as we have expe
rienced in many fields, including our own home affairs, hasty innovations are 
always unfortunate. European union is still a tender plant: it needs careful 
handling if it is not to succumb to the first night frost. (...)

The unanimity requirement may sometimes be a hindrance, but there is also 
a risk inherent in the principle of majority voting: tensions may become too 
great, and an outvoted state may be tempted to leave the union. Looking at 
the Statute of the Council of Europe, one could certainly not go further, when 
the time should appear ripe, than to empower the Committee of Ministers to 
take decisions by a majority vote. The position is quite different from that of 
the Consultative Assembly, if only because each member state has one vote in 
the Committee of Ministers, while the Assembly is composed on a different 
principle. If it were decided to have the Council of Europe take decisions by 
a majority, this could only apply to the Committee of Ministers, but I do not 
see how the Committee of Ministers could be made responsible to the Consul
tative Assembly. For the present each minister must remain responsible to his 
own parliament; the time is no doubt far from ripe for any further develop
ment.

But I see the great importance of the Consultative Assembly in this, that 
Europe can begin to get used to the idea of having a common parliament. 
Even on a consultative basis -  I agree with Hr. Bruins Slot on this point -  such 
a parliament can be very important in the long run. (...)

Here we come to a point, Mr President, that has given rise to difficulties in 
every federal system, including for instance the USA and the Swiss Confedera
tion. The question is: which principle is to prevail? Will you say that the states 
of the American Union or the Swiss cantons form a single population repre
sented by a single parliament? In that case, clearly the states with a larger popu
lation will have many more members of parliament than the smaller ones. But 
you can also say: the difference in population is important, but it is not every
thing: there is an element of justice and equality to be considered, and from 
this point of view all member states should have the same number of repre
sentatives. It is well known how this problem was solved in the US and Switzer
land. On the one hand there is the House of Representatives or the Swiss 
National Council, where the states or cantons are represented in proportion 
to their population, and then there is the Senate or the Council of States,

Cf. Parlement en kiezer; 32 (1948/9), p. 46; H. Lademacher and P. van Slooten, op. 
cit., p. 424.
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where each State or canton has the same number of representatives -  I think it 
is two in each case.

I can imagine that if and when the European Statute really develops into a 
federation like the USA, this will be a very important point. At present the 
situation is that in the Consultative Assembly account is taken, though not in a 
strictly mathematical ratio, of the differences in population among states, 
while in the Committee of Ministers each state has one representative only. So 
it may be said that in the Committee of Ministers we have something that may 
one day constitute an equivalent of the US Senate or the Swiss Council of 
States, and that a European federal government may develop to complete the 
picture. Of course this is as yet wholly in the future, but just because these mat
ters are so important I think it significant that we are beginning by setting up 
an Assembly that has only advisory powers. If we want to achieve a truly 
united Europe, it is necessary above all that the proceedings of the Consulta
tive Assembly should be, if I may so put it, at a European level. (...)

Hr. Schmal raised the question whether the Consultative Assembly should 
‘speak a European language5. Naturally I quite agree that members of the 
Consultative Assembly cannot divest themselves of their own nationality. If we 
really want federal Europe to be a success, it must not be a Europe of people 
without nationality: they must keep their national characteristics, which are 
a very significant part of the character of Europe itself. That is the great differ
ence between us and the USA, where those who have come to America from 
all over the world have all turned into American citizens -  they do not feel dif
ferent according to whether they come from New York or Kentucky. Europe 
has a different historical background, however, and national differences are a 
very distinctive feature of our continent. They should never be done away 
with, nor do they have to be. The nationalities must gradually learn that they 
are the special feature of the European system and must form part of a Euro
pean harmony. We should be cautious if anyone tries to tell us to speak a Euro
pean language instead of a national one. (...)

We remember posters during the Occupation, intended to make us believe 
that Germany was fighting for a free Europe. In those days our feeling was: 
if someone has to fight for European unity, we would rather it was not the Ger
mans. In the federal context we must be careful of such matters. If the enter
prise is to succeed, it should be clear that no member of the Assembly is acting 
in the way that Bismarck accused Britain and Russia of acting. The impression 
must not be given that some representatives of a state are making demands, 
ostensibly for Europe but really for themselves. Only experience will show 
whether this happens, or whether representatives are really animated by the 
spirit that is necessary if this parliament is to possess European authority. If it 
does indeed acquire such authority, it will afford the best hope of the eventual 
development of an independent European parliament. (...)

Finally I would say a word about the principles on which the Statute is 
based: viz., as we are told, the spiritual and moral values that are the common 
heritage of the peoples of Europe and the true source of freedom. (...) What 
is in fact the common European heritage? My answer would be that it consists
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in Christian civilization. I do not myself see any opposition between Chris
tianity and humanism. Christianity itself contains a humanist element. Even 
those humanists who deny that they are Christian acknowledge the fruits of 
Christian culture, the blessing of freedom for instance, no less whole-heartedly 
than professed Christians. Certainly among those who profess the Christian 
name there are very different views of religion: they do not all regard it in the 
same way. But it remains true and should be frankly stated -  and I regret that 
it is not reflected in the preamble to the treaty -  that our civilization is the fruit 
of Christianity. (...)

The great aim of a federal Europe must be to defend our Christian culture 
against the totalitarian threat. Thanks to our past divisions we fell victims to 
German totalitarianism. Alas, the destruction of that totalitarianism has not 
removed the danger: we must do our utmost to avoid falling a prey to totalitar
ianism in another form. That is why we must create a union as soon as possi
ble; but we must not be precipitate either. We must keep our feet on the 
ground and not chase after the unattainable. Above all we must not imagine 
things to be simpler than they are.

125. M. van der Goes van Naters: ‘One authority and one sover
eignty’ 5 July 1949

Handelingen der Staten-Generaal' Zitting 1948-49, Tweede Karner, 63ste Vergade- 
ring, 5 July 1949, pp. 1627-9 (abridged)

The PvdA criticized the Statute severely on the ground that it did not fulfil expectations 
but represented only an association of sovereign states. Their view was expressed in the 
debate by the party's parliamentary leader, Van der Goes van Naters.1

What is the Council of Europe? It might be said, as was once said of another 
famous assembly, that it is nothing but may become everything. For my friends 
and myself, in any case, it is a pleasure -  no, more than a pleasure, a compelling 
duty -  to do all we can to augment its importance. Why is that? Not simply 
because we are advocates of federalist measures and the Council points in a 
federal direction.

The PvdA is in favour of federalism -  i.e. the association of independent 
communities so as to form higher functional organizations and jointly gov
erned communities with an authority of their own -  because we consider that 
this is the only possible, the only admissible method of integration for people

1 Cf. n. 2 to doc. 112.
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and nations with their own character, their own functions and their own pur
poses. (...)

Is the Council to have any legislative function, or not? Naturally my view 
is affected by my belief in the federalist cause; I am optimistic, and I say that 
it has. The Committee of Ministers is to cooperate with an Assembly. It is 
already envisaged that either body may express their views. Although the docu
ments do not actually say so, we know it is intended that members of the 
assembly may put written or oral questions to the Committee of Ministers. 
This is particularly important, as in our own system questions are one of the 
chief ways of exercising supervision. Where the right of questioning exists, 
there is a beginning of control, and Strasburg will at all events have that right.

No one, I believe, can prevent this development. But how do matters stand 
with the other conditions? -  for instance, that the agency should operate by 
majority vote, and that the common interest should prevail over that of an 
individual state? Does Strasburg provide for decisions by a majority? As far as 
the Assembly is concerned, yes: Article 29 speaks of a two-thirds majority. But 
I do not count this, for the essential thing is that a majority should be able to 
overrule a minority, so that to this modest extent national sovereignty is for
feited for the representatives5 benefit. What of the Committee of Ministers? 
Here there is no real transfer of sovereignty, despite Article 20 (b), (c) and (d), 
which do not seem very important. That leaves Article 20(a)2 as the weak 
point of the whole system -  the point that will be fastened on by all who say: 
'This is nothing special: it is only a sort of UN; the states remain fully sover
eign; they talk to one another, but give up nothing; if they all agree, down to 
the smallest state of all, they can then take a joint decision.5 Certainly this is a 
form of international cooperation and is something with which we used to be 
satisfied, but it is no longer enough. The point is that we want more than a 
system of cooperation among states that are in any case fairly close to one 
another -  and here I agree with Hr. Oud that it is our shared Christian stand
ards that count. (...)

What is required is supranational cooperation among kindred states, and 
Article 20(a) is a hindrance to it. We must do all we can, even if it takes years, 
to have Article 20(a) modified and finally abolished. It may be objected that in 
that case we might be outvoted ourselves. But the important thing is that we 
want to continue to exist as a nation and a part of Europe, and that we must be 
able to regard the Council of Europe as a functional agency and not simply a 
multilateral contract. For this purpose it is essential that decisions be taken by 
majority vote. (...)

It will appear that what we have had to give up irrevocably as parliamentar
ians in the national sphere, we shall recover at the supranational level. With 
the Strasburg organization we must have exactly the same thing. In the first

2 Under Art. 20(a) of the Statute a unanimous vote of the Committee of Ministers 
was required for all important political matters. Cf. text in Documents on European 
Recovery and Defence, March 1947 - April 1949, Royal Institute of International 
Affairs, London, 1949, p. 144; German tr. in Europa-Archiv, 4 (1949), p. 2242.
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place it should provide the supranational functional agencies that we so 
greatly desire; and I would remind the Chamber of the second resolution 
moved by myself and Hr. Serrarens. But in the Strasburg organization there is 
also the great danger of an international bureaucracy, even more firmly 
entrenched and harder to control than a national bureaucracy. This was the 
reason for the third motion presented by myself and my colleague, based on 
two main ideas which, I was glad to see, the Minister himself mentioned when 
signing the agreement of 5 May. These were the idea of supranational agen
cies on the one hand, and that of supranational control on the other. As to the 
aim envisaged in the last of the three motions, that of direct popular influence 
at the international level, that is only present in embryo at Strasburg. But it is 
our task as Netherlanders, the task of our delegates in the Committee of Minis
ters and the Consultative Assembly, to see that that embryo continues to grow 
and that the Council becomes the centre of a true international legislative 
development in Europe, with an authority and a sovereignty of its own, over 
and above that of the individual states which will remain sovereign in their 
own sphere.

126. G. Wagenaar: US imperialism and the Council of Europe
5 July 1949

Handelingen der Staten-Generaal' Zitting 1948-49, Tweede Kämet; 63ste Vergade- 
ring, 5 J u ly  1949 , p p . 1631 f. ( a b r id g e d )

At the election of 17 May 1946 the Dutch Communist Party obtained 10 seats, the best 
result in its history. Many workers had turned away from the Social Democrats after the 
foundation of the PvdA in February 1946, but a more important reason was no doubt that 
the Communists had acquired prestige for the first time in the resistance movement; popular 
respect for the Soviet Union, which had sunk to its nadir in August 1939, had also risen since 
19413

With the onset of the Cold War the Communist Party found itself sharply isolated from 
all other political groups. By a parliamentary resolution of 19 March 1948 its deputies were 
excluded from sessions of the Foreign Affairs Committee; and a law of 11 June 1948 em
powered municipalities to dismiss Communist councillors.2 However, despite the growing 
tension between East and West, at the election of 7 July 1948 the CPN (Communistische 
Partij Nederland) obtained 8 seats in parliament, with 7.7% of the total vote.

The CPN condemned attempts towards European cooperation as a hypocritical expression

1 C f. H . L a d e m a c h e r  a n d  P . v a n  S lo o te n , o p . c it., p . 4 1 5 ; W . V e r k a d e ,  Democratic 
Parties in the Low Countries and Germany. Origins and Historical Development, 
L e id e n , 1965 , p . 231 .

2 Keesings Contemporary Archives (G e rm a n  e d i t io n ) ,  19 M a rc h  a n d  11 J u n e  1948 .
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of US imperialism. G. Wagenaar,3 the Party chairman, made it clear in the debate that the 
Communists rejected it on grounds of principle.

Mr President: I shall only make a few remarks about the Statute. The 
speakers this afternoon have all confined themselves to a few remarks, and 
have tried to suggest ways in which the Statute might be improved.

I shall not follow their example, though I may say a word or two on the sub
ject at the end of my short speech. I shall argue that there is no point in such 
attempts, because our viewpoints are radically opposed. This is partly because 
previous speakers, and the drafters of the Statute itself, represent a different 
class from the one for which I speak. (...)

What are the principles of the Statute of the Council of Europe? They are 
described in the preamble and the description of the Council’s purposes. There 
is talk of peace based on justice, of international society and cooperation, of 
civilization, of spiritual and moral values which are the common heritage of 
peoples and the true source of individual freedom, the rule of law, and 
principles which form the basis of all genuine democracy. The Statute is full 
of concepts like these. It declares that the Council’s purpose is to safeguard 
the ideals and principles that are our common heritage. But we Communists 
have different ideals and different principles.

The whole Statute is a hypocritical disguise of its real object, which is simply 
and solely to maintain the existing order of society. Freedom, as here intended, 
is freedom to continue oppression and exploitation. It is clear that the purpose 
of a Statute drafted in this way is to maintain reactionary imperialism. This is 
partly a consequence of the fact that the purpose remains the same, but also 
of the fact that, as compared with the past, new conditions now prevail in 
society and in the world at large. Great changes are on foot as regards power 
relations in the class war, especially of course owing to the socialist revolution 
in the Soviet Union, but also, since the last war, in the democracies of Eastern 
Europe. But the changes are not confined to the Soviet Union and Eastern 
Europe. The progressive forces of the working population in Western coun
tries are becoming stronger day by day, so that the bourgeoisie by itself is no 
longer able to keep these forces down or nip them in the bud. As well as the 
countries I have mentioned, I would point to the shift in the balance of power 
that is now going on in Asia. It cannot be overlooked that the colonial peoples’ 
struggle for liberation is moving forward so rapidly that the imperialists are no 
longer able to resist it unaided. The US has to help them to oppress the Asian 
peoples who are demanding freedom. (...)

It has been argued from time to time, especially by so-called socialists, that 
a European federation would mean a ‘third force’ filling the gap between 
American imperialism on one hand and the East European bloc on the other.

3 G. Wagenaar: born 1912; attended trade school; employed in the energy indus
try; CPN member of parliament from Nov. 1945; chairman of CPN, 1948-9. Cf. 
Parlement en kiezery 32 (1948/9), p. 50.



430 D o c u m e n ts

I need not point out that this is nonsense and that there is no question of a third 
force in the world, because in society and in the world at large there are only 
two classes arrayed against each other. It is not surprising that this idea of a 
third force in the world is no longer fashionable, and in fact we hear no more 
about it these days.

Much might be said about the Statute itself, but I shall only refer to the main 
points. Clearly the Statute cannot be dissociated from all that has gone before: 
the Marshall plan, the Brussels pact, the North Atlantic treaty and now the 
Statute of the Council of Europe are not separate developments but are closely 
connected. The Statute, like the rest, is a reflection of pressure from the 
American imperialists who are insisting on its being put into effect. (...)

Tomorrow, when conditions are ripe everywhere, true European union will 
be the firm foundation of a united and peaceful Europe. It signifies the union 
of peoples in the fight against imperialism and its evil plans to split and destroy 
mankind; unity in the fight for the triumph of a new regime in all European 
countries, and new forms of democracy which will destroy the capitalist 
system and lay the foundations of a new civilization. Only in this way can true 
European union be achieved in the interests of peoples and peace, democracy 
and the true freedom of the working class. The terms of this Statute offer no 
safeguard whatever. There is talk of peace, but no peace exists among us; talk 
of freedom, when the cruellest capitalist oppression is the order of the day.

127. Dutch Council of the European Movement: resolution
13 May 1950

R e s o lu t io n  a d d re s s e d  to  th e  C o n s u lta t iv e  A sse m b ly  a t  S t r a s b u rg ,  13 M a y  1 9 5 0 : E M  
A rc h iv e s , B ru g e s , D  1 5 1 b ; A p p e a l to  th e  D u tc h  p e o p le ,  13 M a y  1 9 5 0 , E M  A rc h iv e s , 
B ru g e s , D  149b .

On 13 May 1950 the Dutch Council of the European Movement published three almost 
identical resolutions addressed respectively to the deputies to the Consultative Assembly at 
Strasburg, the Dutch parliament and the Dutch people. They were inspired by the French for
eign minister Robert Schumanns proposal of 9 May 1950 for a European Coal and Steel 
Community. Perceiving that after an interval of some months public opinion was once again 
turning towards European questions, the Dutch Council took the opportunity to propose a 
radical reform of the Statute of the Council of Europe.

Resolution addressed to the Consultative Assembly, Strasburg 
The Dutch Council of the European Movement, assembled at Eindhoven 

on 13 May 1950,
Considering that practical steps require to be taken forthwith in order to 

create a Political Authority with power to establish a common policy for states
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members of the Council of Europe in certain clearly defined spheres: in the 
first place as regards the protection of the rights of man, social and economic 
unification and the joint defence of states members of the Council of Europe;

Considering that States which desire to establish closer organic links with 
one another before the above-mentioned authority is set up should be encour
aged to do so by the creation of a federal organization, the structure of which 
should be determined by themselves after deliberation among all members of 
the Council of Europe; such federal organization to be open to accession by 
any other states who may later desire to do so; (...)

Considering that the measures envisaged above will require amendments to 
the Constitutions of most of the states members of the Council of Europe;

Considering finally that, pending such constitutional modifications and the 
establishment of a Political Authority, it is desirable for agreements to be con
cluded within the framework of the Council of Europe providing for imme
diate cooperation in the various fields indicated above:

Urges the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe:
I. To request the national parliaments of states members of the Council of 

Europe to take the earliest possible steps in order that, where necessary, the 
constitutions of such states may be amended so as to permit the transfer of 
national sovereignty to supranational agencies;

II. To do all in its power to ensure that in the present pre-federal stage and 
to prepare the way for a more federally organized Europe, measures are taken 
at once for the following purposes inter alia:

(a) The harmonization of European legislature in social matters, and partic
ularly the adoption of a European code of social security and the conclusion 
of agreements concerning equal treatment for foreign workers as compared 
with those of the countries concerned;

(b) Ensuring, as far as possible, equal opportunities of employment and an 
equal degree of social security;

(c) Establishing a European payments union, taking account of the work of 
the Organization of European Economic Cooperation;

(d) Provision for the Organization of European Economic Cooperation to 
become an organ of the Council of Europe;

(e) The integration of European heavy industry, and international control 
thereof by authorized agencies of the Council of Europe.

For all these purposes the cooperation should be sought of the Parliaments 
and governments of states members of the Council of Europe.

III. At the same time the Consultative Assembly should use every effort to 
ensure that the Council of Europe is equipped with the necessary powers to 
give effective direction to the above-mentioned functional and technical agen
cies in accordance with the democratic wishes of the peoples concerned, in the 
light of which the treaty of London of 5 May 1949 should be revised in a 
federal sense.1

1 In the appeal to the Dutch people the following passage was added: The 
increasing solidarity of the Atlantic countries, calling for wider cooperation among
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128. H.A. Korthals: The world needs Europe; Europe needs a
European army 17 Oct. 1950

Handelingen der Staten-Generaal, lin ing  1950-51, Tweede Kamer, 7de Vergadering, 
17 O c t .  19 5 0 , p p . 1 4 6 -8  (a b r id g e d )

On 17 October 1950 H.A. Korthals1 spoke on behalf of the W D  in a two-day debate 
on progress towards European union. Defence and security matters had come to the forefront 
since the invasion of South Korea by North Korean troops on 25 June 1950. It might have 
been thought that a Dutch parliamentarian would call for a strengthening of the Atlantic 
alliance, but instead Korthals argued that Europe needed an army of its own so as not to 
become dependent on the US.

The European community is something quite different from the Atlantic 
community. The European community is a unit, the Atlantic one is as yet no 
more than a coalition of diverse interests. We could not do without the Atlantic 
community at the present time, but we know very well that the European com
munity could defend its own values better if Europe entered that community 
as a single unit with a firm policy of its own, than if it merely consisted of a 
diversity of countries with separate interests. In any case, the population of 
Europe has got to know itself since the war and realizes that unity is impera
tive. It has required a devastating war to bring about this knowledge, but the 
pioneers of today have been more successful than those who fought in vain for 
the Pan-European idea between the wars. This is due not only to the fearful 
conflict of 1939-45 but also to the threat of a new and perhaps even more 
terrible war. And the US and Marshall aid have certainly been of the first 
importance in teaching the need for unity -  the Americans have very well 
unterstood the need for European union and also its nature. (...)

If Europe does not achieve true unity within a very short time, then either 
it will be overrun by force of arms or else the European countries will become 
dependent on this or that great power and Europe will cease to count as a 
political factor. This would be highly regrettable: in the first place, because for 
the sake of the rest of the world things can and should be otherwise. The world 
would scarcely be governable if the strength, experience and leadership of the 
older nations were not allowed to play their proper part. I earnestly beg the

th e m , is a f u r th e r  in d u c e m e n t  to  E u r o p e a n  s ta te s  to  u n i te  to g e th e r ,  so  t h a t  in  th e  
A tla n tic  c o m m u n ity  o f  th e  fu tu r e  w e  m a y  s p e a k  w ith  o n e  v o ic e  a n d  as a  s in g le , e q u a l 
p a r tn e r . ’

1 H .A . K o r th a ls :  b o r n  1911 , s tu d ie d  p o li t ic a l  e c o n o m y ;  o n  e d i to r ia l  s ta f f  o f  
Nieuwe Rotterdamsche Courant; 1 9 4 0 -5 , o ff ic ia l  in  m in is try  o f  c o m m e rc e ;  f ro m  
N o v . 1 9 4 5 , m e m b e r  o f  p a r l ia m e n t  a n d  o f  its d e fe n c e  c o m m itte e . C f . Parlement en 
kiezer; 34 ( 1 9 5 0 /1 ) ,  p . 47.
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Minister to do his best to enable Europe to perform its proper task in inter
national affairs. The world cannot do without European culture and the 
political and economic strength that Europe can display as a unity. (...)

The question of defence has come to the fore -  a field in which hundreds 
of millions have been spent while the national parliaments have, as I said, 
ceased altogether to have any say, and the utmost anxiety prevails. This matter 
is dealt with entirely on a supranational basis: we have given up a huge slice 
of our sovereignty and got nothing in return from the wider community. It is 
no longer possible to conduct defence on a national basis, but, having said that, 
we must draw political consequences as well as technical ones. That is to say, 
we should entrust military matters to a European minister of defence under 
democratic European control. Then at least we shall have a chance of 
recovering a small part of the sovereignty we have parted with in this field. 
(...)

I would emphasize that if the European community does not maintain its 
own defence -  in close cooperation, of course, with the US and Canada -  and 
does not place this matter in the right political framework, an essential pre
condition of European unity will be lost: Europe will be unable to pursue its 
own destiny as a unit, but will fall piecemeal into dependence on the US.

129. M. van der Goes van Naters: ‘Breadth must come before 
depth’ 17 Oct. 1950

Handelingen der S taten-Generaal, Zitting 1950-51, Tweede Karner; 7de Vergade- 
ring, 17 O c t .  1 9 5 0 , p p . 1 3 9 -4 1  ( a b r id g e d )

Immediately after the first session of the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe 
three schools of thought could be discerned\ whose different aims became still clearer during 
the second session. The federalists, whose best-known representative was André Philip, were 
in favour of a federal European pact. The deputies from Scandinavia and Britain preferred 
intergovernmental cooperation, while a third group, led by Guy Mollet, tried to find a 
middle way based on gradually developing the Statute of the Council of Europe and 
combining it with functional supranational unions on the lines of the Schuman plan.1

The Dutch deputies in the Consultative Assembly endorsed Mollet's line based on a some
what tentative policy, guided by experience, of integration in particular fields. Above all, 
none of the major Dutch parties wanted to embark on European union without first making

1 C f . W ilh e lm  C o r n id e s ,  ‘B e g in n  d e r  K o m m is s io n s a rb e i t  d e s  E u r o p a r a te s ’, Euro
pa-Archiv, 5 (1 9 5 0 ) , p . 2 7 4 5 ; id ., ‘D ie  S tr a s s b u r g e r  K o n s u l ta t iw e r s a m m lu n g  v o r  d e n  
G r u n d f r a g e n  d e r  E u r o p ä is c h e n  E in ig u n g . P o li t is c h e  E rg e b n is s e  d e s  e r s te n  A b s c h n itts  
d e r  z w e i te n  S i tz u n g s p e r io d e  v o m  7. b is 28 . A u g u s t  1 9 5 0 ’, Europa-Archiv, 5 (1 9 5 0 ) , 
p p . 3351  f f .;  W . L o th , Sozialismus, o p . c it., p p . 2 7 0  ff.
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every effort to involve Britain in the process. Van der Goes van Naters,2 leader of the parlia
mentary group of the PvdA, developed this view in the debate on 17 oct. 1950.

I come now to the question of the British and Scandinavian attitude. I have 
found that this question plays a part both in the Committee of Ministers and 
in the Consultative Assembly, and that it partly explains the opposition 
between the two bodies. This is because the Committee of Ministers can go no 
further than all its members agree to, while the Assembly can and does, as far 
as the expression of opinion is concerned. But the problem facing them 
remains the same. How are we now approaching it? Is it weakness or lack of 
will that makes us try to understand and respect the British point of view, or is 
it no better than a sign of party interest in our case? -  by which I refer to 
myself and my political friends, the Partij van de Arbeid. (...)

For us federalists, in this initial stage of integration, the breadth of the pro
cess -  and let us remember how narrow is the fringe of Europe where de
mocracy prevails -  must come before the depth, and we should be alarmed by 
a situation in which Britain and Scandinavia were unwilling to join in and 
Benelux was uncertain. But when we say this -  unlike Miss Klompe or Messrs 
Stikker and Schmal3 -  we are following the line of the British Labour Party 
and placing the interests of international socialism ahead of the European 
interest, although it may certainly be known that in principle we regard a 
united Europe as desirable even if it is not a socialist one.

Just as the other parties did not wish to break with a Labour-governed 
Britain, so we for our part would not break with a Conservative Britain if there 
were such a thing in the future. And I would point out that Labour and the 
Tories have the same attitude towards federalism. We do not want any breach 
with Britain, because it is an important part of Europe; it has sacrificed its sons 
for Europe in two world wars, and would do so again in a third. Moreover, 
in the field of defence Britain has already made a direct cession of sovereignty, 
and the functional approach that Britain favours in other spheres must also 
lead in the direction of European federation.

Our attitude -  this time I mean that of the Dutch representatives -  at Stras- 
burg was quite possibly decisive. When attempts were made to bring about a 
Continental federation without Britain and if necessary against her, we real
ized that as England’s nearest neighbours, as partners in Benelux and friends 
of France, it was up to us to work for a reconciliation and a middle way. This 
was more than a mere gesture. We tried to reconcile the functional and the fed
eralist approaches -  and you may recall that in the Van der Goes -  Serrarens 
motion4 these were stated to be complementary to each other, a view 
supported, for instance, by Prof. Tammes in Internationale Studien for

2 Cf. d o c . 112, n. 2.
3 M .A .M . K lo m p e , K V P  d e p u ty ;  D .U . S t ik k e r ,  D u tc h  f o re ig n  m in is te r ,  1 9 4 8 -3 2 ;

J.J.R. Schmal, CHU deputy.
4 C f. d o c . 119.
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January 1948, when he wrote: ‘We see no basic difference between the “func
tional” and the federal solution of international problems, since any 
functional agency is a federal one in respect of the matters committed to it.’ So 
it is not feebleness on our part; we have not betrayed the federalist principle. 
The Dutch representatives of all parties at Strasburg have rescued the 
possibility of true European unity.

130. Second Chamber: resolution concerning the recommendations 
forwarded by the Consultative Assembly in Strasburg

18 Oct. 1950
Handelingen der Staten-Generaal’ Zitting 1950-51, Tweede Kamer; 7de Vergade- 

ring, 17 O c t .  1 9 5 0 , p . 1 4 1 ; G e r m a n  t r .  in  W . C o r n id e s ,  ‘D e r  E u r o p a r a t  u n d  d ie  
n a t io n a le n  P a r la m e n te ’, Europa-Archiv, 6 (1 9 5 1 ) , p . 3 6 5 9 . (S lig h tly  a b r id g e d ) .

On 28 August 1950 the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe decided to for
ward to national parliaments a series of resolutions with the object of strengthening the Euro
pean institutions. The documents were selected by the Standing Committee, which presented 
nine recommendations in accordance with Guy Mollet’s views.1 In the Dutch parliament, 
which was the first to discuss them,2 all the main parties welcomed the initiative. The ques
tion of a European federal pact was not discussed. Most deputies favoured Mollet’s policy as 
regards the advance towards integration and the desire not to lose British and Scandinavian 
participation in West European union. The deputies also called for a stronger effort towards 
the integration of agriculture, which was a pressing Dutch interest.3

The Chamber,
Having taken note of the nine Recommendations adopted by the Consulta

tive Assembly of the Council of Europe in August 1950, covering a wide range 
of subjects and communicated to it by the Assembly;4

1 C f . in t r o d u c t io n  to  d o c . 128.
2 C f . W . C o r n id e s ,  ‘D e r  E u r o p a r a t ’, o p . c it ., p p . 3 6 5 5  f f .;  W . L o th , Sozialismus, 

o p . c i t . ,  p p . 2 7 0  f f . ;  id ., Die Teilung, o p . c it., p p . 2 4 5  ff.
3 T h e  m o t io n  p u t  d o w n  b y  B ru in s  S lo t  w a s  a d o p te d  o n  18 O c t .  w i th o u t  a  d iv is io n : 

Handelingen der Staten-Generaal, Zitting 1950-51, Tweede Kamer, 8ste Vergadering, 
18 O c t .  1 9 5 0 , p . 192.

4 (a )  R e c o m m e n d a t io n  1. C r e a t io n  o f  S p e c ia l iz e d  A u th o r i t ie s  w ith in  th e  f r a m e 
w o r k  o f  th e  C o u n c i l  o f  E u ro p e .
(b ) R e c o m m e n d a t io n  3. A d d i t io n  o f  a  n e w  A r tic le  7 (a )  to  A r tic le  7 o f  th e  R u le s  o f  
P r o c e d u r e  o f  th e  C o m m it te e  o f  M in is te rs .
(c) R e c o m m e n d a t io n  5. C r e a t io n  o f  a  E u r o p e a n  A rm y .
(d ) R e c o m m e n d a t io n  6. C o a l  a n d  S te e l A u th o r i ty  (S c h u m a n  P la n :  lia iso n  w ith  th e  
C o u n c i l  o f  E u ro p e ) .
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Having also taken note of Recommendations concerning
(a) an additional protocol with the object of strengthening the Council;5
(b) integration in agricultural matters;6
Noting that the purpose of European integration and the strengthening of 

the political authority of the Council of Europe is a very important feature of 
these recommendations;

Accepts, in this light, the purpose of the Recommendations;
Requests the Government to be guided accordingly in formulating its policy 

in the Committee of Ministers and in other fields of European cooperation; 
and

Resolves to bring the present motion to the knowledge of the Council of 
Europe.
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Generaal\ Zitting 1950-51, No. 1926/3, pp. 22 ff., and No. 1926/5.]

5 Recommendation 4. Adoption of a Protocol to the Statute to permit the 
implementation, within the framework of the Council of Europe, of certain 
agreements of limited application. [Recueil, op. cit., p. 10; Cmd 8178, op. cit., 
p. 13; Bijlagen, op. cit., No. 1926/3, p. 22.]

6 Recommendation 8. Agricultural policy: organization of Production and of 
Agricultural Markets. [Recueil, op. cit., p. 16; Cmd 8178, op. cit., p. 15; Bijlagen, 
op. cit., No. 1926/3, pp. 26 f.]
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1950

Council of Europe, Consultative Assembly, Second Session: Reports, Stras
burg, 1950

De Opmarscb, 6(1946)-9(1949)
Handelingen der Staten-Generaal' 1945/46-1950/51:
1. Eerste Kamer
2. Tweede Kamer
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Tempel), 1966
Bruins Slot, Jan Albertus Hendrik Johan Sieuwert: Bezinning en uitzicht. De 

motiven der huidige wereldontwikkeling en onze roeping daarin} Wageningen 
(Gebr. Zomer & Keuning), n.d. (1949)
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V. The Discussion on European Union in the 
German Occupation Zones

C hristoph  Stillem unkes

May 8, 1945 marked the end of the Second World War in Europe, and also 
of Germany’s second attempt in the twentieth century to achieve hegemony 
in Europe and in the world. The victory over Nazi imperialism spelt the end 
of German imperialism in general.1 The defeated Third Reich was replaced by 
the authority of the four occupying powers -  the USA, the USSR, France and 
Britain -  whose overriding common aim was to prevent any future outbreak 
of German expansionism. They could not agree, however, on the appropriate 
methods of securing this aim, although at first their dissension was concealed 
by formal phrases. The main problems facing Allied policy in Germany at the 
outset were the creation of central German administrative bodies, the treat
ment of the four Zones as an economic unity, the question of reparations and 
that of a peace treaty.2

All political moves and initiatives from the German side were subject to 
express Allied approval. Thus, while ‘anti-fascist committees’ sprang up spon
taneously in various cities, after a short time their activities were forbidden.3

1 For a general survey cf. F. Fischer, Bündnis der Eliten. Zur Kontinuität der Macht
strukturen in Deutschland 1871-1945, Düsseldorf, 1979 (reviewed by H.A. Winkler 
in HZ 230 (1980), pp. 730-2), and, from a different standpoint, A. Fhllgruber, Die 
gescheiterte Großmacht. Eine Skizze des Deutschen Reichs 1871-1945, Düsseldorf, 
1980.

2 Cf. J. Becker, Th. Stammen and P. Waldmann (eds.), Vorgeschichte der Bundesre
publik Deutschland' Munich, 1979; also the more recent general studies by Ch. Kleß- 
mann, Die doppelte Staatsgründung. Deutsche Geschichte 1945-1955, Göttingen, 
1982; Th. Eschenburg, Jahre der Besatzung, 1945-1949, Stuttgart/Wiesbaden, 1983. 
For the ‘revisionist’ view see E.U. Huster and others, Determinanten der westdeut
schen Restauration 1945-1949, Frankfurt 1972.

3 Cf. G. Plum, ‘Versuche gesellschaftspolitischer Neuordnung. Ihr Scheitern im 
Kräftefeld deutscher und alliierter Politik’ in Westdeutschlands Weg zur Bundesre
publik 1945-1949, Munich, 1976, pp. 91 f.; P.H. Merkl, The Origin of the West 
German Republic, New York, 1963, p. 3. The special feature of the German situation, 
viz. ‘decision-making by outside authorities’ (in addition to the division into zones 
and the limitation of contacts with the outside world) is noted by H.-P. Schwarz, 
‘Archive sources for the development of European unification policies in West Ger
many (1945-1955) and their accessibility’ in W. Lipgens (ed.), Sources for the History
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Above all, conditions in postwar Germany must be borne in mind: a devas
tated country, housing and food problems, huge numbers of refugees and dis
placed persons.4 Naturally the alleviation of this distress was the central object 
of attention and effort by all concerned, including the Germans whom the 
Allies gradually permitted to serve in the urban and district administration and 
eventually in Land governments. Yet, while the ‘first priority was to remain 
alive’,5 it would be wrong to suppose that other problems were neglected on 
this account, deliberately or otherwise. Political functions and discussions 
aroused increasing interest even though there continued to be little enthu
siasm for joining political parties.6

The completeness of Germany’s defeat, the horrors of Nazi terrorism and 
the appalling crimes committed against other nations in Germany’s name -  all 
this called for profound reflection. Many accepted the defeat as an unalterable 
fact and addressed themselves to discovering its causes, in the spirit of ‘the 
supreme postwar imperative -  never again !’7

The effect of this was to increase willingness to jettison old political ideas 
and traditions that were judged to have been pernicious, and to replace them 
by new ones. The chief preoccupation was to determine how the new German 
state, the second German democracy, must be constituted so as to avoid a 
repetition of the past. This question was answered in different ways, 
according to how one analysed the causes of Nazism and of the Third Reich.8

While internal policy was thus at the centre of attention, foreign affairs were 
not neglected either. Here the main points of discussion were: ‘Could German 
foreign policy in future be based on different principles than in the past?

of European Integration (1945-1955). A Guide to Archives in the Countries of the Com
munity, Leiden/London/Boston/Stuttgart/Brussels/Florence, 1980, pp. 37-50, 
here p. 37. A municipal council formed at Tübingen on German initiative was dis
solved by the French occupation authorities: cf. C. Schmid, Erinnerungen, Berne/ 
Munich/Vienna, 1979, pp. 224 f.

4 Cf. W. Jacobmeyer, ‘Die Niederlage 1945’ in Westdeutschlands Weg, pp. 11-24; 
also the description of food problems in Rhineland-Palatinate, which would have 
been catastrophic but for Allied help, in K.H. Rothenberger, Die Hungerjahre nach 
dem Zweiten Weltkrieg, Boppard, 1980.

5 H.-P. Schwarz, in Vom Reich zur Bundesrepublik. Deutschland im Widerstreit der 
außenpolitischen Konzeptionen in den Jahren der Besatzungsherrschaft 1945-1949, 
Stuttgart, 19802, pp. 596-602; the point could be expressed as ‘primum vivere, deinde 
philosophari.

6 Cf. the enquiry cited in K. Niclauß, Demokratiegründung in Westdeutschland, 
Munich, 1974, p. 90; also F. Pingel, ‘Politik deutscher Institutionen in den westlichen 
Besatzungszonen 1945-1948’, N P L X X V  (1980), pp. 341-58.

7 Thus E. Nolte, Deutschland und der Kalte Krieg, Munich, 1974, pp. 190 f.; cf. 
also K.D. Erdmann, Das Ende des Reiches und die Neubildung deutscher Staaten, 
Munich, 1980, p. 122.

8 Cf. K. Niclauß, Demokratiegründung (n. 6), which describes the foundation of 
the West German state as a foundation of democracy, and analyses the party policies 
in their similarity and dissimilarity. See also P. Merkl, The Origin (n. 3), pp. 24-8; 
W. Benz (ed.), Bewegt von der Hoffnung aller Deutschen, Munich, 1979.



V. Discussion on European Union in the German Occupation Zones 443

Should the national state continue to be the supreme point of reference in for
eign affairs? And what was to be Germany’s place in the system of postwar 
states?’9

These questions were debated by parties and associations, in books, period
icals and newspapers. They could be posed and answered regardless of the 
fact that Germany was not yet responsible for its actions in foreign affairs and 
had no decisions to take in that sphere; however, the answers were ‘utopian’ 
inasmuch as no one could say when the country might be able or compelled to 
act on them. In particular, it was easier to advocate the limitation of state sov
ereignty at a time when the country’s own sovereignty was completely in abey
ance.

In the Potsdam agreement the US, the Soviet Union and Britain had under
taken to promote democratic life in Germany and to permit the existence of 
parties. However, the formation of the latter differed according to the charac
teristics of each Zone. Thus the parties that had taken shape and were 
accepted in the Soviet Zone by June 1945 were obliged to join the united front 
of ‘anti-fascist democratic parties’, and when the CDU maintained its objec
tion to the proposed land reform its leadership was replaced under Soviet pres
sure.10 Parties in the French Zone were not allowed to use the word ‘German’ 
in their title: this was intended to emphasize the French policy of turning Ger
many into a loose confederation and preventing the restoration of a unitary 
German state.11 Despite these differences, however, the same parties came

9 See Schwarz, Vom Reich zur Bundesrepublik (n. 5), p. 641, with a full analysis of 
the different views of foreign policy in postwar Germany, the Western vs. the 
Eastern orientation or ‘non-alignment’. See also id., ‘Die außenpolitischen 
Grundlagen des westdeutschen Staates’ in R. Löwenthal and H.-P. Schwarz (eds.), 
Die zweite Republik, Stuttgart, 1974, pp. 27-63. On the complex of German concep
tions of Europe against the background of the East-West conflict see now W. Loth, 
‘German Conceptions of Europe during the Escalation of the East-West Conflict, 
1945-1949’, in J. Becker /  F. Knipping (eds.), Power in Europe?, Berlin/New York 
1986, pp. 517-536.

10 On the formation of parties in the Soviet Zone cf. D. Staritz, ‘Zur Entstehung 
des Parteiensystems der DDR’ in id. (ed.), Das Parteiensystem der Bundesrepublik, 
Opladen, 19802, pp. 90-108. On the CDU cf. W. Conze, Jakob Kaiser. Politiker 
zwischen Ost und West 1945-1949, Stuttgart, 1969; J.B. Gradl, Anfang unter dem 
Sowjetstern, Cologne, 1981.

The merger of the SPD and KPD to form the SED (‘Socialist Unity Party’) in the 
Soviet Zone, and the conflict which preceded it, were naturally of crucial impor
tance: cf. works cited in n. 1 to doc. 136 below.

11 Cf. Th. Vogelsang, Das geteilte Deutschland\ Munich, 19735, p. 53; C. Schmid, 
Erinnerungen (n. 3), pp. 246 f. On French opposition to the central administration 
provided for in the Potsdam agreement cf. E. Deuerlein, ‘Frankreichs Obstruktion 
deutscher Zentralverwaltungen 1945’, Deutschland Archiv 4 (1971), pp. 466-91; Th. 
Vogelsang, ‘Die Bemühungen um eine deutsche Zentralverwaltung 1945/46’, VfZG 
18 (1970), pp. 510-28. On the French occupation policy in general cf. F.R. Willis, 
The French in Germany 1945-1949; Stanford, 1962; further bibliography in K.D. 
Henke, ‘Aspekte französischer Besatzungspolitik in Deutschland nach dem Zweiten
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into existence in all four Zones. The SPD (Social Democrats) and the KPD 
(Communists) were re-founded, as was a Liberal party under different names. 
An attempt was made to overcome the confessional split in the CDU (or its 
Bavarian equivalent the CSU). In addition smaller parties were created, some 
at a later date, such as the Centre, the German Party, the Bavarian Party etc.12

In the SPD Kurt Schumacher succeeded fairly soon in asserting his claim 
to leadership, in the Western Zones at any rate; his analyses and statements 
of principle determined SPD policy in the absence of a formal party pro
gramme for the postwar period. In accordance with the party’s internationalist 
tradition -  the Heidelberg programme of 1925 had already called for a ‘United 
States of Europe’ -  Schumacher called for the integration of a unified Ger
many with other European states on a footing of equality, the regime in Ger
many as in Europe was to be founded on democracy and socialism.13 This blue
print for foreign affairs was adopted by the SPD at its first postwar party con
gress.14

Unlike the SPD, the CDU/CSU had no inter-Zonal organization but relied 
on loose cooperation among Land or Zonal associations.15 The only Western

Weltkrieg’ in Miscellanea. Festschrift für Helmut Krausnick zum 75. Geburtstag, ed. by 
W. Benz, Stuttgart, 1980, pp. 169-91, esp. n. 2; also in R. Hudemann, ‘Französische 
Besatzungszone 1945-1952’, NPL XXVI (1981), pp. 325-60. Now also Claus 
Scharf and Hans-Jürgen Schröder (eds.), Die Deutschlandpolitik Frankreichs und die 
französische Zone 1945-1949, Wiesbaden, 1983.

12 Cf. D. Staritz (ed.), Das Parteiensystem der Bundesrepublik; Parteien in der Bundes
republik. Studien zur Entwicklung der deutschen Parteien bis zur Bundestagswahl 1953. 
With contributions by M.G. Lange and others, Düsseldorf, 1955; general survey in 
K.D. Erdmann, Das Ende des Reiches, pp. 152-64.

13 Cf. doc. 131. Schumacher’s ideas on foreign policy are analysed in H.-P. 
Schwarz, Vom Reich zur Bundesrepublik, pp. 481-564; W. Besson, Die Außenpolitik 
der Bundesrepublik, Frankfurt, 1973, paperback, pp. 57-63; on his attitude to Europe 
cf. also W. Ritter, Kurt Schumacher, Hanover, 1964, pp. 133-9. The general picture 
is that Schumacher thought above all in terms of Germany and its national unity: 
cf. also Schwarz, op. cit., pp. LXVIII-LXIX.

14 Cf. doc. 136. The policy of the SPD towards Europe is examined in: R. Hrbek, 
Die SPD - Deutschland und Europa. Die Haltung der Sozialdemokratie zum Verhältnis 
von Deutschland-Politik und West-Integration (1945-1957), Bonn, 1972; W.E. Pater
son, The SPD and European Integration, Farnborough/Lexington, 1974; K.Th. 
Schmitz, Deutsche Einheit und europäische Integration. Der sozialdemokratische Bei
trag zur Außenpolitik der Bundesrepublik Deutschland unter besonderer Berücksichti
gung des programmatischen Wandels einer Oppositionspartei, Bonn, 1978.

The main emphasis in these works is on developments after 1949 and the SPD’s 
opposition to the steps taken by Adenauer’s government towards integration with 
Europe in the 1950s, based on two main grounds: fears for the reunification of Ger
many (in this respect Hrbek, especially, criticizes the inconsistencies of the SPD atti
tude) and rejection of a ‘capitalist’ Europe. However, Erdmann, on p. 145 of Das 
Ende des Reiches, concludes that the SPD took a ‘more decisive and united stand in 
favour of European unity’ at this time than under the Weimar Republic.

15 This was partly because the CDU/CSU had developed spontaneously from 
separate initiatives in various places; other reasons were the party’s federalist
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Zone for which a party organization came into existence was the British, 
where its chairman, Konrad Adenauer, rapidly acquired an important position. 
He too, in 1945, reverted to prewar ideas and advocated a West European fed
eration on a basis of economic integration.16

principles and the contest for power within it. For essential purposes of coordination 
an ‘Interzonal Liaison Committee’ was first set up in Dec. 1945, then a ‘CDU/CSU 
Working Group for Germany’ (Feb. 1947); the party was first constituted on a gen
eral level in Oct. 1950. In the British and Soviet Zones there were zonal party organi
zations alongside or above the Land associations; in the US and French Zones there 
were only the latter. For the history of the CDU cf. G. Pridham, Christian Democ
racy in Western Germany, London, 1977; G. Schulz, ‘Die CDU -  Merkmale ihres 
Aufbaus’ in Parteien in der Bundesrepublik, pp. 3-153; E. Deuerlein, CDU/CSU 
1945-1957\ Cologne, 1957; L. Schwering, Frühgeschichte der Christlich-Demokrati
schen Union, Recklinghausen, 1963; A.R.L. Gurland, Die CDU/CSU Ursprünge und 
Entwicklungen bis 1953, ed. by D. Emig, Frankfurt, 1980. There are also some stu
dies on the developments of the regional associations, which can easily be traced in 
the bibliographies. While the CDU Land associations had no common programme 
binding on all of them, there were marked points of similarity as well as some undeni
able diversity.

16 Cf. doc. 132. The principles of Adenauer’s foreign policy are analysed in H.-P. 
Schwarz, Vom Reich zur Bundesrepublik, pp. 423-79; id., ‘Das außenpolitische 
Konzept Konrad Adenauers’ in K. Gotto, H. Maier, R. Morsey and H.-P. Schwarz, 
Konrad Adenauer. Seine Deutschland- und Außenpolitik 1945-1963, Munich, 1975, 
pp. 97-155; id., ‘Adenauer und Europa’, V/ZG27 (1979), pp. 471-523; see also W. 
Besson, Die Außenpolitik der Bundesrepublik, pp. 52-7. The Rhineland background 
to Adenauer’s European policy is treated as less important in Schwarz’s latest works; 
it is given special emphasis in A. Baring, Außenpolitik in Adenauers Kanzlerdemokra
tie, Munich, 1971, paperback, 2 vols., esp. pp. 94-117.

Pragmatist though Adenauer was, the elements of principle in his policy should 
not be overlooked. They are stressed in A. Poppinga, Konrad Adenauer. Geschichts
verständnis, Weltanschauung und politische Praxis, Stuttgart, 1975 (esp. pp. 129-33) 
and W. Weidenfeld, Konrad Adenauer und Europa. Die geistigen Grundlagen der west
europäischen Integrationspolitik des ersten Bonner Bundeskanzlers, Bonn, 1976.

Adenauer’s policy could not be fairly represented as purely that of a Rhinelander, 
and in the same way it was not a purely ‘Catholic’ one either. As regards European 
union he was concerned to find a solution of the problem of German security that 
would satisfy both sides and at the same time protect the continent against the Soviet 
threat. Especially significant is a letter he wrote on 31 Oct. 1945 to Heinrich Weitz, 
the mayor of Duisburg:

‘Russia holds the Eastern half of Germany, Poland, the Balkans, apparently 
Hungary, and a part of Austria. Russia is withdrawing more and more from 
cooperation with the other great powers and directs affairs in the countries dom
inated by her entirely as she sees fit. The countries ruled by her are already gov
erned by economic and political principles that are totally different from those 
accepted in the rest of Europe. Thus the division of Europe into Eastern Europe, 
the Russian territory, and Western Europe is a fact.

‘Britain and France are the leading great powers in Western Europe. The part 
of Germany not occupied by Russia is an integral part of Western Europe. If it 
remains crippled the consequences for the whole of Western Europe, and that
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The manifesto of the Bavarian CSU in December 1946 likewise called for 
European union,17 as did the programmes of the FDP (Liberals) and smaller 
parties.18

includes Britain and France, will be terrible. It is in the real interests not only of 
that part of Germany but also of Britain and France to unite Europe under their 
leadership, and politically and economically to pacify and restore to health the 
part of Germany not occupied by Russia. The separation of the Rhineland and 
Westphalia from Germany does not serve this purpose; it would have the oppo
site effect. It would bring about a political orientation towards the East of the 
part of Germany not occupied by the Russians.

‘In the long run the French and Belgian demand for security can only be met 
by the economic integration of Western Germany, France, Belgium, Luxemburg 
and Holland. If Britain, too, were to decide to participate in this economic inte
gration, we would be much closer to the ultimate goal of a Union of the States of 
Western Europe.

‘As for the constitution of the part of Germany not occupied by Russia: at the 
moment there is no sensible constitution, and a constitutional structure must be 
found and restored. As the creation of a unitary centralized state will be neither 
possible nor desirable, the constitutional cohesion can be looser than before; it 
might take the form of a federal relationship.’

The letter is quoted in Konrad Adenauer, Erinnerungen 1945-1953, Stuttgart, 
1965, pp. 39 f.; the above translation in Memoirs 1945-53, London, 1966, pp. 35 f. 
It is now also published in Adenauer, Briefe 1945-1947\ ed. by Hans-Peter Mensing, 
s.l.n.d., pp. 130 f. (Adenauer. Rhöndorfer Ausgabe, ed. by Rudolf Morsey and 
Hans-Peter Schwarz.) The letter is misdated and given a personal interpretation by 
W. Weidenfeld, op. cit., p. 53.

17 Cf. doc. 141. According to A. Mintzel, Geschichte der CSU Ein Überblick, 
Opladen, 1977, pp. 284 f., the CSU conception of Europe had ‘a strongly combative 
(kulturkämpferisch), Occidental-Christian tinge’, and the party thought of West 
European union as an ‘offensive and defensive alliance against Communism and 
Socialism’ (p. 285).

18 Cf., e.g., the FDP manifesto in the British Zone, dated 4 Feb. 1946: ‘The new 
Reich of the German people is to be integrated as soon as possible in the developing 
organization of humanity. The United States of Europe is to be the firmest basis for 
the United States of the world.’ (Quoted in O.K. Flechtheim (ed.), Dokumente zur 
parteipolitischen Entwicklung in Deutschland seit 1945, vol. 2, Programmatik der deut
schen Parteien, part 1, Berlin, 1963, pp. 272-4, here p. 272; P. Juling, Programma
tische Entwicklung der FDP 1946-1969, Meisenheim, 1977, pp. 70-2); ibid., 
pp. 73-5, the programme of the DVP (German People’s Party) of Württemberg- 
Baden, dated 14 June 1946: ‘With mutual confidence and understanding, and over
coming all national egoism by supranational solutions, a close union of the Euro
pean peoples in political, economic and cultural matters will ensure peace in our con
tinent.’ The FDP also appeared under different names in different regions and 
Länder. On 17 March 1947 the DPD (German Democratic Party) was founded as 
an umbrella organization for the four Zones with Theodor Heuss and Wilhelm 
Külz as co-presidents, but it disintegrated as the Zones went their different ways in 
Jan. 1948. On 11-12 Dec. 1948 the FDP was founded as a single organization for 
the Western Zones. For its history cf. M.G. Lange, ‘Die FDP -  Versuch einer Erneu
erung des Liberalismus’ in Parteien in der Bundesrepublik, pp. 273-403; J.M.
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As in other European countries, so in occupied Germany there were various 
private associations which gave a European rather than a nationalist answer 
to the question as to the supreme point of reference in foreign affairs. In 
1946-7, owing to the division of Germany into Zones and the consequent dif
ficulties of communication, several such bodies arose independently of one 
another.

These were: the Pan-Europa-Union in Hamburg and Freiburg; the 
Pan-Europa-Bund in Berlin; the Europäische Volksbewegung Deutschlands 
in Hamburg; the USE-Liga in Ascheberg/Westfalen; the Deutsche Liga für 
föderalistische Union Europas in Schwerte; the Europäische Gemeinschaft in 
Münster; the Union-Europa-Liga in Minden; the Europäische Aktion in Stutt
gart; the Europa-Union in Syke/Bremen, and some smaller groups.19

While some initial moves in this direction were of earlier date, the develop
ment of these associations and the interest they aroused was essentially due to 
the impulse given by Churchill in his speech at Zurich on 19 September 1946. 
The idea of a union of (Continental) Western Europe with a Franco-German 
entente as its nucleus offered Germany a chance to break out of her isolation

Gutscher, Die Entwicklung der FDP von ihren Anfängen bis 1961, Meisenheim, 
1967; H. Kaack, Zur Geschichte und Programmatik der Freien Demokratischen Partei. 
Grundriß und Materialien, Meisenheim, 1967.

See also the Centre Party's ‘Soest Programme' of 14 Oct. 1945, ‘Readiness for a 
European Federation’ (cited in O.K. Flechtheim, op. cit., pp. 244 f., here p. 245). 
The Centre was founded by Catholic political circles who opposed the Christian-Dem
ocratic experiment. These circles felt that cooperation with Protestants in a single 
party would involve an undesirable shift to the right, and in any case they did not 
want to miss the chance, as they saw it, of pursuing a specifically Catholic policy. 
Cf. H.G. Wieck, Die Entstehung der CDU und die Wiedergründung des Zentrums 
im Jahr 1945, Düsseldorf, 1953, esp. pp. 133-53.

The Bavarian Party of 1948 declared in its programme that: ‘We are in favour of 
a United States of Europe that will respect and safeguard the right of all European 
states and countries to self-determination and equality’ (cited in Flechtheim, op. cit., 
pp. 238 f., here p. 238). This party stood for Bavarian particularism: in its eyes, the 
purpose of European unity was ‘to by-pass (überspringen) the German nation’. Thus 
I. Unger, Die Bayempartei. Geschichte und Struktur 1945-1957, Stuttgart, 1979, 
p. 142.

19 For the Pan-Europa-Union cf. doc. 143; for the Pan-Europa-Bund, doc. 142; 
for the Europäische Volksbewegung Deutschlands, doc. 140; for the USE-Liga, doc. 
144; for the Deutsche Liga für föderalistische Union Europas, doc. 139; for the 
Europäische Gemeinschaft, doc. 138; for the Union-Europa-Liga, doc. 147; for the 
Europäische Aktion, under the chairmanship of Henry Bernhard, see n. 2 to doc. 
135.

The history of Europa-Union has been studied by K. Koppe, Das grüne E setzt sich 
durch, Cologne, 1967; Ch. Ruppert, ‘Die Europa-Union Deutschland’ (thesis), Hei
delberg 1960; cf. also W. Lipgens, A History of European Integration, vol. 1, 
1945-1947, Oxford, 1982, esp. pp. 415-25. In general, for the first phase of the 
organization of pro-European thought in Germany after the war cf. Lipgens, op. 
cit., pp. 385-431; also W. Cornides, ‘Die Anfänge des europäischen föderalistischen 
Gedankens in Deutschland 1945-1949’, £ 4 6  (1951), pp. 4243-58.
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and rejoin the international community of states, and, not surprisingly, it was 
acclaimed with enthusiasm in the Occupation Zones.20

The programmes of the various associations contained many appeals to 
idealism and to European unity; but they often lacked clarity as regards the 
method and scope of the proposed union and a systematic view of possible dif
ficulties and opposition. Above all, the European formulae were often a thin 
disguise for nationalist aims: this was especially the case with the Europäische 
Volksbewegung Deutschlands. Once the groups discovered one another’s 
existence, it was not long before they took steps to unite among themselves as 
a preliminary to uniting Europe. Efforts to this end began in the spring of 
1947, but were not fully successful owing to clashes of personality and ambi
tion. However, on 1 August 1947 the Europa-Bund was formed by a merger 
of the Deutsche Liga für föderalistische Union Europas, the Europäische 
Aktion, the Pan-Europa-Union, the USE-Liga and the Union-Europa-Liga.21

The union of the Europa-Bund with the Europa-Union22 was pressed for 
by the latter’s rank and file but did not take place until the winter of 1947/8. 
A joint association entitled the Gemeinschaft Europa-Bund/Europa-Union 
was created by the £Hagen resolution’ of 20 November 1947; on 28 February 
1948 it took the name of Europa-Union, with Wilhelm Hermes and Henry 
Bernhard as co-presidents. However, all the groups involved were small and 
of little political importance; the membership was of no more than average 
quality, as prominent personalities did not lend their support till later.23

An important part was played in the general discussion by politico-literary 
journals. These too were subject to Allied control by means of licensing, but 
the occasional interference of the occupying powers did not prevent politicians 
and publicists from using the opportunity, for the first time in twelve years, 
to express in a free forum their ideas on Germany’s political future. The main 
themes were the settling of accounts with Nazism and the creation and safe
guarding of a new democracy, often combined with the call for a socialist 
transformation of society;24 but here too there were those who urged that the

20 For reactions to Churchiirs speech cf. M. Overesch, Deutschland 1945-1949, 
Königstein, 1979, p. 116; E. Deuerlein, Deutschland nach dem Zweiten Weltkrieg 
1945-1955, Constance, 1964, p. 51; Th. Vogelsang, Das geteilte Deutschland, 
Munich, 19735, p. 38; K.D. Erdmann, Das Ende des Reiches, p. 89; Lipgens, History, 
pp. 386 f.

21 Cf. doc. 149.
22 Cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 425-31, 645-7; K. Koppe, Das grüne E, pp. 17-21; Ch. 

Ruppert, Europa-Union', pp. 22-4; for the merger with Europa-Union in the winter 
of 1947/8 cf. under doc. 168.

23 For the later history of Europa-Union cf. under doc. 158. Adenauer, in a letter 
of 17 Feb. to Wilhelm Heile, declined to be a member of its honorary presidium 
(Adenauer, Briefe 1945-1947, p. 436, No. 476), and on 13 Oct. 1947 he wrote to 
Theodor Blank advising him to adopt a reserved attitude towards the Europa-Bund 
{Adenauer, Briefe 1947-1949, ed. by Hans Peter Mensing, s.l.n.d., p. 91, No. 654).

24 On the importance of the discussion in periodicals cf. W. Benz (ed.), Bewegt von 
der Hoffnung, pp. 16 f. On the periodicals themselves: H. Pross, Literatur und Politik,
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nation state should be superseded by the renunciation of sovereignty and the 
creation of a united Europe.25 This was particularly the standpoint of 
Frankfurter Hefte and Der Ruf but also of Neues Europa,, Die Wandlung and 
Merkur.26

The two main churches also played a considerable part in the postwar years. 
They had kept their respective organizations intact and enjoyed the confidence 
of Germans and of the occupying powers, who gave them some credit for their 
(at least partial) resistance to Nazism. Local clergy were sometimes consulted 
by the Allies in the search for appointees of politically unblemished past, and 
were in a position to help the suffering population, not only over the produc
tion of denazification certificates (the notorious Eersilschein'o r ‘clean bill of 
health’) but also in other ways.27 Prominent representatives of the two main 
churches were also among the advocates of European union.28

Olten/Freiburg, 1963, pp. 135-44; on postwar literature in general cf. G. Hay, 
‘Wiederkehr und Aufbruch in der Literatur’ in Westdeutschlands Weg, pp. 135-49. 
For the ‘Third Force’ idea in the European unity movement cf. vol. 4 of this work, 
ch. on the UEF; also Lipgens, History, esp. pp. 380-5, and Loth, Teilung, pp. 194 ff.

25 See also doc. 145, 150 (n. 3) and 154. For the idea of Europe in political litera
ture cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 239-44 and 653-7; Schwarz, Vom Reich zur Bundesre
publik, passim.

European union was also advocated in numerous shorter writings, pamphlets and 
books: e.g. ‘Reconciler’ (Erwin Kohl), Die letzte Chance. Deutschland und die Verei
nigten Staaten von Europa, Hamburg, 1947; K.K. Doberas, Die Vereinigten Staaten 
von Deutschland, Munich, 1947. The question was only briefly touched on in E. 
Reger, Vom künftigen Deutschland. Aufsätze zur Zeitgeschichte, Berlin, 1947, and in 
very general terms in H. Dietrich, Auf der Suche nach Deutschland, Hamburg, 1946, 
but was the central theme of O. Lehmann-Russbueldt, Europa den Europäern. Mit 
einer wirtschaftlichen Ergänzung von Alexander Hirsch, Hamburg, 1948. See also E. 
Friedländer, Das Wesen des Friedens, Hamburg, 1947; H. Hörhager, Föderalismus - 
Wesen und Praxis übernationaler Staatsordnung, s.l.n.d. (=  No. 1 of Schriften der 
Liga für Weltregierung).

26 On the importance of Frankfurter Hefte to the movement for European unity, 
and the prominence of this idea in its editorial policy, cf. Cornides, Anfänge’ op. 
cit., p. 4251; H. Pross, Literatur und Politik, pp. 141 f.; M. Stankowski, Linkska
tholizismus nach 1945, Cologne, 1976, p. 89; see also under doc. 134.

The principal contributions to Merkur on the European theme were answers to an 
article by the British political theorist Lionel Curtis entitled ‘European Union’ -  
somewhat misleadingly, as he advocated a defensive union of all democracies, not 
confined to Europe. Among those who replied, expressing support for European 
union though with reservations of detail, were Carlo Schmid, Karl Geiler and 
Jürgen von Kempski: cf. Merkur 1 (1947), pp. 641-9,649-54,655-61 and 817-28.

27 For the churches cf. F. Spotts, Kirchen und Politik in Deutschland, Stuttgart, 
1976; W. Jochmann, ‘Evangelische Kirche und politische Neuorientierung in 
Deutschland 1945’ in I. Geiss and B.J. Wendt (eds.), Deutschland in der Weltpolitik 
des 19. und 20. Jahrhunderts, Düsseldorf, 1973, pp. 545-62; A. Rauscher (ed.), Kirche 
und Katholizismus 1945-1949, Munich/Paderborn/Vienna, 1977; B. van Schewick, 
Die katholische Kirche und die Entstehung der Verfassungen in Westdeutschland 
1945-1950, Mainz, 1980, esp. pp. 5-14. For the problem of denazification cf. W. 
Albrecht’s bibliography in ‘Die Entnazifizierung’, NPLXXIV (1979), pp. 73-84.
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To sum up, as regards the first two years after the war we may say that in 
so far as the discussion of foreign affairs extended beyond the terms of a future 
peace treaty29 and envisaged ways and means of ensuring international se
curity, the nation was no longer regarded as the supreme value: the trend of 
opinion was towards supranational solutions and the abolition or diminution 
of state sovereignty. Reflecting the general longing for peace and concord, the 
declared objective was usually a worldwide organization, with European 
union as its infrastructure or as a goal that might be more quickly attained. It 
was generally taken as axiomatic that all states should be members of the 
organization: other possibilities were only occasionally discussed. As to the 
areas that were especially suitable for supranational regulation, reference was 
most frequently made to the economic sphere: customs union, etc.

Meanwhile, in 1945-7 the relationship between the superpowers gradually 
envolved from cooperation to confrontation.30 The joint control of Germany 
gave rise to many disputes, and the growing tension between the US and the 
Soviet Union was bound to be reflected in the Occupation Zones. Agreement 
proved impossible in the matter of reparations and deliveries from current 
production, or the treatment of Germany as an economic unit, to say nothing 
of a peace treaty. A visible sign of discord was the failure of the Foreign Min
isters’ conference in Moscow in March-April 1947, when Germany for the 
first time was the main item on the agenda.31 The same development, or rather 
estrangement, was seen in the politics of the respective Zones of Germany. In 
the spring of 1947 Jakob Kaiser of the Berlin CDU put forward in advance of 
the Moscow conference a plan for a ‘national representation’ to act as a 
mouthpiece for basic German interests in the absence of a German govern
ment. This was vetoed by the Allied Control Commission, but in any case it 
received only lukewarm support from the West German CDU and was 
rejected by the SPD, which refused to sit at a table with the SED (Socialist 
Unity Party of the Soviet Zone) as long as the Social Democrats in that Zone

28 Cf. doc. 148. Cf. also the resolution adopted by the 76th German Catholic Con
gress (Katholikentag) at Bochum, 31 Aug. -  4 Sept. 1949: ‘We see the way marked 
out for us from the worldwide crisis of disruption towards a union of states in a single 
Europe with its own institutions, parliament, government and courts of law. In that 
way we shall serve the cause of peace throughout the world/ Cf. EA 4 (1949), 
pp. 2519 f., here p. 2519.

29 For the discussion concerning a peace treaty, and the foundation and activity of 
the Büro für Friedensfragen (Bureau for Peace Questions) which was set up partly for 
this purpose, cf. M. Overesch, Gesamtdeutsche Illusion und westdeutsche Realität, 
Düsseldorf, 1978; H. Piontkowitz, Anfänge westdeutscher Außenpolitik 1946-1949\ 
Stuttgart, 1978.

30 This development is traced, and the recent literature discussed, in W. Loth, Die 
Teilung der Welt, Munich, 1980.

31 Thus Th. Vogelsang, Das geteilte Deutschland, pp. 38-40; A. Grosser, Geschichte 
Deutschlands seit 1945. Eine Bilanz, Munich, 19808, pp. 107 f.; K.D. Erdmann, Das 
Ende des Reiches, pp. 91-5.
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were denied political freedom.32 A few weeks later the conference of Land 
prime ministers (Ministers-President) at Munich (5-6 June 1947) also failed to 
overcome disputes and differences of opinion: the prime ministers from the 
Soviet Zone withdrew on the eve of the conference, as their demands 
concerning the agenda had not been met.33

In June, after the failure of the Foreign Ministers’ conference, the US-UK 
Bizone which had been created in January 1947 for the first time acquired a 
parliamentary organ -  the Economic Council -  in which basic political issues 
could be dabated.34 But the inclusion of the Western Zones in the Marshall 
Plan and the refusal of the Soviet Union to allow its Zone to participate was 
an exceptionally clear sign of the constantly growing danger that both Ger
many and Europe would be divided into two camps. The democratic Left, 
anxious to avoid the consequences of a rift between the superpowers and also 
to mediate between them, evolved the notion of Europe as a Third Force’35

32 The background to this was the ‘bridge’ conception of Jakob Kaiser, who 
wanted a neutral Germany between the world powers, with a democratic and 
(Christian) socialist internal order, his main objective being to preserve the coun
try’s unity. The implications for foreign and social policy are analysed in H.-P. 
Schwarz, Vom Reich zur Bundesrepublik, pp. 299-344, and W. Besson, Außenpolitik 
der Bundesrepublik, pp. 32-6. On Kaiser cf. also W. Conze, Jakob Kaiser. Politiker 
zwischen Ost und West 1945-1949, Stuttgart, 1969 (for ‘national representation’ 
esp. pp. 133-49). Clearly any move towards association with Western Europe was 
bound to meet with Kaiser’s opposition: cf. Besson, op. cit., pp. 33 f., and Schwarz, 
op. cit., pp. 319-21. For the failure of the ‘national representation’ policy cf. 
Schwarz, op. cit., pp. 331-7. On the related dispute between party leaders and Land 
Ministers-President as to which were the proper, democratically legitimate repre
sentatives of the German people, cf. M.E. Foelz-Schroeter, Föderalistische Politik 
und nationale Repräsentation 1945-1947, Stuttgart, 1974, pp. 108-14.

33 Cf. (with minutes of the crucial night session which failed to achieve agreement 
on the agenda) R. Steininger, ‘Zur Geschichte der Münchener Ministerpräsidenten
konferenz 1947’, VfAGTb (1975), pp. 375-453; M.E. Foelz-Schroeter, Föderalisti
sche Politik (n. 32), pp. 103-33. Further contributions to the debate concerning this 
conference and the reasons for its failure are easily accessible through these sources. 
The monograph by W. Grünewald, Die Münchener Ministerpräsidentenkonferenz 
1947, Meisenheim, 1971, lays the blame for failure chiefly on the SPD and Prime 
Minister Ehard.

34 Cf. Th. Vogelsang, Das geteilte Deutschland, pp. 71-4. This applies primarily to 
debates and decisions on economic policy, which foreshadowed the alignment of 
political fronts even in relation to the first formation of a government in 1949. The 
first contest was for the post of director of the economic administration of Bizonia 
in the summer of 1947, which both the SPD and the CDU hoped to obtain. The lat
ter’s candidate, Johannes Semler (CSU), was elected with the help of the FDP, and 
was succeeded in Feb. 1948 by Ludwig Erhard. This paved the way for the introduc
tion of a social market economy after the currency reform. Cf. G. Ambrosius, Die 
Durchsetzung der sozialen Marktwirtschaft in Westdeutschland 1945-1949, Stuttgart, 
1977.

35 Cf. doc. 152, and H.-P. Schwarz, Vom Reich zur Bundesrepublik, pp. 574-83. 
The objective was European union without the partition of Germany: ibid., pp. 574,
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-  a role which the continent would not have sufficient weight to sustain unless 
it were federated.36 Naturally the same quarters also envisaged a socialist 
Europe. Many in fact advocated European union as a means to the victory of 
socialism, which could not succeed in one country alone.37

The four Foreign Ministers met again in London in November-December 
1947, only to adjourn indefinitely after an exchange of recriminations. This 
marked the end of the conception of four-power control in Germany38 and the 
beginning of the division of the world into two blocs under the hegemony of 
the US and Soviet Union respectively. In the first months of 1948 these blocs 
consolidated and buttressed their positions and a new international system 
took shape.39 Part of the process of bloc-formation was the political unification 
of the three Western Zones, agreed upon in London by the US, Britain and 
France, with the subsequent participation of the Benelux states.40

In March 1948 the Soviet representative withdrew from the Allied Control 
Commission, a step which by then meant no more than the visible confirmation 
that the control system had collapsed. Subsequent stages of the partition of 
Germany along the border of the Soviet Zone were as follows: 6 June 1948, 
termination of the London conference and communiqué announcing Western 
intentions; 20 June, currency reform in the Western Zones; 24 June, the diffi
culties over access to Berlin which had begun in March culminated in the 
Berlin blockade. On 1 July 1948 the three Military Governors communicated 
to the Land Ministers-President the ‘Frankfurt documents’ authorizing them 
to summon an assembly to draft a federal constitution for ‘the participating 
states’.41

686 f. See also R. Hrbek, Die SPD - Deutschland und Europa, Bonn, 1972, pp. 38 f. 
The ‘Third Force’ idea was also represented on the democratic Left by Richard 
Löwenthal and others: cf. Schwarz, op. cit., pp. 567-73. Löwenthal has himself 
recently referred to this position in his review of P. Bender, Das Ende des ideologi
schen Zeitalters - Die Europäisierung Europas, Berlin, 1981, in Die Zeit, no. 16 of 
10 Apr. 1981, p. 15. Another supporter of the idea was Erler: cf. H. Soell, Fritz Erler 
- Eine politische Biographie, 2 vols., Berlin/Bonn-Bad Godesberg, 1976, pp. 85, 92, 
137.

36 Cf. doc. 160.
37 Cf. doc. 151.
38 Thus Th. Vogelsang, Das geteilte Deutschland, p. 43.
39 The fact that the political system which still obtains today took shape in 1948 is 

emphasized in H.-P. Schwarz, Die außenpolitischen Grundlagen des westdeutschen 
Staates, esp. pp. 36-9.

40 For developments following the Foreign Ministers’ conference in London cf. F. 
Wiesemann, ‘Die Gründung des deutschen Weststaates und die Entstehung des 
Grundgesetzes’ in Westdeutschlands Weg, pp. 118-34; J.F. Golay, The Founding of 
the Federal Republic of Germany, Chicago, 1958, pp. 6-13; Der Parlamentarische Rat. 
Akten und Protokolle, edited for the Bundestag by K.G. Wernicke, for the Bundesar
chiv by H. Boos with the assistance of W. Vogel: vol. 1, Vorgeschichte, ed by J.V. 
Wagner, Boppard, 1975, pp. XI-LXII.

41 The Frankfurt documents also invited the Ministers-President to propose modifi
cations of Land boundaries and amendments to the principles of the Occupation Sta-



V. Discussion on European Union in the German Occupation Zones 453

After various consultations among the Ministers-President and the military 
governors, and after some initial hesitation, it was agreed to appoint a Parlia
mentary Council to draft the ‘basic law’.42 The decision to form a West 
German state, and thus implicitly to accept partition, was strongly influenced 
by the prospect of European union: the idea of ‘Europe’ served as an 
ideological reinforcement of Germany’s Western orientation and the policy 
of creating a West German state.43 The cause of European union was by now 
an integral part of the East-West conflict. It was thus no accident that Ehard, 
the Bavarian Minister-President, advocated European union on account of 
the East-West conflict and the Soviet threat, and in this way endowed the 
notion of ‘Europe’ with a strongly anti-Communist or anti-Soviet character.44

The spring of 1949 was an especially important and fruitful period for the 
European Movement. On 19 May a ‘European Federalist Congress’ (Tag der 
europäischen Föderation) was held in the Paulskirche in Frankfurt with the 
participation of the Europa-Union, the Bund deutscher Föderalisten (a body 
chiefly interested in federation within the state), and the Liga für Weltregie
rung (League for World Government); the latter body had withdrawn from 
the negotiations for a merger of the German associations for united Europe 
because its approach was essentially a global one.45 Numerous foreign repre
sentatives also attended the congress. On 20 May a four-day meeting of the 
UEF Commission for Germany opened at Homburg.46 Leading politicians of

tute. Text in Beate Ruhm von Oppen (ed.), Documents on Germany under Occupa
tion 1945-54, Oxford, 1955, pp. 315 ff. (‘The London Documents’); in German, 
Th. Stammen (ed.), Einigkeit und Recht und Freiheit, Munich, 1965, pp. 178-80 and 
in Der Parlamentarische Rat (N. 40),vol. 1, Vorgeschichte, pp. 30-5.

42 Minutes of the conference of Ministers-President in Der Parlamentarische Rat, 
vol. 1 , Vorgeschichte, pp. 22-36.

The terminology was chosen in order to meet the Ministers’ desire to avoid giving 
the appearance of formally constituting a new state, although that was what the 
procedure in fact signified. On the negotiations cf. esp. Th. Vogelsang, ‘Koblenz, 
Berlin und Rüdesheim. Die Option für den westdeutschen Staat’ in Festschrift Her
mann Heimpel, vol. 2, Göttingen, 1951, pp. 161-79; W. Sörgel, Konsensus und Inte
ressen, Stuttgart, 1969, pp. 39-54; P. Merkl, The Origins of the West German Repub
lic, pp. 50-4.

The Ministers-President were in a dilemma between their desire to increase 
German powers and their fear of the effect on German unity of founding a West 
German state. Cf. H.-P. Schwarz, Vom Reich zur Bundesrepublik, pp. 606-18.

43 Cf. H.-P. Schwarz, Vom Reich zur Bundesrepublik, pp. 672, 692 f.; W. Lipgens, 
‘Europäische Integration’ in R. Löwenthal and H.-P. Schwarz (eds.), Die zweite 
Republik, p. 530.

44 Cf. doc. 153.
45 At the Hague Congress the UEF officially recognized these associations as well 

as the International Students’ Movement for Supranational Federation: cf. K. 
Koppe, Das grüne E, p. 26. For the Liga für Weltregierung (League for World 
Government) cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 406 f., 646; for the Bund deutscher Födera
listen, ibid., p. 652.

46 For details see vol. 4 of this work, chapter on the UEF.
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all parties, including Konrad Adenauer, Karl Arnold and Max Brauer,47 took 
part in international manifestations such as the Hague Congress of May 1948 
and used the opportunity for contacts with foreign statesmen.48 At the same 
time the concept of ‘Europe’ or ‘a European solution’ became a magic 
formula to prevent the settlement of existing problems on terms unfavourable 
to Germany: this was particularly true of a thorny economic and political 
problem such as the future of the Ruhr district.49 The fact that the European 
approach coincided with German national interest in this way makes it espe
cially hard to judge the degree to which utilitarian motives reinforced the 
enthusiasm for Europe in the Western Zones of Germany.50

The Parliamentary Council, composed of deputies elected by the Landtage, 
began its meetings on 1 September 1948 in the Pädagogische Akademie in 
Bonn. In the following months the debate centred especially on the relationship 
between the federation and the Länder, i.e. the specific forms of a federal type 
of constitution, as well as questions of cultural and educational policy.51 
However, previous discussion within the parties had shown that there was

47 Cf. doc. 157.
48 For the importance of the European Movement cf. H.-P. Schwarz, Vom Reich 

zur Bundesrepublik, p. 672.
Adenauer, for example, first met Winston Churchill at the Hague Congress: cf. 

the former’s Erinnerungen 1945-1953, pp. 136 f., 210 f.; Memoirs, pp. 109 f., 166. 
For Karl Arnold cf. under doc. 156.

Pastor Martin Niemöller (cf. under doc. 148) was also a member of the German 
delegation to the Congress: cf. D. Hüwel, Karl Arnold, Wuppertal, 1980, p. 169. The 
party executive of the SPD had declined to take part officially, presumably with an 
eye on the British Labour Party’s attitude: cf. K.Th. Schmitz, Deutsche Einheit, p. 57, 
n. 211; H. Soell, Fritz Erler■ p. 564, n. 67 to p. 135; C. Schmid, Erinnerungen, p. 124. 
Wilhelm Kaisen, the major of Bremen, took part, however: cf. W. Paterson, SPD 
and European Integration, pp. 12, 31 f.

The decision of the SPD executive also reflected a certain coolness towards 
national and transnational associations for European union, not excluding the 
MSEUE.

49 Cf. doc. 166.
50 For the utilitarian motive cf. Lipgens, Europäische Integration, p. 530; Schwarz, 

Vom Reich zur Bundesrepublik, pp. 670, 688 f.
For Europe as a ‘magic formula’ in the context of Adenauer’s policy cf. Schwarz, 

op. cit., p. 445, and W. Weidenfeld, Konrad Adenauer und Europa, pp. 51 f. The des
cription applies much more widely, however: cf. I. Unger, Bayernpartei, p. 142.

One may draw a parallel with the way in which many Germans proclaimed their 
loyalty to international law, as a reminder to the Allies to observe its principles in 
their treatment of Germany: cf. Schwarz, op. cit., p. 642.

51 For the Parliamentary Council’s activity and debates cf. K. Niclauß, Demokra
tiegründung in Westdeutschland, esp. pp. 139-218; P. Merkl, The Origin of the West 
German Republic, esp. pp. 55-161; J.F. Golay, The Founding of the Federal Republic 
of Germany, esp. pp. 27-137; W. Sörgel, Konsensus und Interessen, esp. pp. 89 ff.; V. 
Otto, Das Staatsverständnis des Parlamentarischen Rates, Düsseldorf, 1971; F.K. 
Fromme, Von der Weimarer Reichsverfassung zum Bonner Grundgesetz, Tübingen, 
1960.
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broad agreement that the constitution should provide for some relinquishment 
of sovereignty in favour of supranational bodies. It was only disputed whether 
the surrender of sovereign rights should require a special majority vote, as for 
an amendment to the constitution; but this was eventually decided in the neg
ative.52

The Federal Republic of Germany came into existence with the entry into 
force of the Basic Law on 23 May 1949. In the next few months its organs and 
institutions were created and its representatives elected. The first election to 
the Bundestag on 14 August resulted, to the surprise of many, in a narrow vic
tory for the CDU/CSU. A coalition of the two major parties having been 
rejected by a large majority in both of them under the leadership of Adenauer 
and Schumacher respectively,53 a ‘Little Coalition5 was formed consisting of 
the CDU/CSU, FDP and DP (German Party). The chairman of the FDP, 
Theodor Heuss, was elected Federal President on 12 September, and on 
15 September Konrad Adenauer became Federal Chancellor.

There was no foreign minister in the first cabinet, because foreign affairs 
were reserved to the Western powers by the Occupation Statute: so the 
primary object of Federal policy was to achieve freedom of action in this 
domain.54 But the very existence of the Statute and the limitation of German 
authority by the powers it conferred on the Allied High Commissioners, who 
now took the place of the Military Governors, obliged the new German state 
to regulate its relations with foreign governments, and consequently to have a 
foreign policy. To take a single example, any extension of German powers 
could only be brought about by negotiation with the High Commissioners or 
their governments, so that even internal questions had a foreign dimension.

Hence problems of foreign policy did after all occupy the foreground of 
political interest and debate. They were the subject of the most violent debates 
in the Bundestag, as was instanced by Schumacher’s attack on Adenauer, in 
the debate on the Petersberg Agreement in November 1949, as ‘the Allies’ 
Chancellor’.55 There was a basic conflict of methods and priorities between the

52 Cf. doc. 159.
53 The legend that the CDU/CSU only agreed to the ‘little coalition’ with diffi

culty and against heavy opposition within its own ranks is finally disposed of by R. 
Morsey in ‘Die Bildung der ersten Regierungskoalition 1949’, Historisches Jahrbuch 
97/98 (1978), pp. 418-38, and ‘Die Rhöndorfer Weichenstellung vom 21. August 
1949. Neue Quellen zur Vorgeschichte der Koalitions- und Regierungsbildung nach 
der Wahl zum ersten Deutschen Bundestag’, VfZG 28 (1980), pp. 508-42.

Similarly there was no significant debate within the SPD as regards assuming the 
role of an opposition. Cf. Th. Pirker, Die SPD nach Hitler; Berlin, 1977 (repr.), 
pp. 110-12, and W. Ritter, Kurt Schumacher, pp. 108 ff.

54 Cf. A. Grosser, Geschichte Deutschlands, p. 417.
On the limitations of sovereignty cf. P. Noack, Deutsche Außenpolitik seit 1945, 

Stuttgart/Berlin/Cologne/Mainz, 1972, pp. 13-15.
55 The Petersberg agreement (named after the High Commissioners’ headquarters) 

regulated German accession to the International Ruhr Authority. Cf. W. Besson, 
Außenpolitik der Bundesrepublik, pp. 76-83. For the text of the agreement see B.
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two statesmen: was Germany to be granted equal rights at once or must she 
earn them by readiness for advance performance, and should West European 
integration take precedence over the reunification of Germany?56

This conflict also gave rise to the sharpest debate over the accession of West 
Germany to the Council of Europe. The Western powers had several times 
made known their intention that she should be represented on the Council, 
and the official invitation to become an associate member was issued on 
31 March 1950.57

Germany’s accession was warmly welcomed by the European Movement.58 
In this as in all other matters of foreign policy Adenauer was supported by the 
FDP.59 In the SPD there was initial criticism60 of the limitation of the Council’s

Ruhm von Oppen, Documents (n. 41), pp. 439-42; in German, Die Auswärtige 
Politik der Bundesrepublik Deutschland, ed. by Auswärtiges Amt with the assistance 
of a scientific advisory council, Cologne 1972, pp. 158-60; P. Noack, Außenpolitik, 
pp. 2 7 -9 .

Most speakers in the Bundestag debates on foreign policy emphasized the aim of 
a united Europe. The most important were: 21-28 Sept. 1949 (6th-10th session of 
the Bundestag), on Adenauer’s governmental declaration; 15 Nov. 1949, on the 
government statement on dismantling; 24-5 Nov. 1949, on the Petersberg agree
ment; 10 March 1950, on the government statement on the Saar question; and 
13 June 1950, on German membership of the Council of Europe. Official record of 
all debates in Verhandlungen des Deutschen Bundestages, I. Wahlperiode 1949, steno
graphische Berichte, vols. 1-4, Bonn, 1950. In all debates concerning arrangements 
unwelcome in Germany -  e.g. on dismantling or French policy in the Saar -  speakers 
argued that the decisions in question would be harmful to European cooperation 
and unity.

56 Cf. W. Besson, Außenpolitik der Bundesrepublik, pp. 61 f., 64-9.
57 Cf. ‘Dokumente zum Beitritt der Bundesrepublik Deutschland in den Europarat’, 

EA 5 (1950), pp. 3127-34; W. Besson, Außenpolitik der Bundesrepublik, pp. 83-8; H. 
Müller-Roschach, Die deutsche Europapolitik 1949-1977, Bonn, 1980, pp. 12-16.

On the diplomatic problems connected with Germany’s accession to the Council 
of Europe cf. Adenauer, Erinnerungen, pp. 317-26; Memoirs, pp. 248-56. The Allies 
wanted the Federal Republic to apply for admission, so as to be sure that an invitation 
from the Council would not be declined; Adenauer, however, pointed out that the 
Statute of the Council of Europe envisaged an invitation in each case, and believed 
that he could not get enough votes in the Bundestag for a German request. Cf. also 
E. Gerstenmaier, Streit und Friede hat seine Zeit. Ein Lebensbericht, s.l.n.d., pp. 313- 
19.

58 Cf. doc. 161.
59 Cf. doc. 162; also H. Kaack, Geschichte der FDP, p. 16; M.G. Lange, Die FDP, 

p. 344. Adenauer’s foreign policy was also supported by the DP, the other partner 
in the coalition: cf. H. Meyn, Die Deutsche Partei, Düsseldorf, 1965, p. 25. On the 
other hand there were differences of opinion in the CDU/CSU on accession to the 
Council of Europe: cf. G. Henle, Weggenosse des Jahrhunderts, Stuttgart, 1968, 
pp. 113 f.; and esp. E. Kosthorst, Jakob Kaiser. Bundesminister für gesamtdeutsche 
Fragen, Stuttgart/Berlin/Cologne/Mainz, 1972, pp. 124-41.

60 Cf. doc. 164.
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powers owing to British refusal to give it a more substantial character.61 In 
addition Schumacher consistently put forward two further objections. In the 
first place ‘associate’ membership fell short of granting Germany equal rights; 
secondly, the simultaneous admission of the Saar constituted in his view the 
recognition of a cession of territory and thus had pernicious implications as 
regards the Oder-Neisse frontier with Poland. However, a numerically small 
but politically important group within the SPD approved of Germany joining 
the Council of Europe even on the terms offered: its main representatives 
were Max Brauer and Wilhelm Kaisen, respectively the mayors of the Hanse 
cities Hamburg and Bremen. This group adhered to its view even when the 
party congress at Hamburg endorsed Schumacher’s objections after a major 
speech by the latter and a prolonged debate.62

A fortnight previously Robert Schuman, the French foreign minister, had 
launched his new project for the European Coal and Steel Community. The 
direct approach to European union had once again failed, as was shown by 
the unsuccessful movement for a Federal Pact;63 in these circumstances, the 
Schuman Plan represented a new attempt to reach the goal by way of 
supranational functionalism.64

131. Kurt Schumacher: ‘Consequences of German policy5
summer 1945

‘Konsequenzen deutscher Politik’, in Kurt Schumacher, Reden und Schriften, ed. by 
Arno Scholz and Walther G. Oschilewski, Berlin, 1962, pp. 25-50, here p. 49; Kurt 
Schumacher, Nach dem Zusammenbruch. Gedanken über Demokratie und Sozialismus, 
Hamburg, 1948, pp. 15-47 (excerpt).

Immediately after the end of the war, before official permission had been granted for the 
founding of political parties, Kurt Schumacher1 set about reviving the SPD2 from a head-

61 Cf. W. Lipgens, ‘Europäische Integration’, pp. 524 f.; id., Die Europäische Integra
tion, Stuttgart, 1972, p. 47.

62 For the Hamburg congress of the SPD cf. doc. 164.
63 Cf. W. Lipgens, Die Europäische Integration, pp. 58 f., and doc. 166.
64 Cf. W. Lipgens, ‘Europäische Integration’, pp. 526-8.

1 Kurt Schumacher, economist and politician, born 13 Oct. 1895. Volunteered for 
service in the First World War and was seriously wounded (amputation of right 
arm). Member of SPD, 1918; from 1920 editor of the Schwäbische Tagwacht in Stutt
gart; 1924-31 member of Landtag in Württemberg, 1930-3 member of Reichstag 
1933-43 and 1944 in concentration camp; 1946-52 chairman of SPD, member of 
Advisory Committee in British Zone, 1949-52 member of Bundestag, chairman of 
SPD parliamentary party; died 20 Aug. 1952. For biography cf. Waldemar Ritter, 
Kurt Schumacher. Eine Untersuchung seiner politischen Konzeption und seiner Gesell
schafts- und Staatsauffassung, Hanover, 1964; Friedrich Heine, Dr. Kurt Schumacher.
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quarters in Hanover ('Büro Dr. Schumacher’). In the present ‘appeal’3 he began by analysing 
the situation in Germany, accused those responsible for the catastrophe ( ‘the forces of reac
tion, large-scale ownership and militarists’), laid claim to a governing role for the SPD4 and 
criticized other political forces. He then set forth the political aims of the SPD, first and fore
most socialism, for which he advanced economic and political arguments, in particular the 
safeguarding of democracy. The section dealing with home affairs ended with a plea for the 
unity of the Reich. The passage on foreign affairs is reproduced below.

The Social Democratic Party cannot imagine a new Germany as an isolated 
and nationalist Germany, or as anything but a part of Europe. But Germany 
must not be a pariah in Europe: it must enjoy equal rights. A party like the 
SPD, which has been denounced by the senseless nationalist-infiltrated section 
of its own people because of its internationalism, can make this demand openly 
and with a clear serenity. We observe with sorrow that there are still circles 
which outwardly ignore the problem of nationalism versus internationalism -  
there are those who lick the boots of the occupying powers while they 
inwardly pursue a policy of nationalist claims, or at least turn a blind eye to the

Ein demokratischer Sozialist europäischer Prägung, Göttingen, 1969; Lewis J. Edin- 
ger, Kurt Schumacher. A Study in Personality and Political Behaviour; Stanford/Lon- 
don, 1965.

2 For the history of the SPD after 1945 cf. Ernst Ulrich Huster, Die Politik der 
SPD 1945-1950, Frankfurt/New York, 1978; Theo Pirker, Die SPD nach Hitler. Die 
Geschichte der Sozialdemokratischen Partei Deutschlands 1945-1964, Berlin, 1977 
(repr.); Susanne Miller, Die SPD vor und nach Godesberg, Bonn-Bad Godesberg, 
1974 (Kleine Geschichte der SPD, vol. 2); Albrecht Kaden, Einheit oder Freiheit. Die 
Wiedergründung der SPD 1945/46, Hanover, 1964.

3 The text is entitled an ‘appeal’ in Kurt Schumacher, Reden und Schriften, p. 50; 
Susanne Miller, in Die SPD vor und nach Godesberg, pp. 75-85, published it (much 
shortened) as a speech made in Kiel on 27 Oct. 1945.

4 Cf. pp. 31 f. of the speech quoted: ‘The Social Democratic Party cannot and 
does not say that in its endeavours to shape the course of the Weimar Republic from 
1918 to 1933 there were no mistakes and no individuals who failed to do what was 
required of them. (...) The SPD was the only party in Germany that held fast to the 
main lines of democracy and peace without concessions. Therefore it is the only 
party which can say that the principles of its policy have stood the test before the bar 
of history. All other elements in Germany are more or less guilty of the triumph of 
Nazism, either by shaping its intellectual and political foundations or by providing it 
with practical and tactical opportunities. The only other party that might deserve 
credit for resisting Nazism is the Centre Party; but its policy too cannot bear compar
ison with that of the SPD on grounds of principle.

‘If the SPD now puts forward a claim to leadership in the rebuilding of the 
German state, it does not do so for selfish party reasons. It has not the least intention 
of trying to exclude those in Germany who are unencumbered by the past and pre
pared to join in the work of reconstruction. But the SPD calls for a clear decision as 
to whether we intend to build something new or merely to restore the past. There is 
too much of the latter in bourgeois circles.’ Cf. also Edinger, Kurt Schumacher (n. 1), 
pp. 85 f.
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incorrigible insolence of nationalists. This tension between what is said out
wardly and what is done inwardly is a danger. The only policy that is right and 
profitable is one that says and does the same thing in home and foreign affairs.

Europe is not only a system of political balance: all its parts are economically 
dependent on one another, and in the last resort it is a social unity also. As time 
goes on, European forces will be more and more devoted to these aims. In so 
far as a German contribution is possible, the SPD will strive to provide it.

132. Konrad Adenauer: speech at Cologne University
24 March 1946

From Konrad Adenauer, Reden 1917-1967. Eine Auswahl' ed. by Hans-Peter 
Schwarz, Stuttgart, 1975, pp. 82-106; Werner Weidenfeld, Konrad Adenauer und 
Europa. Die geistigen Grundlagen der westeuropäischen Integrationspolitik des ersten 
Bonner Bundeskanzlers, Bonn, 1976, pp. 275-98. (Extract).

Konrad Adenauer,1 a former member of the Centre Party and Lord Mayor of Cologne, 
was dismissed from that office by the British occupation authorities and was for a short time 
debarred from political activity. Thereafter he rose rapidly to a high position as party 
chairman of the CDU for the Rhineland and the British Zone.2 One of his first acts as 
chairman was to draft the ‘Neheim-Hüsten programme' of 1 March 1946, which replaced the

1 Konrad Adenauer, born 5 Jan. 1876, lawyer; deputy mayor of Cologne, 1906; 
first deputy mayor, 1909; lord mayor, 1917-33. Dismissed by the Nazis and twice 
arrested; reinstated as mayor by the Americans, 1945; dismissed by the British au
thorities on 5 Oct. 1945 and banned from political activity (until Dec.); 1946, 
chairman of the CDU for the Rhineland and the British Zone, member of the 
Landtag and head of parliamentary party for North Rhine-Westphalia; member of 
Advisory Council for British Zone; 1948-9 president of Parliamentary Council, 
1949-63 Federal Chancellor, 1950-66 chairman of CDU; died 19 Apr. 1967.

For biography cf. Paul Weymar, Konrad Adenauer. Die autorisierte Biographie, 
Munich, 1955; Terence Prittie, Adenauer, London, 1970; in German, Konrad Ade
nauer, Vier Epochen deutscher Geschichte, Stuttgart, 1971, Frankfurt, 1976, paper
back; Peter Berglar, Konrad Adenauer. Konkursverwalter oder Erneuerer der Nation?, 
Göttingen, 1975 (Persönlichkeit und Geschichte, 87/88); Hans Maier, ‘Konrad Ade
nauer 1876-1967’ in Klaus Gotto, Hans Maier, Rudolf Morsey and Hans-Peter 
Schwarz, Konrad Adenauer. Seine Deutschland- und Außenpolitik 1945-1963, 
Munich, 1975, pp. 9-37; Rudolf Morsey, ‘Konrad Adenauer -  der lange Anlauf zur 
Politik. Die Zeit von 1876 bis 1949’ in Rudolf Morsey, Konrad Löw and Peter Eisen
mann, Konrad Adenauer. Leben und Werk, Munich, 19772, pp. 13-62.

2 The expression ‘dazzling career’ (Blitzkarriere) is used by Rudolf Morsey, ‘Der 
politische Aufstieg Konrad Adenauers 1945-1949’ in Gotto, Maier and others (n. 1), 
p. 45; also Morsey, ‘Konrad Adenauer’ in Morsey, Low and Eisenmann (n. 1), p. 47.
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party's previous manifestos and appeals.3 He presented this programme and himself as party 
chairman in two major addresses, a broadcast on the Nordwestdeutscher Rundfunk 
(NW DR) on 6 March and a speech to a large audience at Cologne University on 24 March. 
He began by discussing the reasons for the German catastrophe, which he attributed to an 
exaggerated idea of the State ( ‘State omnipotence’), over-estimation of power and scorn for 
the individual, aggravated by a :materialist philosophy ’. He declared it to be the primary aim 
of the CDU to restore respect for the individual and his priority vis-à-vis the state. After 
further references to home affairs he proceeded to discuss foreign policy, in regard to which he 
went further than the Neheim-Husten programme.

For the time being Germany can have only a limited foreign policy. Her aim 
should be to participate on an equal footing in the peaceful cooperation of 
peoples in a union of nations. The obligations towards other countries, 
imposed on Germany by her defeat in the war, must be endurable and within 
her power to discharge. For the conquered too have a right to live and work. 
Dire distress and hopelessness is the strongest obstacle to peaceful develop
ment. The conqueror in his position of power has duties towards the con
quered, according to divine law and to the law of mankind.4

Europe can only become a reality by the restoration of a community ena
bling each of the European peoples to make its unique, unreplaceable con
tribution to the economy and civilization of Europe, to Western thought, liter
ature and art. We hope that the German spirit may once again join its voice to 
the chorus of nations.

At present there is no German national authority. All power in Germany is 
in the Allies’ hands.5 All German agencies and offices act by their direction. 
I need not say that this state of affairs must come to an end soon, and that the 
Allies themselves desire this. What should happen then?

3 For the Neheim-Hüsten programme see Ossip K. Flechtheim (ed.), Dokumente 
zur parteipolitischen Entwicklung in Deutschland seit 1945, vol. 2, Programmatik der 
deutschen Parteien, Berlin, 1963, pp. 48-53; Konrad Adenauer und die CDU der briti
schen Besatzungszone 1946-49. Dokumente zur Gründungsgeschichte der CDU  
Deutschlands, published by Konrad Adenauer-Stiftung, ed. with introduction by 
Helmut Pütz, Bonn, 1975, pp. 131-5. On Adenauer’s part in drafting the pro
gramme cf. Morsey, ‘Der politische Aufstieg’ (n. 2), p. 52, corroborated by Konrad 
Adenauer, Erinnerungen 1945-1953, Stuttgart, 1965, pp. 40-2; Memoirs, pp. 36-8.

4 This paragraph is quoted from the Neheim-Hüsten programme (Pütz [n. 3], 
p. 135), where it is introduced by the sentence: ‘Despite the monstrous deeds of 
Nazism, the German people is entitled not to be judged only by that period of its his
tory.’

5 This refers to the assumption of governmental and administrative authority at all 
levels in Germany by the four occupying powers following the defeat and 
unconditional surrender of Germany, proclaimed in the Declaration of 5 June 
1945: text in B. Ruhm von Oppen, Documents, op. cit., pp. 29 ff. German text in 
Ursachen und Folgen. Vom deutschen Zusammenbruch 1918 und 1945 bis zur 
staatlichen Neuordnung Deutschlands in der Gegenwart, ed. by Herbert Michaelis 
and Ernst Schraepler with the assistance of Günter Scheel, vol. 23: Das Dritte 
Reich, Berlin, n.d., pp. 308-14.
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We want Germany to arise again. We do not want the Bismarckian Reich 
under Prussian leadership. We do not want the centralized Germany of the 
Nazi period, or the German confederation which the Bavarian prime minister 
Hoegner, a member of the SPD, called for in his speech inaugurating the Advi
sory Council for Bavaria.6 We want to see a federal state, whose central 
authority should have all the power that is reasonably necessary for the exist
ence of the whole, but no more than that. We want the constituent Länder of 
the federal state to have extensive responsibility in all fields in which, on the 
principle I have just stated, a central administrative authority is not needed. 
The whole of Germany, both the central and the Land administration, should 
as far as possible be decentralized.

From the municipal level, individuals must be appealed to and called on 
to take part in public affairs. For us the local unit is the nucleus of all politi
cal life. That is where political forces exercise themselves, and where the 
citizen first experiences a true sense of belonging to the state.

I am aware of the anxieties of Germany’s Western neighbours. I fully under
stand and appreciate them after their experiences of the last hundred years. I 
do not think it right to seek to reassure them by pointing to the present bal
ance of political power in Europe. Everything under the sun is in a state of con
stant flux and change!

The solution to the German problem must be an organic and lasting one -  
it must reassure our Western neighbours and give them that sense of per
manent security to which they are fully entitled. The separation of these terri
tories from Germany would not be such a solution.

Separation in itself is nothing. Anyone who proposes it must ask themselves 
what would then become of Germany -  whether, as a Western newspaper put 
it, Germany would not then become a rotting corpse in the middle of Europe, 
no less fatal to it than a victorious Nazi Germany would have been. I am and 
remain a German, but I have always been a European as well and have felt 
myself to be one. Consequently I have always been in favour of an 
understanding with France, and in the gravest crises of the twenties I always 
put in a word with the Reich government in that sense. I never advocated any 
cession of German territory, but was always for a reasonable understanding 
that would be fair to the interests of both sides. Consequently in the twenties I 
was for an organic integration of the French, Belgian and German economies 
as a means towards lasting peace -  because parallel, coordinated economic

6 Cf. Wilhelm Hoegner, Der schwierige Außenseiter. Erinnerungen eines Abgeordne
ten, Emigranten und Ministerpräsidenten, Munich, 1959, pp. 243-8; Peter Kritzer, 
Wilhelm Hoegner. Politische Biographie eines bayerischen Sozialdemokraten, Munich, 
1979, pp. 191-3. The Land Advisory Committee was set up on 26 Feb. 1946, but was 
superseded a few months later by the Land Constituent Assembly elected on 30 June. 
Its consultative function applied to legislation and to the handling of requests from 
the population. Cf. also Ernst Deuerlein and Wolf D. Grüner, ‘Die politische Ent
wicklung Bayerns 1945-1972’ in Max Spindler (ed.), Handbuch der bayerischen 
Geschichte, vol. 4, Das neue Bayern 1800-1970\ Part I, Munich, 1974, pp. 538-644, 
here pp. 571 f.
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interests are and always will be the most healthy and lasting basis for good po
litical relations among nations.7 Today the future possibilities for Western 
Europe and for the whole of Europe are quite different from what they were 
then.

If the present international tension passes off without an explosion -  and 
God grant that it may do so -  then the idea of cooperation among peoples and 
the condemnation of warlike conflict will have stood the acid test, and we shall 
have taken a great step forward.

Then, in my view, it will be time for the United Nations to tackle the 
problem of the United States of Europe, including Germany. A United States 
of Europe will be the best, surest and most lasting guarantee for Germany’s 
western neighbours. Meanwhile, until it comes about, perfectly adequate safe
guards can be provided for those neighbours without dismembering Ger
many: there must no longer be a centralist Reich or one under Prussian leader
ship. Militarism is dead. The removal of Germany’s economic anxiety and the 
satisfaction of her needs, support in Germany for the principle of democracy 
and international understanding, the integration of Germany’s economic 
interests with those of her western neighbours including England.

133. Kurt Schumacher: Continental democracy 4 April 1946
From Kurt Schumacher, Reden und Schriften, ed. by Arno Scholz and Walther G. 

Oschilewski, Berlin, 1962, pp. 419-23, this extract pp. 422-3; Kurt Schumacher, Nach 
dem Zusammenbruch. Gedanken über Demokratie und Sozialismus, Hamburg, 1948, 
pp. 140-5.

In an article for the Hamburg weekly Die Zeit Schumacher outlined the political aims 
of the SPD. The passage below deals with Germany's relations with Europe.1

7 For Adenauer’s position in the 1920s cf. Hans-Peter Schwarz, Vom Reich zur 
Bundesrepublik, pp. 426-30; Karl Dietrich Erdmann, Adenauer in der Rheinlandpo
litik nach dem 1. Weltkrieg, Stuttgart, 1966, esp. pp. 45, 122 f., 151-4, 192, 328; W. 
Weidenfeld, Konrad Adenauer und Europa, pp. 32-45.

1 Schumacher spoke on similar lines to the Advisory Council of the British Zone 
on 11 July 1946, with reference to a report by Erich Roßmann, secretary-general of 
the ‘Council of Lands’ (Länderrat) of the American Zone, in which the latter de
scribed the development of the Länderrat and declared his belief in the cause of 
German unity. Schumacher’s words were: ‘I would like to make a further profession 
of faith, which I believe would be shared by all progressive and deep-thinking Ger
mans. If in due course we succeed in bringing about a united Germany with Länder 
enjoying a fair measure of authority, the ultimate fulfilment of our wishes will not be 
the unity of that Germany but a federation of Europe in which Germany has equal 
rights and enjoys equal respect - 1 would add, a European federation whose aims are
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The Third Reich inflicted unspeakable injury on Europe. But a policy of 
European reconstruction cannot be based on substituting today’s injury for 
yesterday’s. It is not a question of explaining the essentials of democracy to 
the old and middle-aged, but of making them part of the basic mental attitude 
of the young. This requires that political and economic aid from abroad 
should be such as to afford some possibility of existence even to a Germany 
which is legally the heir of the Third Reich. The people need to have some 
prospect of endurable social conditions, but they must also have some hope of 
recovering their self-respect, a frame of mind equally distant from servility 
and from the arrogance of German nationalism. If young people are to under
stand international necessities, what is self-evidently national must be pre
served and imbued with a new spirit.

The whole of Europe must be internationalized, not just parts of Germany; 
and Europe must become socialist as well.2 Our continent has long been a 
single unit from the political, economic and social points of view. Today Ger
mans have to contend not only with the inheritance of the Third Reich but 
also with the fact that there is no common United Nations policy towards Ger
many. The political, social and psychological consequences of this fact are dis
astrous. German social democrats want to see Germany as a single state, a 
national and political whole, but not in the form of a new nationalism. Our 
aim is that Germany should in due course become a member, on a footing of 
equality, of the United States of Europe.

If young people can be given this confidence in the future, and if we can con
vince them that the ideas of peace, freedom and socialism are something 
greater than the slogans of Nazi propaganda, then it will be possible that one 
day they will be good Germans and also good international socialists. In that 
case Germany will have performed the best possible reparation by 
contributing to the democratization and pacification of Europe and of the 
world.

134. Walter Dirks: ‘The Second Republic. The way and the goal for 
German democracy’ April 1946

‘Die zweite Republik. Zum Ziel und zum Weg der deutschen Demokratie’, 
Frankfurter Hefte 1, No. 1 (Apr. 1946), pp. 12-24, here pp. 16-17; Wolfgang Benz (ed.),

not merely European but worldwide.’ See record in Akten zur Vorgeschichte der Bun
desrepublik Deutschland 1945-1949y published by Bundesarchiv und Institut für Zeit
geschichte, vol. 1, Sept. 1945 -  Dec. 1946, ed. by Walter Vogel and Christoph 
Weisz, Munich/Vienna, 1976, pp. 616-37, here pp. 627 f.

2 As Schumacher desired a socialist Europe, so he wanted to see Britain part of it. 
Cf. his ‘Kein Europa ohne Großbritannien’ in Reden und Schriften pp. 436 ff., now 
also in Klaus-Jörg Ruhl, ‘Mein Gott, was soll aus Deutschland werden?’. Die Ade
nauer-Ära 1949-1963, Munich, 1985, pp. 62-4.



464 Documents

Bewegt von der Hoffnung aller Deutschen. Zur Geschichte des Grundgesetzes. Entwürfe 
und Diskussion 1941-1949\ Munich, 1979, pp. 127-42. (Excerpt).

Frankfurter Hefte, licensed by the US occupation authorities in the winter of 1945/6, 
published its first number in April 1946. Based on the plans and ideas of its editors, Walter 
Dirks1 and Eugen Kogon2, in the last years of the war; its policy was for a democratic and 
socialist Germany. True to its left-wing Catholic principles, it aimed at reconciling socialism 
with Christianity.3 In the keynote article below, Dirks discussed the aims of the second 
German democracy.

What is our goal? That of a Second Republic that is not merely formal and 
positivistic but has a spirit and purpose of its own?

Let us for a moment leave aside what is obvious (though, alas, not 
completely so): the spirit of democracy, freedom and justice. Not that these 
are not of the utmost importance as the foundation of our new political being. 
We have had a drastic and painful object-lesson in the importance of these ele
mentary principles, in the twelve years during which they were not taught or 
practised. But they have been invoked and discussed again and again since 
April and May of the year of liberation, sometimes glibly but also with truth 
and sincerity, and so we can take them for granted here.

1 Walter Dirks, born 8 Jan. 1901, publicist and leader of the Catholic youth move
ment Quickborn; 1924-33, arts editor of the Rhein-Mainische Volkszeitung; 
1934-43, feature editor of the Frankfurter Zeitung; 1945 ff., co-founder and editor 
of Frankfurter Hefte; 1956-67 head of Arts Section, Westdeutscher Rundfunk 
(WDR). For the beginnings of Frankfurter Hefte cf. Dirks, ‘Mit aufgekrempelten 
Ärmeln’ in Das Ende; das ein Anfang war. Die letzten Tage des Dritten Reiches, Frei
burg, 1981, pp. 21-7, esp. pp. 24-7.

2 Eugen Kogon, born 2 Feb. 1903, studied economics and sociology; from 1927 
editor of Schönere Zukunft, 1932-4 of Die Neue Zeitung, then worked as property 
administrator; arrested in Austria at the time of the Anschluss (1938) and confined 
in Buchenwald concentration camp till 1945 (described in his Der SS-Staat. Das 
System der deutschen Konzentrationslager, 1946, tr. The Theory and Practice of Hell, 
London, 1950); Editor of Frankfurter Hefte from 1946; 1949-53 president of Euro
pa-Union; 1950 chairman, executive committee of UEF; 1951, professor of political 
science at the Technische Hochschule, Darmstadt.

3 Cf. Martin Stankowski, Linkskatholizismus, pp. 66-136; Harry Pross, Literatur 
und Politik, pp. 141-2. The two editors also pledged themselves to ‘Christian social
ism’ at the foundation of the CDU in Frankfurt: cf. Stankowski, op. cit., pp. 72-8; 
Hans Georg Wieck, Christliche und Freie Demokraten in Hessen, Rheinland-Pfalz, 
Baden und Württemberg 1945/46, Düsseldorf, 1958, pp. 35-53; Franz Focke, Sozia
lismus aus christlicher Verantwortung. Die Idee eines christlichen Sozialismus in der 
katholisch-sozialen Bewegung und in der CDU, Wuppertal, 1978, pp. 204-9; Bernd 
Uhl, Die Idee eines christlichen Sozialismus in Deutschland 1945-1947, Mainz, 1975, 
pp .93-126.
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The first and most elementary of the topics that we must not pass over, on 
the other hand, is one that seems to question all our endeavours, or rather our 
country’s: for its name is Europe. We proclaim the end of the sovereign 
national state. This we can do the more easily, as we ourselves are evidence of 
its end: but we must be sincere if we are to make a virtue out of the present 
necessity. The European nations have become too small. They can no longer 
cope with the crisis, they cannot survive if they persist in trying to act alone. 
We aim at a European confederation, we seek especially close relations with 
France and Britain -  not against other, non-European states but for their sake 
too, although first and foremost we are concerned with our own interest, in 
this continent shattered by war and crises. We seek association and exchanges 
with the whole world, above all with the US, to which we owe the greatest 
debt of gratitude, and also with our powerful neighbour in the East; but the 
intermediate stage of Europe must not be neglected.

The distinction of nations is part of the Western heritage. Our ideal is not 
a melting-pot but an articulated whole: not a medley of peoples speaking 
Esperanto, but a confederation of European nations, in which ‘Germania’ 
shall be ‘weaponless’, as Hölderlin desired her to be. As for ‘offering counsel 
to kings and peoples’, we have indeed forfeited any such right; yet we trust 
that one day we may be able to impart to our fellow-men something of the spe
cial wisdom and grace that belongs to one who was involved in an evil fate and 
in the deepest guilt, but who has been purged by self-examination and active 
repentance. One day, but not now -  for now is still the time of judgement, and 
it is not for the accused to give lessons to his accuser, the judges and witnesses, 
unless it be by the silent example of his behaviour under arraignment.

Europe, the impoverished continent, can only exist and be effective if it pulls 
itself together, by planning and organizing its natural resources, means of pro
duction and manpower. This means saying farewell to the European idyll -  in 
the countryside and in agrarian countries too, which will involve great difficul
ties. Our peaceful condition is gone since we joined the modern age, and we 
can only achieve a new equilibrium if we become more modern still. This time, 
moreover, we must keep the whole process in our own hands and under our 
control. Europe cannot preserve her freedom and independence by insisting 
on them, but only by a voluntary self-limitation. This applies alike to individu
als, groups and nations.

On whose shoulders is the plan to rest? Not those of a clique -  of capitalists, 
Nazis, bureaucrats or party leaders; not yet the state, which is a mere executive 
agency, and should therefore act only in a provisional, partial and vicarious 
manner. It is a task for the people itself. From the technical and organizational 
point of view this means what is called ‘economic democracy’. (Let us 
remember that the democracy of 1918 was powerless, partly because it tried to 
democratize only the state and not the economy.) But that expression is too 
colourless to describe the historic change that is required, the profound, ele
mental demands that will be made upon the individual, his moral sense and 
mode of life. We know that if the European nations plan their economy, and if 
that plan takes root among their peoples in a hundred different ways and at
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every level, they will enter into a new historic epoch, that of socialism put into 
practice.

Europe and socialism -  that is a first objective. In the historical movement 
towards it, the Second German Republic could well take its place as an 
individual unit, itself articulated and organized on a federal basis. The path 
will be full of obstacles and specific tasks that can only be mastered by 
patience, thoroughness and hard work. That would have been the case even 
had we been spared the Nazi regime and the catastrophe of our nation. As it 
is, however, after the loss of the agricultural East, and with millions of refu
gees to provide for -  the integration of whom will be a matter of extreme diffi
culty for us and them and for the country as a whole -  with our industry dimin
ished and Germany split up into Zones -  in view of all this, everything is many 
times more difficult. We need the cool-headed, devoted labour of experts, but 
also decisions from politicians who can relate individual effort to the common 
good.

135. Henry Bernhard: For European unity 1 May 1946
From Bernhard Archives (Akte Reden 1946/47): extract.

Representing the DVP, the Liberal party of Württemberg-Baden/  Henry Bernhard2 
made a speech at the demonstration of trade unions and parties at Stuttgart on 1 May 1946. 
Apropos of the international character of the May Day celebration, he spoke of the role of

1 The DVP (Demokratische Volkspartei) was largely the creation of Wolfgang 
Hausmann, who opposed the idea, advocated e.g. by Theodor Heuss, of a bourgeois 
party uniting liberal and Christian democrats. Cf. Jörg Michael Gutscher, Die Ent
wicklung der FDP von ihren Anfängen bis 1961, Meisenheim, 1967, esp. pp. 12-15; 
Hans-Georg Wieck, Christliche und freie Demokraten in Hessen, Rheinland-Pfalz, 
Baden und Württemberg 1945/46, Düsseldorf, 1958, esp. pp. 135-57; Die FDP/DVP 
in Baden-Württemberg und ihre Geschichte. Liberalismus als politische Gestaltungs
kraft im deutschen Südwesten, ed. by Paul Rothmund and Erhard R. Wiehn, Stutt
gart, 1979.

2 Henry Bernhard (1 Jan. 1896 -  9 May 1960). Publicist; 1923-9 private secretary 
to Gustav Stresemann; 1945 licensed editor of Stuttgarter Zeitung and co-founder 
of Demokratische Volkspartei (DVP); 1946 managing editor of Stuttgarter Nach
richten.

In the late autumn of 1946, at the suggestion of Dr H.D. Salinger, he founded in 
Stuttgart the Land association Europäische Aktion für Württemberg-Baden, its pro
gramme based on the ‘Theses’ of the Dutch Europeesche Actie with the addition of a 
few ‘principles’. Cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 412-15, and extracts from Theses in id., 
Europäische Integration, Stuttgart, pp. 24 f. The Stuttgart association was not very 
active, however, owing to pressure of work on its chairman. On 1 Aug. 1947 it 
became part of the Europa-Bund (doc. 149), which was also under Bernhard’s chair
manship.
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national and international factors in recent history and the lessons to be drawn from the :na
tional’ nationalistic and, not least, the National Socialist past of our nation'.3

•'e

Since the collapse of Germany was above all the result of a criminal foreign 
policy and an equally criminal racial policy, it follows that a new Germany that 
is trying to raise itself out of the abyss must pursue an exactly opposite course, 
especially in these two respects. We must abjure nationalist solutions of 
German problems in the future Europe, on whatever grounds they are advo
cated. We must not only work for supranational solutions but, above all, we 
must adjust our whole way of thinking towards them. It would be regrettable 
for this reason if, while striving for such solutions, we were again to come up 
against narrow-minded nationalist slogans. We must be convinced that the 
age of national states is at an end, and that it is time to create the age of supra
national structures in Europe.

Just as the Western hemisphere consists of a union of American states, and 
former colonies are becoming part of a union of British states, in fact a revival 
of the Empire; just as Eastern Europe and large parts of Asia form a union of 
Soviet republics, so the future Europe can and must consist of an organic and 
for ever indissoluble union of European democracies. This union must be 
welded together by a common foreign and economic policy, a customs union, 
a future-oriented programme of social welfare and other joint institutions. Its 
aim must be to eliminate all political and economic particularism based on 
ideas of national prestige.

The reconstruction of German industry, which is in ruins, could be achieved 
by integrating a new German industry with that of other European countries; 
and the justified demand of the French people for security could be fully met 
by the determined pursuit of an economic and political plan for Europe as a 
whole.

Only recently President Truman declared that such a united Europe was a 
necessity for the maintenance of world peace. It must no longer be a utopia 
or an idle dream, but must be made a reality as soon as possible. We must hope 
that the British Labour government, which, under the leadership of such men 
as Laski, Attlee and Bevin, is doing so much for international understanding 
and the safeguarding of peace in every way, will support Europe in this course.

3 In the Stuttgarter Rundschau for Nov. 1946 Bernhard and Fritz Eberhard pub
lished an article ‘Überlegungen zum deutschen Friedensvertrag, (Thoughts on the 
German Peace Treaty), also calling for European union (repr. in Schwerer Weg zum 
Frieden, Stuttgart, 1947, pp. 3-24 ( Werdendes Europa series, vol. 1). The writers 
urged that Germany should relinquish her sovereignty as the basis for a united 
Europe. ‘Conscious of German responsibility for the Second World War and all its 
horrors, we suggest that Germany should make a prior concession towards the crea
tion of a United States of Europe. As soon as it has itself become a state once more, it 
should make a major contribution before seeking to be accepted as a member with 
equal rights. We propose that Germany should unilaterally renounce full sover
eignty in the traditional sense of the term.’
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Let us then make this May Day celebration a time of reflection on the future 
tasks of Germany in a new Europe. The German people and state will, for the 
present at least, not be able to take the initiative in solving the great problems 
of Europe and of mankind. But what we can and must do, and above all what 
we desire to do -  and I appeal especially to our German youth -  is to free our
selves from all nationalist traditions of a dead past. We must serve humanity 
by bending all our efforts to bring nearer the day when a unified Europe can 
work for the welfare of the whole world.

Let this be our vow, our desire and our hope on this first of May, 1946!

136. SPD: Political principles 11 May 1946
From Ossip K. Flechtheim (ed.), Dokumente zur parteipolitischen Entwicklung in 

Deutschland seit 1945, vol. 2, Programmatik der deutschen Parteien, Part 2, Berlin, 1963, 
pp. 17-23, this extract p. 22; Einigkeit und Recht und Freiheit, Westdeutsche Innenpolitik 
1945-1955, ed. by Theo Stammen, Munich, 1965, pp. 120-6, this extract p. 126.

When the delegates to the first postwar party congress of the SPD (9-11 May 1946) met 
in Hanover, two important developments affecting the party had already taken place. The 
first was the forced merger of the SPD and KPD in the Soviet Zone, on 21-22 April 1946, 
to form the SED (Socialist Unity Party), so that the SPD continued to exist only in the 
Western Zones and in Berlin.1 Secondly, in the debate over the relationship of the SPD and 
KPD in the West, and a possible union between them, Schumacher had finally succeeded in 
making good his claim to lead the party. A t the congress itself he was elected party chairman 
without opposition.2 The congress adopted a programme dealing with economic, social and

1 The call for ‘unity of the working class’ emanated originally from the Central 
Committee of the SPD in Berlin, headed by Otto Grotewohl and Gustav Dahren
dorf: this is emphasized in GDR historiography, e.g. Heinz Voßke, Otto Grotewohl. 
Biographischer Abriß, Berlin, 1979. However, the KPD at first refused; the reasons 
for its change of mind are a subject of controversy. Cf. Albrecht Kaden, Einheit oder 
Freiheit (doc. 131, n. 2), esp. p. 172, n. 382; Henry Krisch, German Politics under 
Soviet Occupation, New York and London, 1974, esp. pp. 101 ff.; Der Weg nach Pan
kow. Zur Gründungsgeschichte der DDR (Kolloquien des Instituts für Zeitge
schichte), Munich, 1980, esp. Leonhard’s contribution on pp. 32 ff. The merger 
finally took place with the support of the Soviet military administration, which sup
pressed all forces of opposition within the SPD. The state of opinion among the 
SPD rank and file is reflected in resolutions passed in the Western Zones, which 
unequivocally rejected the merger (cf. Kaden, op. cit., p. 220, n. 493) and in the 
original vote taken of all SPD members in the Western sectors of Berlin (it was prohi
bited in the Soviet sector). Over 80% of the SPD members questioned in Berlin were 
against an immediate union of the two parties: cf. Kaden, op. cit., p. 256.

2 For the proceedings and outcome of the congress cf. T. Pirker, Die SPD nach 
Hitler, pp.446-54; S. Miller, Die SPD vor und nach Godesberg, pp. 11 f.; A. Kaden, 
Einheit oder Freiheit, pp. 270-80; F. Heine, Kurt Schumacher, pp. 66 f.; W. Ritter, 
Kurt Schumacher, pp. 90-6.
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home affairs: the extract below is from the final section, which included a demand for the 
preservation of German unity.

The internationalization of Europe
Just as socialists in all countries stand for the independence of their native 

land, so do German social democrats. But they know that the unrestricted sov
ereignty of national states is a thing of the past. The whole of Europe, not only 
parts of Germany, must be internationalized.

German social democrats want a United States of Europe, a democratic and 
socialist federation of European states. We want a socialist Germany in a 
socialist Europe. Only thus can Europe achieve solidarity with the peoples of 
all continents.

In the common struggle of the socialists of all countries against every form 
of exploitation, imperialism and fascism, reaction and hegemonistic national
ism, social democracy is the great historical force which can ensure peace and 
freedom for all peoples.3

137. Clemens Münster? ‘The abolition of national sovereignty5
August 1946

‘Abbau der nationalen Souveränität’, Frankfurter Hefte 1 (Aug. 1946), No. 5, pp. 1-3 
(unabridged)

Clemens Münster, a scientist, was recruited to Frankfurter Hefte in 1945 by Walter 
Dirks, who had been a friend of his youth; he was a co-editor of the paper from 1948 to 
1950J

3 Schumacher’s speech at the congress contained the following passage: ‘A new 
Germany will not be content with individual statehood. It purposes to extend beyond 
its own frontiers, not in the way that Hitler or the Pangermanists did, but subordi
nating itself voluntarily to a higher whole. A new Germany would see it as its noblest 
mission to be a component of the United States of Europe. But foreign leaders 
should in that case always bear in mind that there cannot be freedom for democracy 
within a country unless the nation itself is free. And that free nation will then gladly 
make any surrender that is necessary for life in such a community. We want a con
sciously international policy, just because we are the first party in Germany to have 
dared to take the necessary prior step of asserting true German nationalism. As far 
as current problems are concerned, it is not parts of Germany that should be inter
nationalized, but the whole of Europe.’ Text in Kurt Schumacher, Reden und 
Schriften, op. cit., Berlin, 1962, pp. 75-101, here pp. 91 f.

1 Cf. Martin Stankowski, Linkskatholizismus nach 1945, pp. 70 f.
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At present there is no German state. Perhaps there will again be one, but 
we do not know what it will look like. That depends in the first place on our 
conquerors. But it also depends on the German people -  not only in so far as 
we are involved in planning and determining the future form of the state, but 
also in regard to decisions that affect us but on which we are not consulted. 
In both cases -  whether it is a question of our active cooperation, or only of 
how far we consent to or dissent from what is being done to us -  we must use 
what little political sense we have to consider not what is happening but what 
ought to happen. True, political discussion in Germany has hardly reached the 
point where it deserves to be called consideration. But in all quarters that are 
not sunk in lethargy or fruitless protest, many outlined plans for the future of 
Germany are beginning to take shape.

One of these plans is that which calls for the systematic abolition of nation
alism and looks forward to a democratic, federal Germany, which would 
form an economic unity and be independent in culture and home affairs, but 
would be a member of a supranational association of states: certain sovereign 
rights would be invested in the association, especially those concerning for
eign policy and defence. The chief defect of this solution, in the eyes of those 
who oppose it, is that it coincides with the victors5 intentions. Much though 
the objectors disagree among themselves, they have in common the desire to 
see a restored German nation with unrestricted German sovereignty.

The advocates of restricted sovereignty in Germany and elsewhere draw 
attention to the supranational links, based on Christian and humanistic ideals, 
which existed long before the modern age with its exacerbated national divi
sions, and which have been strengthened by modern economic, scientific and 
technical developments. They point to the increasing uniformity of a Western 
type of man and to the actual uniformity of culture and social problems 
throughout Europe. They point out that the global nature of modern means 
of power deprives nations of part of their freedom of action in real terms. 
Finally as far as Germany is concerned, those who argue in this way point to 
our country’s geographical and economic situation and the mentality of our 
people, which at all times impels them to look beyond their frontiers -  either 
in an aggressive imperialist spirit, which has brought enough harm to Ger
many and the German people, or in a cosmopolitan spirit which has character
ized the best Germans and has even to some extent influenced German impe
rialism itself.

Those on the other side of the argument point to the importance of national 
traits associated with ideas of race, country and history, which have been 
intensified by the shared destiny of war, defeat and defamation. They remind 
us of the national spirit and the blood that has been shed for the national idea, 
and the great deeds and noble ways of life that have been nurtured by it. The 
best of these thinkers feel indebted to the great German past and to the almost 
sacred ideas of sovereignty and empire -  the Reich that was for centuries an 
embodiment of the German nation and the same time a bulwark of Western 
Christianity. They point to the failure of the first League of Nations -  though 
they do not mention that it failed because none of its members would give up a
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jot of their national ambitions or their sovereignty, and because military weap
ons did not present the same threat of annihilation as they do today. The 
relinquishment of power, which is after all the essential point, is in their 
view only an invitation to the stronger to misuse it. As for the German 
cosmopolitans, they are accused of rootlessness and deficient bonds, 
unhistorical thinking and intellectualism.

Those who argue in this way can be answered decisively in their own 
terms by being reminded that sovereignty received as a gift at the victors5 
hands is no sovereignty at all. Having once been lost, it is devalued for all 
time. In theory it could be regained, but only by an exercise of power such 
as is once and for all denied us.

But let us examine the matter more deeply. Basically we have here two 
different conceptions of history. In their extreme forms, one is 
backward-looking and traditionalist and bases its policy on the past, while the 
other is forward-looking, accepts the future and steers a course by what should 
be. To adapt one’s behaviour to the trend of history does not mean either 
harking back romantically to the past or making utopian conceptions of the 
future. It is pointless to ask whether the river is determined by its source or its 
mouth. But it has its own gradient. History fulfils itself in decisions of the 
moment, an immediate situation experienced as an imperative and a need, in 
which both the past and the future are involved. The source and the mouth, 
the past and future are in themselves obscure: we feel the past slipping away 
from us, and we resist the future. But the key to what must happen now lies in 
the present: the trend or gradient, the direction of forces at work and neces
sary actions, is recognizable at all times. It is this trend which leads in political 
life from smaller to more comprehensive structures: the former do not disap
pear, but their relative importance alters. And this has already happened to the 
idea of the nation, although national cultural differences retain their signifi
cance and justification. In the same way, the historical trend is towards demo
cratic constitutions, socialism and economic planning. Anyone who tries to 
swim against the current will go under, and his fate will at most have the effect 
of delaying the moment of salvation.

The idea of the nation has passed the peak of its effectiveness, though it has 
lost none of its destructive power. The hearts and minds of young Germans 
who were imbued with it are now empty. They need objectives to aim at, great 
ideas and designs that will constitute the political framework of their lives. And 
these new ideas are already present. They are not deprived of value by being 
presented to us in a rather crude and importunate manner, or by the weak
nesses and failures of attempts to put them into practice. Once again, as after 
the First World War, we Germans have been brought by total defeat to a situa
tion which requires us to make a historic decision and to take the lead in doing 
so -  the decision to renounce, in will and in deed, every kind of nationalism 
and absolute sovereignty. We must contribute the whole weight and value of 
our national forces to a new European solidarity, and dedicate them to the 
noble purpose, specifically assigned to us Germans, of providing a bridge 
between East and West. Certainly we must point out that the failure to achieve
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disarmament and a new European order after the First World War was not 
solely due to lack of good will on the part of Germany. But the diminution of 
national sovereignty and nationalism, both in Germany and abroad, must 
make rapid progress in the coming years if we are to avoid another disaster. It 
would be in the nature of politics if the first moves were for smaller and 
weaker states to associate with larger and stronger ones. Whether and how 
these latter will finally settle their differences is not our affair: the future will 
tell. What we must do is not to mourn for a tradition that is gone beyond 
recall, but to create the new tradition of a cosmopolitan and European Ger
many.

138. Europäische Gemeinschaft: ‘Basic Thoughts’ September 1946
From BEF Archives, Brugmans correspondence (unabridged)

The association known as Europäische Gemeinschaft (European Community) was 
founded in the summer of 1946 in several West German cities (Münster; Cologne, Bonn, 
Krefeld, Aachen, Bielefeld): its members were mainly young people, of various nationalities. 
On 24 September 1946 the association wrote to Dr Salinger; secretary-general of Euro- 
peesche Actie1 at The Hague, with which they wished to establish contact;2 the Basic 
Thoughts' were enclosed as a provisional programme. Salinger was much impressed and 
assured them that he had read the letter with great pleasure. ‘The twelve years of misery were 
not in vain if such forces are now astir among German youth. ’3

1. Renouncing with an unshakable mind the pernicious habit of thinking in 
terms of nations or races, which we regard as a projection of individual ego
mania,

clearly recognizing the brotherhood of all peoples of the world, 
deeply conscious of the warning example of all those who have ever had to 

suffer or die on account of their nationality, race, religion or other affiliations, 
we fight for the principle that a human being must be judged and treated 

solely on the basis of his or her moral attitude.
2. Convinced of the dignity of man as the conscious subject of intellectual 

and spiritual values, we rank human personality higher than nations, races and

1 Text of letter, signed by Clemens R. Amelunxen (son of the Minister-President of 
North Rhine-Westphalia), H.A. Guillaume, U. Benninghaus and Helle Ambre, 
and of Salinger’s reply, in BEF Archives, Brugmans correspondence. On Salinger 
and Europeesche Actie cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 131-42 and elsewhere.

2 Europäische Gemeinschaft took part only in the initial stage of the subsequent 
fusion of German associations for European unity: it is not known what later 
became of it. Cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 408-10, 646.

3 Salinger to Amelunxen, 8 Oct. 1946 (BEF Archives, Brugmans correspondence).
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other groups. In order that it may be preserved and strengthened we call for 
the limitation of all forms of sovereignty and the abandonment, to the utmost 
extent possible, of all warlike means of settling conflicts. We acknowledge the 
indivisibility of peace among nations.

3. To achieve our aims we call for the closest possible union among all peo
ples of the world, based on voluntary agreement and absolute equality of 
rights. A world federation is our long-term aim, but the spiritual unity of the 
world community which we regard as the necessary basis for such a union is 
not yet complete. Hence we regard as an immediate aim the political unifica
tion of the great areas of world civilization.

4. Accordingly, as Europeans we appeal to Europe. We believe that the pre
conditions for a ‘European state’ are already fulfilled. Its realization is 
possible on account of the existing natural and cultural unity of Europe, 
expressed in the physical and psychological kinship of Europeans. National 
differences are of far less significance than the European community, which 
has matured during the centuries in which the peoples of Europe have been 
living side by side.

5. Conscious of the senseless, intolerable contrast between the inner unity 
of Europe and its external, political fragmentation; recognizing the urgent 
need to create large political units in the age of nuclear energy and the con
quest of space, which has long signified that the states of Europe are no more 
than provinces; and in view of the immense cultural and economic possibilities 
of a politically united Europe, we call for the unification of the West in a 
‘United States of Europe’, as a preliminary to the ‘European state’.

6. We do not recognize the principle that nations are eternal. They are the 
result of historical development and are transitional forms preparing the way 
for new communities. We do not regard the nation as a supreme earthly good 
for which we are prepared to live and die unquestioningly. Nations in their 
present form are outstripped by the development of history: a higher Conti
nental community demands to be recognized. Recognizing the signs of the 
times, we call for the abolition of outdated national frontiers.

7. We, the Europäische Gemeinschaft, have set ourselves the task:
To strengthen the sense of community in Europe.
To promote the recognition of the existing natural and cultural unity of 

Europe.
To increase understanding of the necessity and expediency of a ‘European 

state’.
To arouse determination to create such a state, and
To lay the intellectual foundations of its practical embodiment.4

4 On 25 July 1946 the association sent a first draft of the ‘Basic Thoughts’ to 
Wilhelm Heile. The language of the version sent to Salinger was revised, and it 
omitted an original point 7: ‘The European state is a necessary contribution 
towards saving mankind from chaos and destruction. The flames over Hiroshima 
are a final warning, an unmistakable demand for European unity and for peace 
throughout the world.’ (Heile papers, vol. 73, annex to Amelunxen’s letter to 
Heile of 25 July 1946).
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139. Deutsche Liga für föderalistische Union Europas:
Programme September 1946

From Federal German Archives, Heile papers, vol. 98, annex to letter of 12 Sept. 1946 
from Rheinbaben to Heile (excerpt)

' 1-

The Deutsche Liga für föderalistische Union Europas was founded on 7 August 1946 at 
Schwerte an der Ruhr as the Deutsche Liga für Europäische Union *: the name was changed 
between September and November 1946, before the association’s second programme was dis
seminated in print. On 6 February 1947 it became a local branch of the USE-Liga, and on 
1 August 1947 it was merged in the Europa-Bund.1 The text below is an excerpt from the 
first Programme, as forwarded to Wilhelm Heile by the chairman of the group (under its orig
inal name), Wilhelm Freiherr (baron) von Rheinbaben.

Objective
The objective is to form a union of all European states whose constitution 

is basically Christian and democratic.

Purpose
Such a union will make European wars impossible, as it will remove all 

mutual distrust. It will quickly enable European countries to recover and 
prosper and thus heal the wounds of the last war. It will prevent the rise of dic
tators and make possible a policy of world equilibrium. The union must be 
closely linked with the other world democracies.

Preconditions
Such a union can only be truly effective if all its constituent peoples are, 

from the beginning, justifiably confident that the union will strictly observe all 
the legal principles evolved in recent decades for the protection of human 
rights. The peace treaties to be concluded in Europe must afford a guarantee 
that these principles -  some of which have existed theoretically for years and 
have recently again been sanctioned by the Atlantic Charter and the canons 
of the new American foreign policy -  will be made genuinely binding as far 
as mutual relations are concerned. It cannot be denied that the general rights 
of man, the observance of which became obligatory during the last century, 
have today fallen completely into oblivion, as almost the whole German people 
at present has cause to realize, especially in view of conditions in the East. The 
peace treaties must be based on awareness of this fact and must convince the 
defeated nations and the whole of mankind that truth and justice are once 
more established in a new world. Only in this way can these nations be weaned 
from the idea, which is becoming more and more prevalent in Germany espe-

1 For the background of the association cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 401-3, 425-7, 
646. For the USE-Liga cf. doc. 144, for the Europa-Bund doc. 149.
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daily, that they must avenge themselves on their conquerors even at the risk of 
their own destruction. Germany is poised between two fronts: East and West. 
The task is to create conditions such that it will opt for the West.

Measures to be adopted
The European nations which join the union [Bund]will remain independent 

[selbständig] in every respect; but they will entrust the settlement of all disputes 
among them to a court of arbitration whose decisions shall have the force of 
law. It will be the objective to form a customs union, but mutual favourable 
treatment is desirable as regards both metropolitan territories and colonies. 
The defence of the union will be assured by a joint general staff, which shall 
be responsible for all military decisions and in particular for the raising, arming 
and use of the federal contingents. The security of frontiers will be a matter 
of especial concern. Foreign policy will be conducted by the federal govern
ment, elected by a federal parliament. Deputies to the latter will be appointed 
or elected by the national parliaments, as will members of a Federal Council.

The member states shall be independent in economic matters. The maximum 
integration of economic interests is desirable.

To satisfy the demand of Germany’s neighbours for security, the capital and 
administration of German heavy industry, the chemical industry and ship
building in Germany shall be transferred into non-German hands or merged 
with corresponding foreign interests in such a way that foreign countries are 
at all times fully informed of the activities of German industry. By way of 
compensation it is to be expected that there will be no cession of German terri
tory, that a single German federal state will be re-established, and that the 
peace treaty will contain no provisions contrary to the honour of the German 
people.

The problem of mixed populations as between Germany and her neigh
bours, due to Germany’s position in the heart of Europe, cannot be dealt with 
simply by provisions for the protection of minorities. Deportations such as 
those practised by the Nazis are completely contrary to the fundamental 
Christian principles of the proposed union, and must be prohibited altogether. 
Measures already taken should be rectified in accordance with these princi
ples.

An endeavour should be made to establish legal principles whereby in 
mixed-language areas both peoples are able to live side by side, thus providing 
the best model for the coexistence of purely national states in the proposed fed
eration.

Conclusion
A few weeks ago Churchill said in the British House of Commons that the 

Second World War could have been prevented in 1936 if there had been the 
will to do so. If statesmen then failed to show the necessary determination, 
they are in the last resort responsible for all the horrors of the war. May this 
be a warning to all those at the head of affairs in our day, not to ignore what
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have become evident political necessities but to have the courage to face and 
resolve them.

It is proposed to form a German League for European Union which will:
1. Prepare the German people for the idea of a union of European nations 

on a Christian and democratic basis.
2. By winning over a majority of the German people for the idea, convince 

the world that there is genuinely new spirit in Germany.
3. Appeal to those in all European states, especially Britain and France, who 

are prepared to support the idea of a union of all European peoples, to form 
similar Leagues for European union in their own countries.

All these associations should work in their own countries to spread the idea 
of a peaceful union of all European states on a Christian and democratic basis 
and thus prepare the ground for political treaties. (...)

140. Europäische Volksbewegung Deutschlands (EVD). Bewegung 
für die Vereinigten Staaten von Europa:
Programme 6 Oct. 1946

From Die Vereinigten Staaten von Europa. Deutschlands europäische Aufgabe. Pro
gramm und Satzung der Europäischen Staaten von Europa. Published by Europäische 
Volksbewegung Deutschlands. Bewegung für die Vereinigten Staaten von Europa, 
Stadtkreis Groß-Hamburg, Hamburg, 1946, pp. 9-22 (excerpt).

' r

The Europäische Volksbewegung Deutschlands (EVD) was formed in Hamburg on 
19 March 1946 under the chairmanship of Herbert Ritter.1 Unlike the other German associ
ations fora united Europe, it aspired to become a political party.2

Reproduced below are the preamble to the Programme3 and four of the eleven articles

1 Herbert Ritter, member of the NSDAP in 1930-1, emigrated to’Austria and was 
arrested by the Gestapo there in 1938, but continued to be regarded as belonging 
to the political Right. The other German associations for European union soon dis
sociated themselves from the EVD, which they regarded as ‘neo-Nazi’; it ceased to 
exist in the summer of 1947. Later Ritter founded the ‘Rechtssozialistische Deutsche 
Arbeiterpartei’. Cf. Lipgens, History; pp. 399-401,646.

2 Cf. Art. IV (in bold type in the original): ‘As soon as the political aims of the 
EVD shall have achieved the widest measure of assent on the part of the German 
population, the then military governments of the Allied occupying powers shall be 
requested to license the Movement as a political organization to be represented in 
parliament in the same manner as a political party.’ The ‘party’ character of the EVD 
is already referred to in ‘Die Vereinigten Staaten von Europa. Idee und beginnende 
Wirklichkeit’, Frankfurter Hefte 3 (1948), pp. 72-7, esp. p. 76.

3 The Programme also contained a recognition of the responsibility of the Nazi 
government [NB not the German people -  C.S.] for the war and a declaration 
renouncing defence forces for Germany, with the significant comment that ‘this dec-
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(which included a 'Final Article'). The portions not printed here are concerned with the asso
ciation's strategy and methods, the political and economic system and reconstruction of Ger
many (Art. 9, consisting of 30paragraphs).

The Europäische Volksbewegung Deutschlands bases its political activity 
on the principle that the fruitful reconstruction of Europe requires the closest 
possible political and economic cooperation of all European countries. In par
ticular it is convinced that the recovery of Germany depends entirely on inten
sive cooperation of this kind in Europe. Hence all means of political education 
must be employed to increase awareness of the general benefit to be expected 
from the political and economic integration of Europe, so that political steps 
may be taken at an early date to pave the way for the United States of Europe.

The task of general reconstruction will call for enormous effort, exceeding 
the powers of any single nation. Accordingly the EVD expresses the justified 
hope that organizations will come into being in all European countries which 
will share its objective of creating a United States of Europe, or alternatively 
that existing parties, non-parliamentary organizations or other individuals in 
public life in those countries will treat this beneficial aim as their chief po
litical task. In particular the Movement expects that those who bear especial 
responsibility as members of the governments of European countries will take 
steps towards the creation of the United States of Europe. The EVD will 
cooperate freely with such organizations, parties and bearers of political 
responsibility in the pursuit of their common aims. (...)

Article I
The EVD will devote its political activity to the purpose of providing secure 

foundations for the livelihood of the whole working population of Germany 
and establishing a secure and lasting peace.

As the only possible basis of a happy future for Germany the EVD calls for 
the creation of a single body representing the economic and political interests 
of all European peoples. European unity on this basis would provide a foun
dation for the economic welfare and peace of all European countries.

To guarantee the prosperous and peaceful evolution of Europe and to 
combine a happier fate for Germany with Europe’s expanding future, the 
EVD declares that the politico-economic form of the future European com
munity must be a United States of Europe, indivisible for all time.

The EVD regards this common destiny of the European peoples as the 
supreme objective to which it will devote all its efforts in the field of politics 
and the influencing of public opinion.

laration is a security in our hands vis-à-vis the nations of the world, giving us the 
moral right to take advantage without hesitation of any possibilities of economic 
development that may present themselves in order to promote the peaceful existence 
of the German people .. .* (p. 12).
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Article II
The complete collapse of German national, economic, political and cultural 

life, and the need to prepare the way for a United States of Europe, call for 
an immediate determined effort to promote the political life of Germany so 
as to provide it with a solid economic basis.

Accordingly, in the interest of general German reconstruction, we call for 
the necessary progressive development of the German economy in the direc
tion required by a European union.

In order to direct German recovery so as to prepare the way for a United 
States of Europe, it is urgently necessary for the EVD to take an intensive part 
in the restoration of German political life.

In the redevelopment of the German economy and political life, the 
possibility of a revival of totalitarian nationalism must be prevented from the 
beginning. The foundations of the new German economy must be integrated 
with Europe as a whole so as to prevent a revival of economic nationalism 
which would pave the way for renewed imperialism and preparation for war.

The principal and urgent task of the EVD is to create a healthy, efficient 
German economy as part of a future European economic unity.

The economic recovery of Germany is thus vitally bound up with politi
cal developments in the unity of the European economy. Only thus can the 
German economy provide a healthy, efficient basis for the life of the German 
people.

The political activity of the EVD is therefore directed not only to preparing 
German minds and German political life for the requirements of the future 
European union, as though this were merely a matter of foreign policy; it 
must exert the deepest and fullest influence on all the problems involved in the 
general reconstruction of Germany. (...)

Article V
The EVD wishes to see European states politically and economically united 

on the basis of respect for their complete independence and inviolability.
In order that the development towards the United States of Europe shall be 

as rapid and smooth as possible, and in the interest of the inviolable sovereignty 
of states, we repudiate attempts of any kind to establish hegemony in Europe. 
On the other hand we recognize the major political importance of Britain in 
particular, and also France, within the United States of Europe. Close coop
eration with these countries is therefore essential.

Article VI
In the context of the general reconstruction of Germany, and to prepare the 

way for the creation of a United States of Europe, the EVD will work for the 
conclusion of treaties between Germany and the other European states for the 
purpose of:

a European customs union 
a European monetary union
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a European economic union, and 
a European defensive alliance. (...)

141. C SU : Statement of principles 14-15 Dec. 1946
From Ossip K. Flechtheim (ed.), Dokumente zur parteipolitischen Entwicklung in 

Deutschland seit 1945, vol. 2, Programmatik der deutschen Parteien, Part 1, Berlin, 1963, 
pp. 213-19, here pp. 218 f.1

At its Landesversammlung or party congress on 14-15 December 1946 the CSU adopted 
a 30-point programme and also this basic statement of principles: its previous manifestos 
were too summary or non-committal\ and there had been a demand for a clearer statement. 
The process of drafting and approving the statement was involved with the conflict between 
Josef Muller and Alois Hundhammer and their respective followers within the party. Thus 
the section on \State organization’ was an object of dispute, as the Hundhammer wing 
considered it insufficiently pro-Bavarian.2 However; the dispute as to the federal organiza
tion of Germany and the role of Bavaria in Germany did not affect the last section, repro
duced below (which followed sections on ‘The Legal System’ ‘Social Order\ ‘The Economy’ 
and ‘Cultural Matters ’).

VF International Order
1. Nations are organic parts of mankind, each destined by its specific nature 

to play a particular part within the general whole.
We stand for international peace and the equal rights of all nations.
We are opposed to any levelling-out of national values. We are firm enemies 

of National Socialism and militarism.
2. Europe is a supranational community within the family of nations.
We support the establishment of a European confederation to safeguard

and foster Christian and Western civilization.
We shall strive for the true pacification of Europe as a contribution to 

lasting peace in the world.
3. No European country can exist by itself.
We are in favour of a European economic and currency union.
We call for the abolition of customs barriers among European nations.

1 The last section is unfortunately not reproduced in Einigkeit und Recht und Frei
heit. Westdeutsche Innenpolitik 1945-55, ed. by Theo Stammen, Munich, 1965, 
pp. 98-103.

2 On the foundation and history of the CSU and the dissension between its two 
wings cf. Alf Mintzel, Geschichte der CSU. Ein Überblick, Opladen, 1977; on the 
debate concerning the party programme see ibid., pp. 201-15; comment by one of 
the participants: Dr. Josef Müller, Bis zur letzten Konsequenz. Ein Leben für Frieden 
und Freiheit, Munich, 1975, esp. pp. 305-10 and 333-58.
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We wish to exchange our experience with foreign political parties having 
similar aims, so as to increase international confidence.

May God in his mercy give our nation the power to recover from the state 
of dire distress in which this programme has originated. The Christian Social 
Union in Bavaria is dedicated to the achievement of this aim.

142. Pan-Europa-Bund: For a European federation
end of 1946 -  beginning of 1947

From Federal German Archives, Kardorff papers, vol. 72 (unabridged)

The Pan-Europa-Bund was founded in Berlin on 6 September 1946. In the former capital 
of the Reich, where the four Allied powers were in direct contact, the Bund endeavoured 
to convince the Russians that the European' associations did not intend to work for the for
mation of an anti-Soviet Western bloc.1 An application form for membership, circulated 
around the turn of the year 1946/7, described the aims of the Bund as follows.

The Pan-Europa-Bund desires to enlist the support of broad sections of the 
German people for the European idea. It believes that the German people, 
which has been cut off from the European community for over a decade, must 
reacquaint itself with cultural, economic and political conditions in Europe 
before it can once again become a fully committed member of the European 
community of nations on a basis of equal rights, and can give whole-hearted 
support to the efforts whose ultimate objective is to bring about a European 
federation.

The Pan-Europa-Bund wishes to help satisfy the longing of all Germans, 
and especially German youth, for an unprejudiced understanding of the Euro
pean world. It desires to make a significant contribution so that the new Ger
many, which is today striving to organize itself democratically in the face of 
great difficulties, may at the same time be prepared, by earnest reflection and 
self-examination, to re-enter the family of European democracies in the 
earliest possible future.

1 The Pan-Europa-Bund did not take part in the merger, in 1947, of German asso
ciations for European unity. Its activity ceased after 28 Feb. 1948, when it was 
refused a licence by the Allied Kommandatura. Cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 392-9 and 
647 (n. 467). It is disputed whether the Bund voted for the inclusion of the Soviet 
Union in a united Europe (cf. Cornides, ‘Anfänge’, EA 6 (1951), p. 4250) or 
whether this was only the policy advocated by Wilhelm Kasting, who was for a short 
time its secretary-general (cf. Lipgens, History, p. 395). Especially the UEF 
(Alexandre Marc) requested contacts to be made with the Soviet Military Adminis
tration: cf. Lipgens, History, p. 383, n. 200.
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There is a need to understand Europe and its peoples in their political, eco
nomic, social and cultural aspects and characteristics, and above all to enter 
into close contact with the efforts and ideas of those who have always seen 
Europe as an intellectual, cultural and historical unit, and who aspire to create 
a European customs and currency union, to make Europe an economic and 
finally a political unit. In order to enable all Germans of goodwill to form 
their own idea of Europe, to become familiar with the European idea and help 
create a European federation, certain prominent representatives of intellec
tual and economic life and personalities associated with the Pan-European 
idea have combined to establish the Pan-Europa-Bund as a non-party organi
zation, affiliated to the Union Européenne des Fédéralistes in Paris.2

143. Pan-Europa-Union: A United States of Europe
beginning of 1947

From EA Archives, file E 791.71 D (unabridged)

The Pan-Europa-Union was founded in Hamburg in June 1946, and independently also 
in Freiburg. It purported to be a continuation of the prewar association of the same name 
founded by Count Coudenhove-Kalergi, who was offered the chairmanship of the new asso
ciation but did not accept it. The postwar association, however; attached importance to a 
union including both Britain and the East European countries.1 The following programme 
was circulated from early in 1947 (certainly by March) together with a circular inviting 
applications for membership.2

Programme of the German Section 
of the Pan-Europa-Union

The Pan-Europa-Union is the non-party organization uniting men and 
women devoted to the European cause and belonging to all parties, denomina
tions, races, professions and classes of the European nations.

The German Section of the Pan-Europa-Union has as its aim the intellectual 
preparation and democratic maturity of the whole German people for the cul
tural, economic and political unity of all European states -  for a Pan-Europe, 
an economic and political federation of ¿//European nations, the

2 This statement was based on an approach to Miss Josephy: cf. Lipgens, History, 
p. 393. The Bund was not at this time formally associated with the UEF.

1 Cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 388-92.
2 Cf. Lipgens, op. cit., p. 391, n. 214.
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United States of Europe.3
The German Section of the Pan-Europa-Union intends to work by peaceful 

means, through understanding and reconciliation among nations, for cultural 
and economic cooperation and the peaceable regulation of all legitimate 
interests of individual states and natural racial, philosophical and confessional 
differences among them. It intends to assist leading statesmen in the European 
countries in their arduous efforts for the welfare, justice and world order and 
for the creation of a universal civilization founded on peace.

The German Section of the Pan-Europa-Union intends to continue, in a 
manner appropriate to the present time, the work of union that was begun by 
pioneers after the First World War, so that the Pan-European idea may come 
to inspire the thinking of the whole German people, especially the younger 
generation, and set the tone of public life in Germany.

The fatherland in the narrower sense -  the country of one's birth, which is 
the firm basis of one's personal life -  will be embraced by the wider fatherland 
of the whole world, and by ‘Pan-Europe' as the goal of a better future for all 
men and for Germans in particular.

The German Section of the Pan-Europa-Union intends to enlarge and build 
on the ideas of world peace and international reconciliation expressed in the 
old League of Nations, the Kellogg Pact and the new United Nations Organi
zation, the intellectual legacy of great statesmen such as Briand, Masaryk, 
Schober, Amery, the Nobel prizewinner Cecil Roberts [sic: evidently Lord 
Robert Cecil is meant], Lord Keynes and Winston Churchill, and the world- 
famous American leaders.

The German Section of the Pan-Europa-Union sees the future Pan-Europe 
as a peaceful economic union of European states which, in harmony with the 
United Nations, will afford European peoples the best possible guarantee of 
welfare, law and order, freedom, security and human rights.

3 The following appeal was published in the Hamburger Allgemeine Zeitung on 
21 Jan. 1947:

‘Our aims are: the equality of all European nations; the equality of all citizens 
under a new unified European legal system; personal freedom and the inviolability 
of the home and property of every individual; freedom of religion and personal phi
losophy; freedom of the spoken and written word and of political convictions, pro
vided these do not conflict with the criminal law or involve subversive plans against 
the welfare of Europe or other countries and continents, or against humanity; 
freedom of scientific research and the creative arts; the protection of all European 
political forms, constitutions and cultures; universal compulsory education and the 
upbringing of youth according to uniform principles; and respect for the traditions 
of individual countries. We desire external and internal peace and economic and 
social progress. We call for the removal of all European customs barriers so as to 
form a single European economic system. We desire that ancient cultural links and 
the economic necessities and conditions of life of all the inhabitants of Europe 
should be developed in peaceful cooperation for the benefit of all. We desire that 
there should be federations of states in Europe, a policy of peace and social free
dom, as well as a single currency and uniform weights and measures.’
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The Pan-Europa-Union accordingly hopes for the closest contact and 
brotherly association with like-minded international organizations for a 
peaceful civilization embracing all peoples and nations of Europe and the 
world. The German Section of the Pan-Europa-Union is a bridge to Europe 
and to the whole world.4

144. Bewegung Vereinigte Staaten von Europa. USE-Legion (Liga) : 
Programme Feb. 1947

From Merten Archives, file USE-Liga; European Movement Archives, Bruges, file 
Germany (unabridged)

#

The ‘Bewegung Vereinigte Staaten von Europa -  USE-Liga' was founded at Ascheberg, 
Westphalia on the initiative of the publisher Dr Theo Merten and was licensed by the British 
occupation authorities on 29 November 1946. Its centre of gravity was in Westphalia, and 
it was so successful that by the time of the fusion in 1947 it could be described as ‘the largest 
and best organized of the Land associations'.1 Its programme, which was printed by February 
1947' is reproduced below.

For the second time a terrible world war has turned Europe into a heap of 
rubble. Only a miracle can now save the peoples of the continent from ruin. 
But such a miracle will not come of its own accord. We, the last Europeans, 
can only expect one if, instead of hating and oppressing one another, we join 
hands in the work of reconstruction and mutual aid. Every moment is precious, 
as the forces of destruction and annihilation are once again at work.

Millions are still under arms, hundreds of thousands are still languishing 
uselessly in camps and prisons, millions are still unable to return to their 
homes.

Meanwhile the factories of Europe are prevented from working or are even 
destroyed. The farmer has no machinery, no seed or fertilizer, the craftsman 
has no tools, the doctor no medicines, the haulage operator no tyres; women 
and children suffer cold and hunger; senseless new frontiers are erected

4 An appeal for members, dated 3 March 1947, contained the passage:
‘The German Section of the Pan-Europa-Union declares that the Pan-European 

movement is in no way favourable to a political split between Eastern and Western 
Europe. On the contrary, it desires to serve as a bridge so that all outstanding differ
ences may be resolved. It wishes to ensure a wise direction of European affairs, to 
facilitate the integration of Europe in a wise system of world government, and thus 
to guarantee the future and peace of Europe and of the world.’

1 Lipgens, History, p. 404. Dr Merten was the ‘general manager’ and leading spirit 
of the association, whose members mostly belonged to the bourgeoisie; for its history 
cf. ibid., pp. 403-6, 421, 425 f., 644-7.
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between economic areas that need one another. Everyone is busy, but only a 
few have real work to do. One political conference and diplomatic meeting fol
lows another. More and more causes of friction are created, more and more 
seeds of hatred and conflict.

Europe will never recover, it will die unless people realize that the nations 
must join hands over the heads of diplomats and politicians. They must inaug
urate a powerful movement expressing the will of all sensible, clear-thinking 
Europeans, calling for a return to reason and to the only idea for which there 
is room or which has a right to exist in our continent, namely the creation of a

United States of Europe!

Programme
1. The constitution of the European federation shall be similar to that of 

the USA.
2. All citizens of the federation shall be subject to a uniform system of 

civil, administrative, social and criminal law.
3. A uniform system of currency, weights and measures shall be intro

duced throughout the territory of the federation.
4. The states belonging to the union shall abolish their national frontiers 

and create a single economic area with a central economic planning body.
5. The employment of the labour force and the fight against unemploy

ment shall be regulated by a central labour office for the whole area of 
the federation.

6. In addition to the national language, English shall be taught in all 
schools in order to increase international understanding and facilitate 
links with the world economy.

7. A federal defence force shall be formed to protect the federation and 
keep the peace within its borders. Military service shall be voluntary. The 
defence force is essentially an instrument of peace.

8. The ultimate objective of the United States of Europe is to prepare the 
way for a single world economy and to ensure world peace. The United 
States of Europe will in due course be absorbed into a general world 
organization.

9. Pending the establishment of the United States of Europe a 
provisional federal government shall be set up with its headquarters in 
Switzerland. All member states of the proposed federation shall be re
presented in this government on an equal basis. The representatives shall 
elect from among their number a provisional President of the United 
States of Europe.

10. To prevent unemployment and destitution in Europe all enterprises 
producing for peaceful purposes shall at once resume activity. The 
rebuilding of destroyed cities shall be begun at once on a basis of national 
mutual help. All military influence on the economy shall be excluded.

This plan for a new order in Europe is not a betrayal of the national cause, 
nor is it a desperate act of self-sacrifice. The peoples of Europe are in a state 
of worse poverty and destitution than ever before in history, but their spirit
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has not been deadened by war, starvation and tyranny, and their minds are 
clearer than ever. We reject all the ideas of power and racialism that have been 
bred in us during centuries of distortion and ignorance, and we are resolved 
to set out on a straight and sure path that will lead us out of the maze of 
historical tradition and the morass of petty interests.

The idea of the United States of Europe is not new. It has long been the 
dream of the greatest men in all European nations. Leibniz and Napoleon, 
Victor Hugo, Briand and Stresemann were all its advocates.

Mussolini and Hitler believed they could deal a death-blow to this idea. 
They were deceived in that as in other matters, and the result of their cata
strophic policy was to prepare the way for Europe. The war with all its hard
ships and horrors was sufficient proof that the way of force and oppression is 
the wrong one and that only understanding, cooperation and mutual aid can 
lead to the lasting improvement and well-being of all.

The only way we can be saved is by selflessly serving the community and 
abandoning without reserve all the ideas that have till now served us as po
litical or racial symbols.

We must become brothers again and return to the bosom of the old family 
in which we lived happily a thousand years ago. We must not lose faith in con
science and the essential human ideals of sacrifice, virtue and chivalry, if we 
are to be human and happy once more.

The earth provides enough space and food for all!
For a thousand years Europeans have bent their minds on conquest, oppres

sion and destruction. In so doing they have brought the old continent, the 
cradle of science and technology and the birthplace of civilization, to the 
verge of the abyss. Only a breath would suffice to plunge it to destruction.

Let us work together across frontiers. All who are of clear mind and good 
will, let us at last create the league that our forefathers should have created 
centuries ago, the league that will save Europe and lead it towards a happier 
future, the

United States of Europe!

145. Hans Werner Richter: Churchill and European unity
1 March 1947

‘Churchill und die europäische Einheit’, Der R uf Eine deutsche Nachkriegszeitschrift, 
ed. by Hans Schwab-Felisch, Munich, 1962, pp. 153-9 (No. 14, 1 March 1947: extract)

Edited by Hans Werner Richter and Alfred Andersch, 16 numbers of Der Ruf appeared 
between 15 August 1946 and 1 April 1947, after which it was banned by the American mil
itary authorities on the ground of ‘nihilism The journal opposed the partition of Germany,

1 Cf. Hans Schwab-Felisch in Introduction to the edition of Der Ruf in book 
form, Munich, 1962, p. 16. According to Harry Pross, Literatur und Politik (n. 26
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the 'collective guilt' thesis and what it considered a false ideal of re-education.2 It maintained 
the conception of Germany as a bridge between East and West.3 The Germany of the future 
should be socialist, and so should a united Europe;4 on this ground the journal was critical of 
Churchill's views.

Winston ChurchilPs Europe does not appear viable any longer. Behind his 
words can be seen the old face of British diplomacy: the continental policy of 
the ‘balance of power’, that is the true dictate of the hour. On the one side are 
the European states, weakened and incapable of effective resistance, and on 
the other the vital force of the East with its huge land armies. The unity of 
European states as a means of achieving a balance, with the atom bomb 
thrown in -  that is ChurchilPs idea of Europe. Germany as the neighbour of 
such a bloc would not be a link between West and East, but rather an area of 
friction.

But the opportunity for a rebirth of Europe has already been missed. 
Today’s political arrangements are directed towards the regeneration of 
nation states, division into smaller units instead of combination into bigger 
ones. The centre of Europe is distracted by the fever of world politics. Instead 
of the great national states which might have been united into a European fed
eration there is now a collection of small states which cannot possibly be 
merged together. You cannot make a United States of Europe out of Greater 
Hesse or Lesser Franconia. But here ChurchilPs self-contradiction becomes 
manifest. To aim at particularism in central Europe and at the same time set 
about founding a European parliament means going back to the days of the 
Zollverein and the Frankfurt parliament of 1848. Europe cannot be Balkan- 
ized and Europeanized at the same time and by the same methods.

The question of the unity of Europe is also that of its future structure, as 
its disunity is a consequence of its structural transformation. Churchill wants 
to rescue from destruction a Europe which has shown in two wars that it is 
incapable of surviving. He wants to preserve it on a basis of liberalism and pri-

to Introduction to this chapter), p. 141, the journal’s circulation at the time of the 
ban was 120,000. On its origins and programme and the controversy it aroused see 
also Hans Werner Richter, ‘Wie entstand und was war die Gruppe 47?’ in Hans 
Werner Richter und die Gruppe 47, ed. by Hans A. Neunzig, Munich, 1979, 
pp. 41-176, esp. pp. 41-75. For the charge of nihilism see ibid., p. 75. The journal 
was also accused (ibid., p. 64) of impermissible criticism of Allied policy in Germany, 
unjustified attacks on international personalities, false reports on the behaviour of 
Allied soldiers etc.

2 Cf. Hans Werner Richter, ‘Beim Wiederlesen des Ruf’ in Der R uf op. cit., p. 8.
3 Schwarz, Vom Reich zur Bundesrepublik, pp. 347-50, and relevant passages of 

Richter, ‘Deutschland -  Brücke zwischen Ost und West’, in Klaus-Jörg Ruhl, ‘Mein 
Gott, was soll aus Deutschland werden?'. Die Adenauer-Ära 1949-1963, Munich, 
1985, pp. 53-6.

4 Cf. Harry Pross, Literatur und Politik, p. 140; Hans Werner Richter (n. 2 
above), p. 8.
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vate ownership, and his concession to the ideas of our own day is that he sees 
no reason why the question of state socialism versus private enterprise should 
not be settled gradually and peacefully by the normal process of democratic 
and parliamentary machinery.

But this Europe is in a state of decline and is moving closer to the abyss every 
day. The old Europe must die so that a new one can be born, and the new one 
must be socialist or nothing. It is no longer a question of a peaceful parlia
mentary compromise between state socialism and the entrepreneur system: it 
is already a question of European socialism. But, while the economic structure 
of liberalism and private enterprise prevented Europe from uniting, a socialist 
Europe will automatically find its way towards unity. One is a precondition 
of the other. Despite all contrary symptoms, the general trend is towards a 
socialist economic order on a European scale. There is no other possibility 
and no other remedy. However, such an economic order is a condition, not a 
consequence, of a healthy, organic state of unity in Europe. To unite states 
with their present economic structure into a Council of Europe would be to 
turn things upside down and put the cart before the horse. The only effect 
would be that one day, when the balance of power had shifted, the politically 
practical desire of many Europeans for unity would once more prove to have 
been an illusion. But the destruction of illusions is the first and most important 
presupposition of a genuine European unity.

That unity will never come about, however, if national rights are not 
respected. Unity must be achieved by and through individual nations. It 
cannot be based on the hegemony of some and the repression of others, what
ever historical guilt the past may have laid upon them. There is also no future 
in the attempts, so often repeated by private associations of the ‘Pan-Euro
pean5 type, to create ‘European man5 as the necessary first step. This would 
mean, as in the utopian socialism of the last century, that human beings must 
become angels before socialism can be a reality. Pan-European man may per
haps be a consequence of European unity -  but if he were a precondition of it, 
then a few more thousand years and dozens of wars would have to pass over 
Europe before unity could be thought of. The last few decades have also seen 
the failure of the internationalism of peace-loving and pacifist associations 
which -  striving for European unity as well -  were inspired by lofty ideals but 
took no account of political necessities. Such idealists failed because their 
notions were utopian and divorced from reality. Battling for the European 
idea against their own nation, they inevitably came to over-estimate foreign 
countries, and their defeat and disappointment was all the more bitter when, 
sooner or later, they came up against the awakening nationalism of all coun
tries alike.

But just as socialism grows organically from smaller to larger units, from 
cooperatives to the state and from the state to the economic unity of Europe, 
in the same way political development will advance from the nation state to 
a European federation.

After the wars of liberation in 1815 the young generation that returned to 
Germany from the battlefields of Europe passionately desired to see Germany



488 Documents

unified. Today the young generation of Europeans, returning from the battle
fields of the world, desires the unity of Europe. As the generation of 1815 
espoused liberal ideas in accordance with the tendency of their time, so 
today’s young people are socialist-minded. As the revolutionary movement of 
‘Young Germany5 arose in the last century, so we may hope to see a ‘Young 
Europe5 movement in our own day. But just as the young idealists after 1815 
were resisted by all the reactionary tendencies of the time, so we have a similar 
situation today. What Metternich succeeded in doing is also within the power 
of present-day statesmen. They will do their best to frustrate, dilute and falsify 
the socialist European movement because it will not conform to their pur
poses, being both socialist and revolutionary. A peaceful European restora
tion always begins by making the same mistakes. Its political virtuosity con
sists in repeating and stabilizing what is outworn and out of date. The dictated 
terms of peace determine the next wars, and the game continues to be played 
by the same methods in defiance of experience.

This is where the dilemma of the young German generation begins. The 
division of Germany into smaller units means a shifting of the real tasks that 
await them in the European sphere: their political objectives are, as it were, 
thrust back a hundred years into the past. They have to start by tackling the 
problem of German unity, just as the young idealists did in 1815, and the 
European goal recedes into an indefinite future. For the unity of Europe must 
always presuppose the unity of each nation. Anything else is a nineteenth-cen
tury utopia, a romantic survival without relevance to the mass movements of 
today.

This is also true of Winston Churchill’s European idea. His united Europe 
is no more than a castle in the air. The Council that he advocates would be 
a head without a body, a thing of no substance. It would be torn apart by con
flicting capitalist economic interests, national animosities and hegemonistic 
ambitions of one power to the disadvantage of the others. The area of friction 
which lies towards the East would have to be watched over by a vigilant diplo
macy, and the balance of forces additionally safeguarded by the atomic bomb. 
And all this would amount to no more than rescuing a feebly restored Europe, 
a continent under sentence of death, surviving only on ideas of the last cen
tury. Against this stands the idea of a young Europe, with socialism as a pre
condition of its unity and an equal law for all. Political unity can only be 
rooted in a unified socialist economic order, and national danger-spots can 
only be eliminated if all nations have equal rights. Such a Europe would not be 
suspected of constituting a Western bloc in opposition to the East, and it 
would not even need the atom bomb to demonstrate its military equality with 
the Soviet Union. The factor of uncertainty would be replaced by political 
friendship.

But the reactionary tendencies of our time will prevent all this unless the 
young people of Europe rise up in a revolutionary movement, resolved to step 
over the ruins of an obsolete world and give reality to the words of Victor 
Hugo: ‘My revenge is -  fraternity. No frontiers any more -  the Rhine belongs 
to all. Let us form a republic! Let us make the United States of Europe! Let us
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create a continental federation and lay the foundations of European free
dom!’

146. Europa-Union: Directives March 1947
From EA Archives, E 791.71 D (unabridged).

The German Europa-Union was founded at Syke near Bremen on 9 December 1946, 
chaired by the FDP politician Wilhelm Heile,1 with the energetic, ambitious Wilhelm 
Hermes as secretary.2 The programme submitted to the military authorities consisted of Di
rectives' and a series of 18 points, based closely on the parallel texts of the Swiss Europa-Un
ion.3 Subsequently the Hertenstein Programme of September 1946 was adopted and 
circulated together with a revised version of the Directives (drafted by Heile), which is given 
below.4 Europa- Union achieved its widest influence in the first year of its existence, with a

1 Wilhelm Heile, born 18 Dec. 1881, friend of Friedrich Naumann, member of the 
Reichstag for the DDP (German Democratic Party); 1926-32 chairman of the Ver
band für europäische Cooperation; 1945 chairman of the FDP for Thuringia, from 
which post he was removed; then Landrat (district administrator) at Syke near Bre
men; Aug. 1946, minister in the Land government of Hanover (minister of transport 
from Sept, onwards). Resigned on 8 Dec. 1946 when the Landoi Lower Saxony was 
formed; Jan.-Nov. 1946, Chairman of the FDP for the British Zone; voted out on 
21 March 1947, he transferred to the strongly federalist NLP (Niedersächsische Lan
despartei).

For his attachment to the European cause in Weimar days cf. Karl Holl, ‘Euro
pa-Politik im Vorfeld der deutschen Regierungspolitik. Zur Tätigkeit pro-euro
päischer Organisationen in der Weimarer Republik’, HZ 219 (1974), pp. 33-94; 
Jürgen Heß, ‘Europagedanke und nationaler Revisionismus. Überlegungen zu ihrer 
Verknüpfung in der Weimarer Republik am Beispiel Wilhelm Heiles’, HZ 225 
(1977), pp. 572-622. It appears from this source that his predominant motive was 
always a national one: ‘European idealism primarily in the service of national-demo
cratic revisionism -  such is the appropriate description of Heile’s commitment to 
Europe under the Weimar Republic’ (ibd., p. 613). On the European idea in the 
1920s cf. also Walter Lipgens, ‘Europäische Einigungsidee 1923-1930 und Briands 
Europaplan im Urteil der deutschen Akten’, //Z203 (1966), pp. 46-89, 316-63.

2 Hermes used Europa-Union mainly to build up his own political position, but 
for that very reason did a great deal to build up its organization. His personal ambi
tion was the cause of the initial failure of plans for a merger between Europa-Union 
and the other German associations: cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 425-31,644-52.

3 For the Swiss documents see W. Lipgens (ed.), Europa-Föderationspläne der 
Widerstandsbewegungen 1940-1945, Munich, 1968, pp. 346-8, 382 f. The statement 
in Jürgen Schwarz (ed.), Der Aufbau Europas, Bonn, 1980, p. 53, that the 18-point 
programme was submitted by the German Europa-Union is incorrect.

4 Cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 418-23.



490 Documents

congress at Eutin on 21-3 June 1947 and a questionnaire addressed to members of the 
German Landtage concerning their support for European unityJ

A. Directives
Preamble: The appalling consequences of two world wars have turned 

Europe into a spiritual and economic wilderness and expose the continent to 
the danger of complete collapse. A final and lasting peace and the economic 
and cultural recovery of Europe can only be brought about if all European 
nations are prepared to join in peaceful cooperation. In other parts of the 
world groups of this kind have already been formed, e.g. the Pan-American 
Union, the British Commonwealth and the USSR. Only Europe has not yet 
taken the resolve to unite to safeguard peace, to solve common political and 
economic problems and to preserve and strengthen its cultural heritage.

In all spheres of political, economic and cultural life the destinies of Europe 
are inextricably intertwined. Realization of this has led in almost all European 
countries to the growth of a movement for European unity, and the Euro- 
pa-Union now founded in Germany proposes to unite all forces devoted to 
European cooperation. Its aims and endeavours are set out in the following 
directives and in the programme adopted unanimously at the international 
congress of associations for European unity held at Hertenstein in Switzer
land.6

1. Europa-Union in Germany is the association of all German adherents of 
the movement for European union.

2. In cooperation with similar organizations in other European countries, 
Europa-Union aims to bring about the political and economic union of the 
peoples and states of Europe in a European confederation.

3. Europa-Union sees the unification of Europe not as an aim for the distant 
future but as the most important and urgent task of practical politics at the 
present day. However, Europa-Union regards it as premature to draw up a 
detailed constitution for the European confederation at the present time. Uni
fication can only succeed on a basis of free discussion and joint efforts.

4. In working for this aim there must be no party-political differences: thus 
members of all political parties work together on terms of solidarity within 
Europa-Union.

5. Europa-Union takes its stand on the programme of the international 
movement for European union, adopted unanimously at Hertenstein in Swit
zerland on 21 September 1946.

On 20 February 1947 Europa-Union was officially recognized by the Swiss 
association of the same name as the German movement for the unification of

5 For the history of Europa-Union cf. Christel Ruppert, ‘Die Europa-Union 
Deutschlands’ (thesis), Heidelberg, 1960; Karlheinz Koppe, Das grüne E setzt sich 
durch, Cologne, 1967; Lipgens, History, esp. pp. 415-25, 650-2; also doc. 158 below.

6 For the Hertenstein conference cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 303-10.
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Europe. On this basis it is affiliated to the main European association for this 
purpose, the Union Européenne des Fédéralistes with headquarters in Paris.7

6. Europa-Union recognizes that there may be specific European problems, 
e.g. that of a customs union, for which it may be appropriate to set up special 
organizations. However, all organizations devoted to the unification of 
Europe should not only work together harmoniously but should combine with 
one another. There is room within Europa-Union for every special task and 
activity.

7. Europa-Union aims at the unification of the whole of Europe and deci
sively rejects the ‘little European’ policy of attempting to unify the continent 
without Great Britain.

It is our belief and desire that all European peoples and states can and should 
become members of the European confederation, provided they feel and 
acknowledge that they are European and belong to Europe. Now that the 
British ‘United Europe Committee’, whose aims are close to those of Euro
pa-Union, has taken the initiative of declaring, on Britain’s behalf, for the uni
fication of Europe, Europa-Union expresses the hope that Russia and the East 
European states will join the movement for European union or at least give it 
their benevolent support.

8. The unification of Europe is to be a work of peace and understanding 
among peoples. Europa-Union stands for European solidarity and mutual 
responsibility, but emphatically rejects any idea of developing European impe
rialism. The work of peace in Europe must not be allowed to degenerate into a 
system of continental power politics, an enlarged version of the national 
power politics of the past. Hence Europa-Union seeks the unification of 
Europe only in the framework of the worldwide peace mechanism of the 
United Nations.

The United States of Europe must be the firm foundation and support of 
the United States of mankind.

147. The Union Europa Liga: ‘Tasks and purposes’ June 1947
From Federal German Archives, Kardorff papers, vol. 72 (unabridged)

The Union Europa Liga (UEL) was founded at Munich on 28 September 1946, its 
moving spirits being Carl Schmidt and Paul G. Kolwes (Koblenz). The document repro
duced below was probably adopted on 1 June 1947\ when the Bavarian Land association 
was founded. The League merged with the Europa-Bund (doc. 149) on 1 August 1947.1

7 For the Swiss Europa-Union cf. Lipgens, History; pp. 117-24 etc. 
1 For the history of the UEL cf. Lipgens, History; pp. 410-12.
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I
The Union Europa Liga stands for a confederation including all peoples and 

states of Europe, as the intermediary, designated by history, between the 
eastern and the western world. This mediatory role is universal: it applies 
equally to cultural matters, political ideology, the economic system and ques
tions of practical politics.

Federal union in the shape of a United States of Europe will be pursued by 
way of the unification of European communications, economy, customs and 
currency.

II
The UEL is convinced that the confederation of all Europe will be seen by 

all its peoples as a historical necessity, and welcomed by all non-European 
states as a safeguard of world peace.

In particular it expects that an economically united Europe will have a stim
ulating effect on the whole world economy, which will also lead to political 
compromise and detente.

III
Aware that European civilization can only be saved by economic rationality 

and political insight, the UEL aims to win over the German people to the 
Pan-European idea, especially as this is already showing hopeful beginnings 
in other European countries.

The external aim of the UEL is supported by an intellectual and 
psychological one, as it stands for the creation of a European consciousness 
based on the natural rights of man and the principles of humanity, and em
bodied in individuals who think and act in a cosmopolitan spirit. It rejects all 
forms of exorbitant national patriotism in favour of the higher new European 
order, regarded as an integral part of the future union of all nations.

148. Martin Niemöller: ‘Thoughts on the European situation’
1 Aug. 1947

‘Gedanken zur europäischen Lage’, Amtsblatt der evangelischen Kirche in Deutschland 
1 (1947), No. 16, 1 August 1947, cols. 101-4, this extract cols. 103-4.

Martin Niemôller1 belonged to a left-wing section of the Confessing Church, a body 
which drew the conclusion from experience with the Nazi state that the Church must avoid

1 Martin Niemoller, born 14 Jan. 1892, died 6 March 1984. A U-boat commander 
in the First World War; studied theology, 1919-24; 1924-30 secretary of the West
phalian union of Inner Missions; 1931, pastor of Berlin/Dahlem parish; in 1933 
founded the Pastors’ Emergency League (Pfarrernotbund) and contributed thereby
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any ties with political authority but must itself become more political by taking an active 
part in public events. Niemöller's political activity after the war found expression chiefly in 
his attitude to the East-West conflict,2 the problem of German unity3 and that of German 
remilitarisation.4

He maintained that Germany, in alliance with other European states, could perform a 
mediating function between the two power blocs with their antagonistic social systems pro
vided it remained neutral' not binding itself to either system but endeavouring to synthesize 
the two. In his opinion the choice facing Germany was not ‘West or East’ but ‘bridge or bat
tle ground'I

*'<r

If Europe is to serve as a bridge between East and West it must once again 
become a force in its own right.

To make it so, we must overcome the old divisions among the relatively 
small European nations. Up to now nothing has really been done to achieve 
this since the end of hostilities. On the contrary, the disputes over national 
frontiers are bound to arouse atavistic nationalist feelings in many European 
countries. If a few hundred square miles of ancient German territory are given 
to Holland, this means a revival of nationalism in Holland and in Germany 
as well, and all to no practical purpose. We should leave political frontiers to 
take care of themselves for a while. They are bound to disappear, but they will 
do so of themselves once the peoples of Europe summon up their energies to 
a higher common purpose. A united Europe will be more than a mere compen
sation for the loss of national sovereignties; and the loss of national independ
ence, and any other loss of national greatness and power, will not arouse fresh 
nationalism if the higher aim of a larger, united Europe is first popularized 
and made into a reality.

Europe as a force in its own right is not to be created from a political angle 
but must be made an economic reality. I am convinced that all European 
nations will regard an economic union of the whole continent as a hope for 
the future and an objective worth fighting and working for, since it will enable 
them once again to make a real contribution to their own future. (It may be 
that Switzerland will stand aside for the time being, as long as the present 
boom continues there).

to the establishment of the Confessing Church, to which he belonged during the 
Nazi period. In concentration camps, 1937-45; 1947-64 president of the Evan
gelical church province of Hesse-Nassau; 1948-55 member of Council of 
Evangelical Church of Germany; 1945-56 director of the church’s Office for For
eign Relations; 1961-8 a president of the World Council of Churches. Cf. bio
graphy by Dietmar Schmidt, Martin Niemöller; Hamburg, 1959.

2 Cf. Michael Schumann, ‘Die Entstehung des politischen Ansatzes bei Martin 
Niemöller unter dem Faschismus und seine Entfaltung in den Jahren 1945-1953 im 
Rahmen einer Bewegung kleinbürgerlicher Opposition’ (thesis), Berlin, 1974,
p. 128.

3 Cf. Schumann, op. cit., pp. 202 ff.
4 Cf. Schumann, op. cit., pp. 233 ff.
5 Martin Niemöller, Reden 1945-1954\ Darmstadt, 1958, p. 173.
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If the economic union of Europe can be achieved, national frontiers will 
become less rigid of their own accord, without any danger of arousing nation
alist reactions.

In addition I see in this the only possible way of restoring peace to Europe 
and making it self-sufficient in food and consumer goods. Moreover, a Europe 
united in such a way with a real life of its own will be highly beneficial to rela
tions between the Western and the Eastern world. Such a Europe will no 
longer be a target for propaganda from either or both sides, and this will 
greatly reduce the immediate threat of a third world war.

The irreconcilable difference between the Russian and the American way 
of life does not mean that there is no ideological affinity between the two. 
They have been united by at least one formative and creative idea: for centuries 
Christianity has shown itself capable of forming the lives of individuals and 
society in the Eastern as in the Western world, and for centuries the two have 
not significantly altered their character. Both the Russian people and the 
American nation have developed their lives on a Christian basis.

It is a mistake to think that Christianity is a specific property of the individ
ualistic Western world: for centuries it has likewise shaped the community-ori
ented life of Russia. Christianity was and is an ideological bridge between the 
two worlds, and it might again become one in practical terms -  but probably 
only once again, and only if the individual and social life of Europe was once 
more founded on Christian principles. Christianity is basically twofold -  it is 
both individualistic and community-directed: it constantly restores the equili
brium between the individual and the community, the Christian and the 
Church.

Europe will be able to perform its historic task only so long as its civilization 
bears a Christian stamp; and the only hope for the future of the world, as far 
as I can judge, lies in a re-Christianization of Europe. Such a Europe, acting 
as a centre of civilization and a link between East and West, might bring about 
mutual understanding and cooperation between the two ways of life. If this 
does not happen the two systems will have to work out their destiny by com
bating each other until only one of them is left in the world.

Thus I maintain that a united Europe rebuilt on Christian principles is the 
only hope today for the peaceful development of our world, and hence the 
only possible constructive political idea.

149. Europa-Bund: Principles 22-23 August 1947
F ro m  F e d e ra l  G e rm a n  A rc h iv e s , K a r d o r f f  p a p e rs ,  v o l. 72  (u n a b r id g e d )

In July 1947 the German federalist associations once again took steps towards a merger, 
encouraged by a letter from Alexandre Marc stating that the UEF hoped a German delegation 
would attend its forthcoming congress on Montreux, but that for this purpose the German
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federalists should form a coordinating committee. Ernst von Schenck also pointed out that 
the appearance of too many German groups at the congress would give an undesirable effect 
of German preponderance. Accordingly on 1 August 1947 five associations - the Deutsche 
Liga für föderalistische Union Europas, the Europäische Aktion, the Pan-Europa-Union, the 
USE-Liga and the Union Europa Liga -  united to form the Europa-Bund,1 which approved 
the following directives at a congress of L a n d  delegates on 22-3 August 1947.

I. Principles
1. The Europa-Bund, a community of German associations for European 

federation, constituted at Frankfurt am Main on 1 August 1947, has set itself 
the task of propagating the European idea in Germany and providing a basis 
for European thoughts and attitudes.

2. The Europa-Bund takes as its starting-point the fact that the age of nation 
states is at an end. Europe must unite or perish. In economic matters, too, our 
continent has become too small for the traditional forms of coexistence. 
European spiritual life can only unfold if, in this sphere also, its peoples over
come the narrow limitations of national egoism.

3. It is incumbent on all European peoples, and especially the German peo
ple, to be ready for the development of Europe which is now at hand. Recogni
tion of this is widespread in Europe and throughout the world. The economic 
and communication problems of all European states, the plans for a customs 
union, ideas of a European currency all point the same way. Existing organiza
tions with European aims in all countries of Europe are concerned with these 
problems.

4. But such a European development is only possible if all its members work 
towards unity and surrender certain traditional rights of sovereignty to the 
higher community, which in turn is not an end in itself but should promote 
endeavours to form a world government. Germany is called upon, along with 
other countries, to devote all its strength and good will to this purpose.

5. A federal Germany is a necessary precondition of a federation of Euro
pean democracies.

6. The Europa-Bund bases its activity on the premiss that the future federa
tion of European democracies stands for nothing but the welfare of Europe, 
and will not let itself be manoeuvred into opposition to any European or non- 
European power.

7. The Europa-Bund will operate on a regional basis through Land organi
zations and others at sub-district and local level. Only this structure, built up 
from below, will make it possible to maintain close contact with broad sec
tions of our people; moreover it eliminates the danger of a false and harmful

1 C f . L ip g e n s , History, p p . 6 4 4 - 7 ;  R u p p e r t ,  Europa-Union\ p p . 23  f .;  K o p p e , Das 
grüne E, p . 21 . O n  th is  o c c a s io n  a lso , E u r o p a - U n io n  w i th d r e w  b e c a u s e  th e  o th e r  
a s s o c ia t io n s  r e fu s e d  to  a c c o rd  it a  d o m in a n t  p o s i t io n  in  th e  c o - o r d in a t in g  c o m m it
te e .
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centralism in an organization working for federal development. Above all the 
Europa-Bund will make it its business to cooperate with associations of young 
people, student bodies and high school organizations.

150. Heidelberg Action Group: Resolution concerning the Ruhr 
and the maintenance of peace 10-11 Oct. 1947

From Die Wandlung 2 (1947), No. 9, pp. 768-70 (unabridged)

The treatment of the Ruhr district, regarded by the Allies as the economic base of German 
militarism, played a special part in the satisfaction of their need for security. German po
litical circles were also interested in the future of this major industrial area, which was of 
decisive importance for the country's economic development. Discussion centred on questions 
of international control and that of private ownership versus socialization.1 The ‘Heidelberg 
Action Group ’ which described itself as ‘a loose, free association of some individuals active 
in politics,'2 discussed the problem at its third meeting on 10-11 October 1947: the results 
were published in the December number of Die Wandlung, a journal whose editor and pub
lisher were members of the group.3

With the object of reconciling international interests in the Ruhr district and 
the need for security with German economic and social potentialities, we offer 
the following suggestions.

1 See general works on postwar German history, and also: Rolf Steininger, ‘Die 
Rhein-Ruhr-Frage im Kontext britischer Deutschlandpolitik 1945/46’ in Politische 
Weichenstellungen im Nachkriegsdeutschland 1945-1953, ed. by Heinrich August 
Winkler, Göttingen, 1979, pp. 111-66; Rolf Steininger, ‘Reform und Realität. 
Ruhrfrage und Sozialisierung in der anglo-amerikanischen Deutschlandpolitik 
1947/48’, VfZG27 (1979), pp. 167-240; Horst Lademacher, ‘Die britische Soziali
sierungspolitik im Rhein-Ruhr-Raum 1945-1948’ in Die Deutschlandpolitik Großbri
tanniens und die britische Zone 1945-1949, ed. by Claus Scharf and Hans-Jürgen 
Scnröder, Wiesbaden, 1979, pp. 51-92; Raymond Poidevin, ‘Frankreich und die 
Ruhrfrage 1945-1951’, H Z 228 (1979), pp. 318-34.

2 Cf. editorial note prefaced to ‘Ruhrgebiet und Friedenssicherung. Eine Diskus
sion’, Die Wandlung 2 (1947), No. 9, p. 768. In foreign policy the Heidelberg group 
favoured the neutralization of Germany: cf. Rainer Dohse, Der Dritte Weg, Ham
burg, 1974, pp. 21-6 (which unfortunately does not mention the third meeting and 
the discussion thereat).

3 Die Wandlung was founded in 1945 by Karl Jaspers, Alfred Weber and Werner 
Krauss, with Dolf Sternberger as editor. It devoted much space at this period to 
philosophical and sociological analysis, while a column ‘Wörterbuch des Unmen
schen’ contained interpretive comment on the bureaucratic vocabulary of the Third 
Reich; cf. Harry Pross, Literatur und Politik, pp. 136, 218-21.
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We realize that the fullest guarantee must be provided against the repetition 
of a German policy of aggression.

In this connection we point out that Germany will, it appears, in the future 
be incapable of aggression, since it will possess no air force, navy or army. 
However, in addition to this disarmament there must, we believe, be a system 
of international control over German war potential. But we would regard it 
as inappropriate, probably fatal economically and unendurable psycholog
ically, if such control were in any way to involve the isolation of the Ruhr dis
trict from Germany.

The necessary control could take a different form, viz. by the appointment 
of special agencies, but above all by way of socialization, which, if properly 
carried out, would in our view be the best guarantee of peace.

We propose that individual pits and key industrial enterprises should be 
removed from the control of syndicates, cartels and combines and converted 
into socialized units, whose capital would be administered in trust for the 
nation as a whole and whose management, operating on a basis of socialist 
profit, would be supervised by boards appointed by authorities independent of 
day-to-day politics. The international control authorities could be associated 
with such boards and enjoy similar rights of inspection in regard to all transac
tions.

This or a similar form of socialization as a guarantee of peace could be 
applied to key enterprises in the Ruhr district and could be extended to all 
essential enterprises in German heavy industry and mining. It could also consti
tute an element of any supranational economic organization that might 
appear necessary or desirable. This might take the form of a special organiza
tion for the industry of the Ruhr -  say a holding company entitled ‘European 
Ruhr Industry5, which would exercise the above-mentioned control and regu
late international deliveries in concert with the German authorities -  or alter
natively a general international economic organization in which Germany 
could be integrated as a whole.

Such guarantees as these would be endurable, whereas if the ownership of 
coal mines and key heavy industry plants in the Ruhr were taken out of 
German hands it would mean that most of the workers there would be in for
eign employ. This would be undesirable on psychological grounds alone, and 
it could and should be avoided in favour of an effective international control 
and co-management on the lines suggested.

151. Ernst Reuter: *Ways and forms of socialization' 30 Nov. 1947
"Wege und Formen der Sozialisierung’ in Emst Reuter. Schriften. Reden, ed. by Hans 

E. Hirschfeld and Hans J. Reichhardt, vol. 3, Artikel Briefe Reden 1946-1949, ed. by 
Hans J. Reichhardt, Berlin, n.d., pp. 297-318; this extract pp. 307-10.
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The following is from an address to the annual meeting of the periodical Das soziali- 
stische Jahrhundert in Berlin on 30 Nov. 1947. Reuter at the time had been elected Lord 
Mayor of Berlin,1 but was prevented from taking office by a Soviet veto. Having stated his 
theme that socialism was ‘the problem of the day’,2 he analysed the past and present of 
capitalism and expressed his confidence in an evolutionary road to socialism. However, this 
entailed a condition prior even to the socialization of basic industries.

One more precondition of this development of socialism must be 
mentioned. In the great USSR, comprising a fifth of the earth’s surface, the

1 Ernst Reuter, born 29 July 1889, died 29 Sept. 1953. Studies, 1907-12. 1912-15, 
newspaper editor; 1915-17, army service; 1917-18, prisoner of war in Russia; 
1918-22, KPD official; 1922-6, editor on the staff of Vorwärts; 1926-31, Berlin city 
councillor for transport; 1931-3, lord mayor of Magdeburg; 1932-3, Member of the 
Reichstag; twice in concentration camp after 1935, then emigrated to Turkey (till 
1946); adviser to Turkish government, professor at Ankara University; 1946-53, city 
councillor for transport, then Lord Mayor (Governing Mayor) of Berlin. For his 
biography cf. Willy Brandt and Richard Löwenthal, Ernst Reuter. Ein Leben für die 
Freiheit. Eine politische Biographie, Munich, 1957 (for his election as mayor, ibid., 
pp. 381-5). In foreign policy he advocated European cooperation based on Ger
man-French understanding: cf. Brandt and Löwenthal, op. cit., p. 371; Ernst Reuter. 
Schriften. Reden, ed. by Hans E. Hirschfeld and Hans J. Reichhardt, vol. 3, op. cit., 
p. 19, and vol. 4, Reden. Artikel. Briefe 1949-1953, Berlin, 1975, p. 45. Prior to the 
Moscow conference of March-April 1947 he proposed a European Coal Board to 
regulate the future of heavy industry having regard to European and German inter
ests. In a speech on 1 March he said:

‘We German Socialists do not wish to see these economic forces [coal and heavy 
industry] controlled by any new capitalist power, albeit an international one. We 
claim the right to solve the problem ourselves. Of course, just as we recognize that 
foreign powers cannot and will not be indifferent to the nature of our political sys
tem, so we are bound to assume that they will wish to have their say in this matter 
also. The problem of coal, like that of electricity, waterways and other European 
communications, is one that involves nations mutually. A European coal board 
could very well have a decisive influence on the development of the coal industry in 
Europe, not only that of Germany or the Ruhr, and afford guarantees that the 
resources extracted by our miners are put to peaceful and profitable use. There 
seems no reason why it should not be possible to reconcile our nation’s justified 
claim to administer its own industry with the justified demand for security and the 
safeguarding of peace for the other European peoples, provided we are treated with 
the confidence that we expect as German socialists and democrats.’ (Ernst Reuter. 
Schriften. Reden, op. cit., vol. 3, Berlin, n.d., pp. 120-39; this passage, p. 137).

2 For Reuter’s attitude to the realization of socialism cf. Theo Pirker, SPD nach 
Hitler, p. 19; Susanne Miller, SPD vor und nach Godesberg, p. 15; Ernst Ulrich Hus- 
ter, Die Politik der SPD, passim. For a different interpretation of Reuter’s attitude to 
socialism in day-to-day politics cf. Arnold Sywottek, ‘Die “fünfte Zone” . Zur gesell- 
schafts- und außenpolitischen Orientierung und Funktion sozialdemokratischer 
Politik in Berlin 1945-48’, AfS 13 (1973), pp. 53-129, here p. 116. Sywottek reaches 
his conclusion on the basis of an interpretation, which I do not find wholly convinc
ing, of Reuter’s speech at the Berlin SPD congress in April 1947.
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question whether socialism is possible ‘in one country’ or not may be 
vehemently debated by the high priests of a pseudo-scientific dialectic, and 
the debate may in the end be settled in blood. But with the European 
nations in their state of dispersion there can be no doubt that socialism in 
one country is impossible in the West:3 it would mean nothing but atrophy 
of autarky, leading finally to preparation for war. Of course Marx 
described wars as the locomotives of history, and it is true that both world 
wars did an enormous amount for the technical and economic development 
of countries that were not directly involved but only supplied goods to the 
others. Some British Dominions such as Canada, certain South American 
and other countries were able in a few years to develop productive 
forces in a way that would have taken far longer in peace-time, though 
admittedly it would have been more of an organic process. But in the 
European countries the last two wars -  and this would be far more the case 
with any future war -  brought about catastrophic material destruction and 
had even more devastating psychological effects -  and it is these effects 
which are the greatest obstacle to the development of socialism.

The first condition of a lasting and healthy development of socialism in 
Europe is that its peoples should break out of their mutual isolation, the exces
sive rivalry and ossified nationalist ideas of the past, and should finally resolve 
to plan together in a spirit of give and take, relying on cooperation of this kind 
for their security and their whole future. There is a danger that socialists’ 
enthusiasm for planning, cooperative organization, public enterprise and all 
the many things that lie on the road to socialism, or appear to do so, may lead 
them to overlook the fact that it is not only external forms of development that 
determine whether something is to be regarded as socialist or not, but that the 
question is rather under what historical conditions and for what final purpose 
the transition to such forms is accomplished. A great many forms of public 
enterprise and tendencies are double-edged: they present socialist features, 
but serve anti-socialist ends.

Every fresh move towards a creative, socialist economic order must begin 
by taking account of a foreign dimension. One could imagine a wonderfully 
socialized Germany in which not only the post and railways, as in the past, but

3 Kurt Schumacher had argued similarly in August 1947:
‘It is felt quite clearly on the Continent that this struggle cannot be successful if 

it is limited to Britain. There can be no question here of “socialism in one country” . 
Whether the socialist transformation of Britain can be continued and safeguarded 
depends on whether socialist economic forms can be brought into being and main
tained by democratic political methods in Western Europe and in the heart of the 
Continent.

Solidarity in this campaign is the precondition of a successful outcome. Without 
Britain, Europe today has no future. But we also believe that Britain, which has other 
needs and interests throughout the world that it must defend or put into new forms, 
also has no future without Europe. Britain holds the key to the outcome of the great 
test as to the indissolubility of democracy and socialism in Europe.’ (Kurt 
Schumacher, Reden und Schriften, pp. 436-7).
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also coal, iron, electrical energy and many other things were publicly adminis
tered and developed with exemplary thoroughness, according to the utmost 
detail of an ingeniously devised principle of socialist organization. Yet such a 
Germany could, today or tomorrow, become a fearful weapon in the hands of 
anti-socialist forces unless every German socialist realizes this danger and 
expends all his energy, combating resistance in our own ranks if necessary, to 
ensure that this economic organization of Germany in the interest of the 
whole community is organically linked and indissolubly united with the Euro
pean economy, so as to rule out in advance any move towards nationalist isola
tion. Such an integration of the whole of Europe, even though it might be by 
no means fully socialist in all its parts, is even more important to the future of 
socialism in Germany than a purely socialist development of Germany itself. 
Failing such integration, there remains a danger that socialist developments in 
Germany will be no more than a façade.

Socialist planners are subject to the same danger as technocratic planners: 
they overrate the importance of outward forms and overlook the political and 
psychological background. Just as capitalism has developed characteristic 
economic forms, for example the joint stock company, so new socialist forms 
will develop such as the enterprises of public utility [gemeinwirtschaftliche 
Untemehmen] as we have defined them in Berlin. But it would be a mistake to 
deduce from the existence of new forms that the new reality has already come 
about. We have developed joint stock companies that operate in a spirit of 
public utility and serve the socialist cause, and we may develop public utility 
enterprises that serve capitalist interests. We have drawn up and pursued plans 
that were full of socialist phraseology but were basically no more than ways 
of planning appalling destruction. The economy of war and rationing is often 
childishly confused with socialist planning, and not only is this consciously 
encouraged by our opponents but our supporters fall into the same error, as 
many people fail to distinguish between substance and appearance. Our own 
development will be devoid of purpose except in a European setting, and in 
that setting many important steps may be taken towards our objective, by no 
means only by ourselves and by our friends. Without the systematic promo
tion of European integration and Europe-wide planning there cannot be, 
either in Germany or in England -  a fact that unfortunately many in the 
Labour Party seem to forget -  a solid basis for future socialist progress.

Only when we have achieved a European planning system, such as must 
gradually arise from the planning needs of particular sectors, will planning and 
socialist organization in a single European country be free from the danger 
of provincial separatism, which would be most dangerous if it were aggravated 
by the ineradicable tendency to ideological arrogance. Planning and collabo
ration in communications, the planning and pooling of energy on a sound tech
nical and economic basis, agricultural planning, joint control of the European 
mining industry -  the basic problems are no doubt clearly enough indicated 
under these few headings. Autarkic planning in these vital areas would be fatal 
to the future of socialism, and all the more so if it were clad in socialist phra
seology. Socialism in the form of separatism is impossible. It is not only impos-
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sible, it must sooner or later turn into its fatal opposite, rending apart what 
belongs together. It must create decisive obstacles to peaceful trading and the 
creation of wider markets, it must still further poison the European atmos
phere already laden with nationalist resentment. Every socialist movement 
must first prove that it can overcome resistance to European cooperation in its 
own country. By this means the will to international collaboration will be 
lifted out of the sphere of declamatory speeches and the creative forces of 
socialist ideology will be able to tackle the European tasks that confront us in 
a different spirit than the one that has hitherto been customary, and which was 
perhaps the only one possible for political and historical reasons.

The plans that have so far been made in this direction must be urgently 
worked at by the German socialist movement in close cooperation with the 
socialist movements of other countries. A determined approach to the prob
lem of European integration must and will result in the nations concerned 
becoming more interdependent. Only by such gradually increasing mutual 
dependence can the sense of belonging together, and awareness of the existing 
unity of culture and civilization, become so strong that the will to unity will 
gradually come to possess the same political and moral force as it did in Ger
many, for example, after the customs union of 1834 laid the foundation for 
the homogeneous development of a single economic system in which all parts 
of the country were closely integrated and mutually dependent.

152. Karl (Carlo) Schmid: ‘German-French relations and the third 
partner’ Nov.-D ee. 1947

‘Das deutsch-französische Verhältnis und der Dritte Partner’, Die Wandlung 2 
(1947), No. 9, pp. 792-805 (extract)

Carlo Schmid,1 a professor of international law who was at this time minister of justice 
for Württemberg-Hohenzollem, seemed predestined for political activity in the French

1 Carlo Schmid, born 3 Dec. 1896, died 11 Dec. 1979. Volunteered for army serv
ice, 1914. In 1918, member of a Soldiers’ Council; 1919-21, studied law and po
litical science at Tübingen; 1924, solicitor; 1925, district court counsellor (Landge
richtsrat); 1927, head of department at the Kaiser-Wilhelm-Institut for foreign 
public law and international law; 1929, habilitation in foreign public law and interna
tional law; after 1933, debarred from official employment and promotion; army serv
ice, 1940; military administrative officer (Kriegsverwaltungsrat) in Lille; 1945, asso
ciate professor at Tübingen; 1946, full professor there; 1953, professor of political 
science at Frankfurt; 1945, Land chairman of the SPD for South Württemberg;
1946- 7, president of the State Secretariat of Württemberg-Hohenzollern, and
1947- 50, minister of justice of that Land; 1947, elected to SPD executive; 1948-9, 
member of Parliamentary Council and chairman of its General Committee; 
1949-72, member of the Bundestag; deputy speaker (Vizepräsident), 1949-66 and
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Occupation Zone2 and in favour of Franco-German reconciliation. Of German nationality 
but bom at Perpignan in the south of France, he felt at home in either country: he had a tho
rough knowledge of the French language and culture, and was a translator of Baudelaire. He 
professed his faith in European unity as early as 10 February 1946, at the foundation of the 
South Württemberg SPD.3 The following statement of his ideas on Europe4 was made to the 
Heidelberg Action Group.3

To anyone observing the political events of our time from a Western point 
of view there can be no more anxious question than that of placing German-

1969-72; chairman of foreign affairs committee, 1949-53; minister of Bundesrat, 
1966-9. A biography is lacking. Cf. Carlo Schmid, Erinnerungen, Berne/Munich/ 
Vienna, 1979 (=  Vol. 3 of Gesammelte Werke).

2 Cf. Theodor Eschenburg, ‘Von den Anfängen des Landes Württemberg-Hohen- 
zollern’ in Festgabe für Carlo Schmid zum 65. Geburtstag. Dargebracht von Freunden, 
Schülern und Kollegen, ed. by Theodor Eschenburg, Theodor Heuss and Georg-Au
gust Zinn with the assistance of Wilhelm Hennis, Tübingen, 1962, pp. 57-80 
(abridged in VfZG 10 (1962), pp. 264-79).

3 ‘We can only imagine a prosperous future for the European nations if the states 
of this continent can somehow or other form themselves into a United States of 
Europe. We must find a way of ensuring once and for all that these nations, which 
are united by infinitely more than what divides them, do not again become involved 
in war: for if they do it will be the end of all of them. We are prepared to take the 
lead in this direction, which will call for renunciation and sacrifices from everyone, 
and are resolved freely to offer our neighbours all the guarantees they consider 
necessary for their security. We do not do so out of any kind of servility, but because 
we know that only freedom from fear makes people ready to act reasonably -  and 
because we know that in the last half-century things have happened that have 
brought fear upon the world and that are laid to the charge of the German people.

‘The new Europe can only be based on the principle of confederation. It may 
strengthen the resolve to bring this about if Germany finds its own political unity on 
a federal basis, if the natural union of the German people finds legal expression in 
a structure whose members are permitted to retain their own individual characters 
and the habits to which they are attached, but where all can act as one when it is 
necessary to do so. Let us look southward: only a few hundred kilometres away lies 
Switzerland in the peacefulness of its mountains, proud and strong through the cen
turies, built as a confederation yet no less united nationally and politically than any 
centralized state. Would the system that has been so beneficial to the Swiss be 
harmful to us Germans? Ought we not to have a confederation of our own?’ Cf. 
‘Weg und Ziel der Sozialdemokratie’, address given at Reutlingen on 10 Feb. 1946, 
in Carlo Schmid, Politik als geistige Aufgabe, Berne/Munich/Vienna, 1973, 
pp. 13-37, here pp. 31 f. (=  Vol. 1 of Gesammelte Werke)-, also in Karl Schmid, Die 
Forderung des Tages, Stuttgart, 1946, pp. 50-80, here pp. 73 f. See also C. Schmid, 
‘Europäische Union’, Merkur 1 (1947), No. 5, pp. 649-54, in reply to a proposal by 
Lionel Curtis.

4 Cf. also Carlo Schmid, Erinnerungen, e.g. pp. 295-7, 417 ff.; analysed in H.-P. 
Schwarz, Vom Reich zur Bundesrepublik, pp. 574 ff.

5 Cf. Erinnerungen, op. cit., p. 297: For the ‘Action Group’ cf. doc. 150 above.



V. Discussion on European Union in the German Occupation Zones 503

French relations on a rational footing. However, most discussions suffer from 
the fact that the problem is treated as an isolated and self-contained one, and 
the possibilities of a rational solution are examined in purely bilateral terms. 
There is thus a danger of curing symptoms only or of pursuing sentimental uto
pias, so that the good will and judgement of those concerned has no political 
effect. If it were possible, with the perspective thus limited to two countries, to 
finally place their relationship on a fruitful basis of equal benefit to both, then, 
considering the sincere efforts that have been made by both sides from time to 
time in recent decades, some progress would long since have been made 
towards rescuing Franco-German relations from the hopeless state in which 
they have so far remained.

The bilateral approach might have sufficed when the European states and 
economies were less interdependent. But today, when Europe at least forms 
an intricate system of communicating vessels, every political and economic 
problem of any magnitude, no matter where it arises, becomes a European and 
even a world problem, involving the field of force in which Europe as a whole 
is situated and which therefore principally determines the nature and intensity 
of power relations within Europe. Consequently such problems cannot be 
solved by measures relating only to the countries in which disturbances are 
actually felt. The latter, if closely analysed, will almost always turn out to be 
functions of a world situation that has become, or continued to be, especially 
virulent in a particular spot, or it will be seen that they can only be remedied by 
a comprehensive settlement even though they have come to light in one place 
only.

On the basis of this experience confirmed by history, Franco-German rela
tions will necessarily appear as part of the European problem, or rather per
haps a problem of the political world situated between the two fields of force 
based on the US and the Soviet Union. But, given the interdependence of all 
questions that depend on the gravitational force of political bodies of super
continental size, we are obliged to see the problem of this intermediate area as 
itself part of the problem of the political structure of our present-day world.

While it is a mistake, in examining political facts and systems, to reduce the 
living complex of forces to an abstract schema, none the less it can be seen that 
even the subtlest analysis of basic conditions finally leaves a few simple modes 
of thought, analogous to the usually very simple algebraic expressions of 
physical phenomena, whereby we are able to understand them in all their dif
ferential possibilities. If we proceed thus in the present case, we reach the fol
lowing conclusion. If the world political structure is determined exclusively by 
the existence of the two fields of force centred on the US and the Soviet 
Union, then all important events will consist of a more or less open attempt by 
one of the blocs to incorporate the intermediate area -  a no man’s land which 
is therefore everybody’s -  into its own sphere, in whole or in part, if only to 
prevent the rival bloc doing the same. The ‘middle zone’ may remain passive, 
defend itself or even choose to join one bloc or the other, but it will in any case 
be an object, not a subject, and will be unable of itself to alter the situation basi
cally. This dangerous rivalry for the possession or goodwill of the middle zone
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might in theory be averted if the two giants could agree to partition it, as Prus
sia, Austria and Russia once partitioned Poland -  since common frontiers are 
always felt to be safer than a weakly-held border area; or if one of them freely 
abandoned the field to the other, or again if they were able to unite into a 
single world state. That would be all very fine, but unfortunately there are 
obstacles to all three solutions. A ‘Polish’ partition of the intermediate area 
would remove the possibility of any yielding or compromise: the inertia of po
litical masses is always subject to the changing dynamics of gravitational attrac
tion, which are the essence of history, so that this course would inevitably lead 
to a ‘cold’ war if not worse. Secondly, in view of the existing power relation
ship, neither giant will be willing or able to submit to the other (above a certain 
order of magnitude it is impossible to ‘throw in one’s hand’); and, finally, 
given the radical and aggressive opposition between the internal structures of 
the two, they cannot unite into a single permanent entity until there has been 
some levelling-out between them. In any case a confederation of two parties, 
without the pressure of one or more outsiders to encourage unity, can 
probably only take place when one of them is exhausted, and is then most 
likely no more than an armistice.

That event cannot be prevented by the United Nations, but only by a third 
world power of equal rank, and the task of creating such a power falls, it seems 
to me, on the states which at present basically constitute the middle zone. They 
would thus be taking a decisive step not only for their own self-preservation 
but also for the peace and prosperity of the world. Such is the global aspect 
of Europe’s task and Europe’s problem: the question whether and how it can 
perform this task is precisely what is meant when one speaks of the European 
problem in present historical circumstances. The danger of the continent being 
divided into a Western and an Eastern half, whose relationship is neither com
pensatory nor complementary, is an expression of the fact that events in 
Europe, as long as its present disordered state continues, can be no more than 
functions of the division of the whole world between two power blocs which, 
for the present at least, are mutually irreconcilable.

A third power is necessary to prevent the world from being torn apart, but 
Europe can only become that power if it puts its house in order: in other 
words, its component states must abandon the principle of sovereignty, on 
which politics have essentially been based in modern times, in favour of a 
supranational community. All forms of activity involved in the external rela
tions of a state must be transferred to that community, including foreign rela
tions, defence, major communications, the supply of energy, economic 
planning and the management of key industries. Only thus will the 
individuality of states cease to be a disturbing and disruptive factor. Only then 
can Europe cooperate with the two great political continents on a basis of 
equal rights and equal influence, and escape from the situation in which it is a 
mere object of policy and hence a danger to the world. In all other spheres, 
countries may remain as autonomous as they will: the vitality of the union can 
only be increased by the diversity of its members.

This is not the place to describe the exact shape of the European constitu-
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tion; but it is certain that all ideas of hegemony must be put aside and that the 
basis must be a federal one. One specific point must, however, be made even in 
a summary description. Whatever course is chosen, the United States of 
Europe will only get beyond the planning stage if, prior to a constitutional and 
political union, the states concerned place their heavy industrial complexes 
under mutual international control. Without this ‘European’ economic infra
structure there will be no effective basis for a legal or political construction, 
and without solid foundations no building, in politics or otherwise, will 
endure.

One can no doubt devise many ways of creating the United States of 
Europe. But in the attempt to persuade states to abandon a tradition to which 
many of them attribute their historical greatness and welfare, it must never be 
forgotten that we are not dealing with mere interchangeable and 
manoeuvrable counters but with individual entities which, like all living crea
tures, are subject not only to general laws but to very specific ones of their 
own. We must understand that the simplest course that may be arrived at by 
abstract reasoning is not necessarily the quickest and safest. Indeed it most 
probably will not be, for, although Europe can only survive by uniting, the 
very condition and interrelationship of the European states which makes it 
necessary for them to unite at the same time constitutes the obstacle to unity. 
Moreover there are some sore spots on the continent that must first be healed, 
while others should be left alone for the time being. Here I will only mention 
one or two :

(1) The European countries differ widely in their degree of closeness to each 
other from the economic, cultural and psychological points of view. We need 
only think of the specially close, almost family relationship of the Dominions 
to Britain and to one another (and I include them whenever I speak here of 
Europe as a third force), or the special practical and sentimental ties among 
the Scandinavian countries, in contrast to the aloofness of these groups of 
countries vis-à-vis others.

(2) The particular opinion held by the rest of the world concerning the 
international reliability of Germany, and the unsolved problem of our coun
try’s status.

(3) The specific tension between Germany and France.
It seems clear to me that the widely different degrees of affinity, together 

with a kind of specific family connection among some of these countries, make 
it impossible to solve the problem at a stroke, and that we must proceed by 
stages and in terms of separate groups. One may regret the uncertainty which 
results from spreading out the process in space and time, but it is probably the 
only way that offers any hope of success.

The following stages might be envisaged, bearing in mind that a scheme of 
this kind is not a blueprint but merely serves to illustrate the complexity of rela
tionships and the processes that may be required.

(1) The first step might be taken within the framework of the British Com
monwealth. (...) As the external process of emancipation of the Dominions -  
including India -  has advanced, Britain has become more and more a factor of
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integration among them. As the pressure on the ‘middle zone’ of Europe 
becomes stronger, so the centripetal forces within the British family of nations 
will intensify and extend, by way of Britain herself, to Europe. (Perhaps, but 
not certainly, an exception should be made here for Canada.) We should not 
be deceived by certain superficial phenomena which in Germany, to our mis
fortune, we have so often misinterpreted as proofs to the contrary: the 
behaviour of the Dominions in the United Nations tells its own story.

These tendencies should be coordinated, given institutional effect and con
stitutional order, perhaps by transforming the British Commonwealth into a 
confederation or union with the same kind of powers as those proposed above 
for the United States of Europe.

(2) Concurrently one might envisage a federal union of the Scandinavian 
countries, and an extension of the Benelux system to France and Italy. In a 
short time this latter would necessarily evolve into a system of unified 
economic policy, which -  given the dynamics inherent in all major economic 
conceptions, especially nowadays -  would soon have political and no doubt 
also constitutional consequences. The difficulties are obvious, but they can be 
overcome if all concerned realize what is at stake: the example of Benelux up 
to now is encouraging.

(3) When the two systems have achieved inner equilibrium and have proved 
to be valuable instruments for increasing the potential of all their members it 
will be possible for them, with the necessary modifications, to form a union, 
the attractive power of which will certainly be sufficient to attract other coun
tries of the middle zone. (...)

(4) What should happen to Germany in the mean time? In considering this 
question we should eschew all illusions and wishful thinking, on pain of for
feiting in advance any hope of finding a serviceable answer. (...)

It seems to me preferable6 for Germany to remain in its present interim state 
from the foreign policy point of view until some progress has been made 
towards creating the unions described above. The latter will then have pro
vided Europe, apart from Germany, with a secure economic and political 
superiority such as to dispel much of the fear that at present acts as a bad coun
sellor, suggesting to foreign statesmen the discriminatory plans of which we 
hear from time to time. It will then be easy for the rulers of European states to 
convince their peoples that a Germany enjoying equal rights need not neces
sarily be presumed to be an aggressor, and that a United States of Europe can 
only fulfil its purpose if Germany is granted such equality. (...)

In the mean time there is something we Germans can do: we could hasten 
the advent of the United States of Europe by initiatives of all kinds, by dem
onstrating the suitability of new forms for the solution of political and 
economic problems, and by our attitude to the sorest point in Europe, namely 
German-French relations. This, it seems to me, is the real task facing our peo-

6 Schmid had been arguing that the Allies would only grant Germany freedom in 
foreign policy at the price of ‘a lasting paralysis of her economic and political poten
tial’.
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pie, even from the point of view of self-preservation: a task that will long 
afford ample scope for our powers of organization, imagination and creative 
energy.

(5) We need not discuss here how Franco-German relations came to be so 
poisoned that one evil kept on engendering another. No one can answer the 
question who was first in the wrong, and preoccupation with it has too long 
made both nations blind to the present. Today the position is that the French 
people, remembering that three wars have devastated France in three genera
tions, wishes once and for all to have done with war; and it will only believe 
that it has achieved this if Germany is debarred from any political, economic 
or military activity that might threaten French security or welfare. Apart from 
any question of the justification of such ideas and feelings, this is a fact with 
which we must reckon, as the rest of the world does; and we must behave 
accordingly if we wish to prevent France’s desire for security standing in the 
way of our claim for equal rights and our full recovery. The French people 
will only think and feel differently if we remove the occasion for its fears -  not 
if we do so merely because at the present time we can be compelled to do any
thing whatever, but if we show unmistakably that we are acting freely and in 
awareness of reality. Our expectations may be disappointed, but we must take 
the risk, because the only chance for us and Europe depends on our having the 
courage and discernment to do so. (...)

French security policy has a military and an economic aspect. Germany must 
neither possess military weapons nor be able to acquire them; German industry 
must be kept in a state where it does not have the capacity to support overt 
or secret rearmament. (...)

In the military sphere it should not be hard for us to do of our own accord 
whatever may be required to reassure the French. I hope that today, in Ger
many at least, there is no one who still believes that war can be an appropriate 
means of increasing prosperity: nowadays the victors in war are also losers. 
But we should go further: we should appreciate that until there is a United 
States of Europe the French feel they need guarantees in the form of military 
occupation and some measures of control, and we should not obstruct these. 
If we act in this way they are most likely to be induced to keep the occupation 
and control within limits which, unlike those of today, are in some proportion 
to the finances and resources of our country.

The economic aspect presents more serious problems, as it involves the vital 
interests of the German people. The industrial potential that we are told to 
make do with is not enough to rebuild our ruined cities, or for us to live on: 
that is our side of the problem. The French side is that the amount of industrial 
potential which we need would be felt by the French as a military threat and 
also a political one, given the political dynamism of all great economic systems. 
The occupation of German territory is not sufficient to reassure the French, 
since their troops are not in our main industrial areas. The interests of both 
sides must be satisfied likewise if anything good is to emerge. On the one hand 
German industry -  after purely military installations have been dismantled -  
must be maintained in a state of full efficiency and competitiveness, without
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which we cannot export goods or import the most vital foodstuffs; and on the 
other hand the French must be given the concrete assurance that our economic 
strength will not be misused directly or indirectly for rearmament or to create 
an economic hegemony. This could quite easily be ensured by a simple system 
of control. (...)

153. Hans Ehard: ‘The European situation and German
federalism’ 3 April 1948

From Hans Ehard, Die europäische Lage und der deutsche Föderalismus, Munich, 
1948, p p .10-19

Hans Ehard1 was elected minister-president of Bavaria on 21 December 1946, aided by 
the internal divisions of the CSU between the supporters of Alois Hundhammer and Josef 
Müller.2 At the second seminar, at Regensburg, of the international Institution for Social 
Sciences and Politics (with headquarters at Fribourg, Switzerland) he argued for European 
union on the basis of the then political situation; following the passage reproduced below 
he spoke of the need for a 'part-federation ’ of the Western Zones of Germany and for internal 
federalism.

Today one thing is becoming more and more evident: the chaos of the 
European situation is partly due to the fact that, during the war and at its end, 
so many positions were sacrificed for the sake of the immediate objective of 
destroying Germany, that European crisis of unheard-of dimensions was 
bound to result. Thus it has come about that Europe and the rest of the world 
that is linked with its civilization must today defend itself on the Elbe and 
Danube.

Such is the naked reality in which we live.

1 Hans Ehard, born 10 Nov. 1887, died 1980. Legal training; solicitor (Rechtsan
walt) in 1919; 1925-8, employed in Reich ministry of justice; 1928-33, in Bavarian 
ministry of justice; 1933-45, Senatspräsident in provincial court of appeal (Oberlan
desgericht), Munich (specializing in probate matters); 1946-54 and 1960-2, minis
ter-president of Bavaria; 1949-55, chairman of CSU; 1954-60, Landtag president 
(speaker); 1962-6, Bavarian minister of justice.

2 Josef Müller, the Land chairman of the CSU, did not gain the necessary 
majority in the Bavarian Landtag for his election as minister-president, although the 
CSU itself had an absolute majority in that body. Cf. Ernst Deuerlein and Wolf D. 
Grüner, ‘Die politische Entwicklung Bayerns 1945-1972’ in Max Spindler (ed.), 
Handbuch der bayerischen Geschichte, vol. 4, Das neue Bayern 1800-1970, Part 1, 
Munich, 1974, pp. 538-644, here p. 584; Alf Mintzel, Geschichte der CSU, 
pp. 327-32; for a different account see Josef Müller, Bis zur letzten Konsequenz, 
pp. 340-4.



V. Discussion on European Union in the German Occupation Zones 509

Europe has become a defensive concept in a world that aims to shake the 
foundations of European thought and feeling. Its old geographical connota
tion is thrust completely into the background.

In the sense in which we now speak of Europe, Soviet Russia has devel
oped into a power detached from Europe, living its own life according to its 
own laws.

Thus to be drawn into the Soviet Russian sphere of power does not simply 
mean becoming attached to a particular European power group in the old 
politico-diplomatic sense, but amounts to being pulled out of the European 
orbit and incorporated into another world.

Europe is not a matter of geographical frontiers but stands for a particular 
spiritual and psychological attitude. Wherever that attitude is present, even if 
repressed and terrorized, Europe is still there.

For we must not forget that to the East and South-East of us there is a world 
of European civilization, inseparably linked to the West, but whose politi
cal face is at present turned in the wrong direction. It will be decisive for the 
future if these countries, which for the time being have been forced out of the 
European cultural area, find the necessary spiritual and moral support in the 
essentially European lands of the West.

None of the Western countries is strong enough to fulfill this function: this 
requires the union of all free European countries in a defensive community.

The idea of defence ensures that the European union will have no aggressive 
tendency: it is free from any temptation to oppose a Western imperialism to 
the imperialism looming from the East.

The new European idea is to make imperialism a thing of the past. Only thus 
can a way to world peace be found through the jungle of traditional ideas of 
power and domination.

The East is determined to overcome the West and foist on it a new social 
doctrine that is nothing but an attempt to rob Western man of his soul. The 
new type of man proclaimed by the materialist theory of Bolshevism can only 
flourish if that part of him which we call soul is eradicated. This begins with 
belief in God and ends with the individual human personality. The attack on 
Western man characterizes the European crisis in its full seriousness, for it 
becomes a question of the essence of each and every threatened Western soul. 
This is where the die is cast. Will our belief in the capacity of the European 
soul for regeneration be justified, or will those social analysts of the East be 
proved right who contend that Western man is in an irreversible state of deca
dence?

If we approach the task of European renewal with courage and good will, 
we must take a serious look at the weaknesses of the European form of society 
-  for these are the breaches in the wall of the European citadel. The true 
danger is not from outside -  far more dangerous is the fact that the values 
which we call the Western ethos have been weakened among the masses every
where, so that the European soul has been deprived of its substance to a fright
ening degree. This fact emphasizes the importance of the moral factor in all 
efforts for European recovery.
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This is not in any way to disparage the importance of economic reconstruc
tion. It would be foolish to relegate such matters to second place at the very 
time when economic aid for Europe is at last beginning to take shape.

Here in Germany, food and the elementary necessities of life are the all-im
portant questions on which it depends whether the foundation of a new mate
rial and spiritual life can be created. Nevertheless it would be idle to think that 
a European renaissance can be brought about by economic means alone. No 
amount of economic aid could create a new Europe if its peoples were 
incapable of spiritual and psychological regeneration and had lost the power 
to rediscover the true, genuine foundations of their humanity.

no plan of aid to Europe, however extensive, can rescue Europe from its dis
tress if the nations whom it is to help do not find in themselves the resources 
for a spiritual and moral renewal that will make them inwardly strong and 
proof against the assaults of destructive powers.

Over and above all political, economic and social issues, the problem of the 
West is increasingly summed up in the basic question whether its moral and 
religious principles can still endure. Everything that has been achieved in the 
direction of forming a Western community and bringing it to fruition has been 
based on Christian attitudes and represents an embodiment of Christianity in 
the social sphere. It is no use looking for any other force by which a community 
might be formed. Europe stands or falls with the Christian faith. The shocks 
and divisions from which we suffer so grievously came about in proportion to 
the waning of the sense of a Christian community. The solution to the Euro
pean problem is to revive that consciousness and to make it the chief element 
in the policies of governments and political parties.

To pledge ourselves to this endeavour and join in supranational communi
ties inspired by a true feeling of brotherhood is surely the best, perhaps the 
only hopeful preparation for the idea of European union that is already in the 
air and crying out for fulfilment.

The barriers cannot possibly be overcome by the old methods of diplomacy 
and carefully contrived alliances; these belong to the political system of 
national egoism, which is precisely what must be done away with.

If a true European league is to come into being, Europe must first find itself 
again. I believe that the ideas which have presided over this assembly are 
indeed those of Europeans who wish to rediscover their ancient home.

Inspired by the sense of a common spiritual home, let us go to work so that 
all our peoples may find that home once again.

This is the pioneering work that every Christian in Christendom is today 
bound in conscience to perform. It is moreover a special challenge to the 
Catholic church, whose children we are. Now is the time for the Church to 
show its power to unite nations which arises from the idea of communio, and 
to widen the actio catholica into a historic enterprise for the salvation of our 
culture. Here are godparents ready to stand sponsor for the new universal 
European state, putting an end to the disunity which is no longer consonant 
with the times.

The new situation in the world as it has emerged from the war makes it
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clearer every day that the historic system of European states, each dependent 
on itself and a rival to its neighbours, is finally obsolete. Unless there is some 
basic change these states are in danger of becoming fossilized. The whole 
system of European state policy of the last few centuries no longer has any 
intrinsic justification.

For instance, what practical application could there still be today for tradi
tional British policy towards the Continent, which maintained for so long its 
almost dogmatic theory of the balance of power? Such political wisdom is 
absolutely outdated. Or where are there any preconditions today of such 
devices as the Triple Alliance, Bismarck’s reinsurance policy or the French 
system of alliances? -  The time for all that is past.

No single European power is in a position nowadays to pursue an inde
pendent policy on the old lines. The concept of a European great power has 
been gravely devalued. The diminution of the power of the British empire, 
based on Europe, is manifest to all.

The position of Europe itself has been decisively weakened. Instead of 
strong states influencing the whole world, we have a vacuum -  the vacuum 
which Secretary of State Marshall recently described as the true disease of the 
Western world and as needing to be filled with a new spirit. Compared to the 
great groupings of power which dominated world politics, our old continent 
today offers the spectacle of a multiplicity of incomplete formations, none of 
which can any longer throw its weight fully into the scale of world politics. 
This situation has come about at a time when the disunited, incoherent 
world of the former European great powers and medium-sized states is 
exposed to the imperialistic ambitions of a huge empire that confronts us 
not only with a formidable concentration of military power but also with the 
pretensions of an ideological mission aimed at the destruction of all 
European values.

May not this new Eastern imperialism, whose tentacles extend along the 
flanks of Europe and even into its very heart, be the force destined to put an 
end to European particularism by creating a single enormous Eurasian unit? 
Unquestionably this is the Communists’ objective, and to them it must be an 
intoxicating vision.

What would it cost Europe to be forced into a unity of this kind? The answer 
is simple: the price would be Europe’s destruction, the final decline and 
extinction of the West.

Who, among those who still have a trace of the European about them, 
would be prepared to pay such a suicidal price? Europe cannot and must not 
embark on such a course. The only alternative is that of combining voluntarily 
into a higher union that will create a new European order and widen the spir
itual and cultural community of European peoples into a sound and effective 
political community. This requires far more than an alliance in the traditional 
sense of international law.

We must have a genuine European association which will transcend national 
divisions and transfer a due measure of national sovereignty to a supranational 
power.
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This is the type of European confederation that we aim at -  not because we 
have become political Utopians, but because realism compels us to do so. Only 
in this way can Europe be preserved as a political factor; only thus can the bal
ance of world affairs be restored.

If Europe were absorbed into the Eastern empire it would not mean world 
peace but world unrest -  for so anomalous a situation could not endure. It 
would be a new deviation, another false track, leading to a welter of blood and 
tribulation for both West and East -  an outcome that all who have not lost 
their reason must strive to avert for either side.

The purpose of ensuring peace and order by a European union is patent to 
all and requires no demonstration. Any who suggest that it is inspired by 
aggressive motives can only be actuated by aggressive intentions of their own, 
which are thwarted by such defensive measures.

It is true that in the present power situation a European union can only be 
a partial one. That is a consequence of the unhappy fact that Europe is at 
present divided into two halves. But does this mean that the part which still 
enjoys freedom of action must refrain from performing its European duty by 
uniting to protect its threatened interests and thus safeguard its own exist
ence? If it did not do so it would be failing in its duty towards the rest of 
Europe, which is today unable to follow its own interest and join in a 
community to which it belongs by reason of its history and culture.

The European hope can only remain alive in the countries cut adrift from 
Europe if a viable European structure continues to exist.

We should not be put off our purpose by the watchword of 'European unity’ 
if it is used as a pretext to prevent the unification of Western Europe. The cru
cial question is: is it justifiable to sacrifice a unity which is attainable for the 
sake of a more complete unity which is not?

This is a question affecting Europe as a whole, and it repeats itself in the 
particular situation of Germany, as the rift that divides Europe into two halves 
passes through the middle of our country. This is the bitterest heritage that the 
war has left us: for the division means the destruction of the German edifice 
and, for the time being at least, the end of Germany’s political and economic 
unity. All protestations, of which there is no lack in Germany, in favour of 
German unity cannot alter this fact: they are purely rhetorical and have no 
bearing on practical politics.
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154. Carlo Schmid: ‘Europe: only possible as a federation’
May 1948

‘E u r o p a  -  n u r  a ls  B u n d  m ö g l ic h ’, Neues Europa. Halbmonatsschrift für Völkerverstän
digung,vo\. 3 , 1 9 4 8 , N o .  9 , p p . 1 3 -1 6  (u n a b r id g e d ) .

The fortnightly N e u e s  E u r o p a ,  edited by Walter Lehning, was primarily devoted to the 
cause of international understanding. For the first year or two after the war this chiefly 
related to cultural matters, but after July 1948, under the editorship of Walter Heist, it 
changed from an attitude of academic detachment1 to the critical analysis of European polit
ics. The new editorial team were not so much concerned with \advocating any conception of 
Europe’ in the sense of a third bloc,2 as with encouraging European coexistence and neigh
bourliness as an example of a contemporary way of resolving conflicts.

The present article by Carlo Schmid3 concluded a discussion in N e u e s  E u r o p a  under the 
old editorship on the subject of West European union. The writer described concisely the 
main points of such a union as he saw it.

The signature of the Five-Power Pact in Brussels on 17 March 1948 has 
reawakened hope throughout Europe that our Continent will soon take on a 
political shape. This is especially the case in Germany, the country most inter
ested in a change of the political structure of Europe. But it is premature to re
joice, for it is not yet clear whether this Western pact is intended as a first step 
towards the political and constitutional union of Europe, or whether it is not 
rather the final step in a political operation of the ‘classic’ kind, an ‘ordinary’ 
alliance going only slightly further than previous treaties of this kind. With 
this methodical doubt we have already touched on the problem of the 
possibility of ‘Europe’ and suggested both a negative and a positive viewpoint. 
Whatever the organizational details, it is clear that treaties of alliance -  
however close, general, comprehensive and for however long a period -  will 
not create ‘Europe’ as an independent political agent, since for this purpose 
states would have to transfer to it sovereign rights in matters that have 
hitherto been regarded as essentially constituents of national sovereignty. But 
on the other hand it is equally clear that there is no likelihood today that such 
a Europe could be created at a stroke, by a unique ‘social contract’ among par
ticipating nations: it can only come about by stages, the first of which might

1 C f . Neues Europa, V o l. 3 , 19 4 8 , N o .  13, p p . 7 - 1 1 :  ‘N e u e s  E u r o p a  -  n e u ’ a n d  ‘S e i
fe n b la s e  E u r o p a  u n d  e u ro p ä is c h e  M ö g l ic h k e i t ’.

2 Ib id ., p . 8: ‘In  th is  jo u r n a l  th e  te rm  “ E u r o p e ”  a lw a y s  m e a n s  b o th  W e s t  a n d  E a s t .’ 
In  W a l te r  H e i s t ’s w o r d s :  ‘W h a t  is to d a y  k n o w n  as th e  “ E u r o p e a n  M o v e m e n t”  is b a s 
ic a lly  a n  a t te m p t  to  u n i te  W e s t  E u r o p e a n  s ta te s  o n  th e  A m e r ic a n  s id e  o f  th e  w o r ld  p o 
litic a l d iv id e . T h e  ‘S o c ia lis t  U n i te d  S ta te s  o f  E u r o p e ”  w ill b e  n o  m o re  th a n  a  h ig h -  
s o u n d in g  p h ra s e  u n ti l  it c a n  b e  s h o w n  th a t  it is b a c k e d  b y  a  r e a l  so c ia lis t  m o v e m e n t’ 
( ib id ., p . 10).

3 F o r  C a r lo  S c h m id  cf. d o c . 152 , n . 1.
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consist of wide regional alliances like the Western pact and the Scandinavian 
pact that appears to be in the offing.

Certainly it is an excellent idea to consider how one may best make further 
progress from the immediate situation as we know it; but if we thus confine 
ourselves to concentrating on particular points, we may find one day that we 
have been going round in circles or following a false track. Certainly it would 
be no more than an idle game to attempt to work out today the details of an 
ideal constitution for an ideal Europe. But, while the way forward is bound 
to be long and uncertain, and the shape of the eventual objective itself cannot 
be seen clearly, this does not relieve us of the need to elucidate some basic 
questions about the end in view, nor does it prevent our doing so. The present 
article is intended to consider some of these questions.

In the first place, Europe’s true role in international affairs is to neutralize 
the fatal division of the world into two fields of force, with the imminent 
danger of a worldwide conflict, by itself emerging as a third force.4 But it can 
only play this part if it can act as a single unit in all questions that affect its 
existence as a whole and in its members. This presupposes that the range of 
activity of individual European states must be limited to the boundaries of 
‘Europe’ itself. This excludes at the outset a European structure modelled on 
the United Nations: a permanent congress of European states would not be 
a politically and constitutionally united Europe.

On the other hand there should be no question of attempting to create 
Europe as a single ‘indivisible’ state. If European values are to be preserved 
and made fruitful once more -  and it is for their sake that the fight is worth 
while, besides the aspect of global politics that we have just mentioned -  a for
mula must be found that will enable Europe to achieve the necessary unity 
without sacrificing the variety of its civilization and of national political struc
tures. The ability to be united while at the same time sustaining very different 
extremes is itself one of the fruitful and ever-rejuvenating qualities that have 
characterized Europe in the past and must again do so in future.

The only political form that can meet these requirements is one of a federal 
kind. Whether one adopts as the ultimate objective a federal state of the tradi
tional type or in some modern form, or whether a looser confederation is pre
ferred, is immaterial, since in either case the association must be so close that 
the federation can act as a single unit both internally and externally. The con
stitution must therefore provide that the federation has sole competence in for
eign affairs and for the defence of federal territory, and that relations among 
its members are not governed by international law but purely by the federal 
law. It also seems necessary that the whole federal territory should form a 
single economic and customs area, from which it follows that states must 
transfer their authority in these matters to the federation, at least as far as legis
lation is concerned.

4 ‘I have written about this in No. 9 of Vol. 2 of Die WancLlung under the title 
“German-French relations and the Third force” ’ -  note by Carlo Schmid: cf. doc. 
152.
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This leads to certain conclusions as regards the organs that the federation 
must possess. However their exact composition and purpose may be envisaged, 
the federation must have a legislative body and a government with executive 
powers enabling it to assert the rights and perform the duties of the federation 
internally and externally; there must also be a federal judicial authority. Even 
when states admit the necessity of international solidarity, they usually guard 
their sovereignty with great jealousy: it is therefore to be feared that the need 
for such supranational bodies will deter them from tackling the problem with 
the necessary boldness. It will then be the task of convinced Europeans to put 
pressure on them by pointing out that a European policy only makes sense if 
states are prepared to surrender important parts of their sovereignty and 
accept the authority of institutions in which the new European sovereignty is 
embodied. If the courage to give effect to these principles is lacking, it would 
be better to desist from appeals and protestations in favour of ‘Europe’.

The time has gone by when it could be thought that constitutions are mere 
juridical formulae, meaning what they say and no more. Today we know that 
constitutions, like all legal constructions, must, if they are to have any sub
stance, be an expression of specific political realities, while on the other hand 
they are themselves capable of operating either for or against particular po
litical, economic and social conditions. It would be a basic error and would be 
fatal to the whole enterprise if the European association were set up from the 
point of view of preserving and ‘freezing’ the economic and social conditions 
of yesterday and today. It could then play no other part than the Holy Alliance 
of former times, and would share the same fate of being disrupted by changes 
in the infrastructure of society. Hence a federal constitution must be devised 
which, while fully respecting the claims of democracy and the rule of law, will 
allow for the possibility of change whenever particular nations choose to draw 
radical conclusions from political democracy in the social and economic field.

Unfortunately, however, it seems that some of those who today press 
enthusiastically for a United States of Europe do so in the hope of preserving 
the social and economic order of the nineteenth century, with its correspond
ing privileges. But European values are not to be saved by mummifying the 
forms in which they were once expressed: they must be allowed from time to 
time to adopt new forms which are demanded by changed conditions and atti
tudes to life. If a confederation were essentially designed as a bulwark against 
socialism in Europe it would very soon be destroyed by the dynamic pressure 
of the socialist movement seeking a creative outlet. Its ruins would then 
become the prey of those forces -  namely totalitarianism of one kind or the 
other -  which the opponents of socialism, mistakenly or arrogantly, thought 
they could defeat by means of an anti-socialist system.

One more observation to conclude these fragmentary remarks. Many are 
in doubt whether we should create ‘Europe’ or only a ‘Western Europe’. But 
the question is out of place: ‘Europe’ will extend just as far as the European 
confederation does. The peoples of geographical Europe will in future only 
belong to ‘Europe’ -  that is, to the structure which can give flesh and blood 
to the political and spiritual concept of humanity that has inspired the history
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of the Western world -  in so far as they have proved themselves able to become 
members of the European confederation. The others will, by their refusal or 
their inability, have opted for a way of life that is not the European one. As 
long as the federation, geographically speaking, continues to be restricted to 
the West European nations, the term ‘Europe5 will mean only the part of the 
continent comprised by them.

155. Eugen Kogon: ‘Prospects for Europe’ Sept. 19481
‘Die Aussichten Europas’ in Alfred Andersch (ed.), Europäische Avantgarde, Frank

furt, n.d. (1949), pp. 146-61, this extract pp. 158 f.

Alfred Andersch, a writer and member of the ‘Gruppe 47\2 published a volume of essays 
by European intellectuals (including Jean-Paul Sartre, Albert Camus, Simone de Beauvoir

1 This date is given in the Table of Contents (p. 166) as that on which Kogon’s 
article was written.

2 Alfred Andersch, born 4 Feb. 1914; 1928-30, trained as bookseller; 1931-3, 
unemployed; politically active in the Bavarian Young Communists’ League; 1933, 
after the Reichstag fire, in Dachau concentration camp; then released for a time, 
again arrested and in Gestapo custody. Military service in Second World War; 
6 June 1944, deserted on the Italian front; 1944-5, prisoner of war in the US; 
1945-6, editorial assistant to Erich Kästner on the Neue Zeitung, Munich; 1946-7, 
co-editor of Der Ruf (cf. doc. 145); from 1948 onwards wrote radio plays and fea
ture broadcasts, novels and stories, and contributed to various newspapers and peri
odicals.

The ‘Gruppe 47’ was formed in the summer of 1947 at a meeting of the staff of 
Der Ruf, which had just been banned; the main purpose of the meeting was to found 
a new literary journal, Skorpion, which, however, was banned also. The Group, led 
by Hans Werner Richter, met for readings and discussions, its membership varying 
from time to time. It had an appreciable influence on the trend and emphasis of 
postwar German literature: authors who had their first success while members of the 
Group included Heinrich Böll, Günter Grass, Martin Walser, Ilse Aichinger, Inge- 
borg Bachmann and many others. According to Hans Werner Richter: ‘The aims of 
the Group can only be understood against the background of the Third Reich and 
the atmosphere of the first postwar years. Its members were determined to prevent 
for all time a repetition of what had happened, and they wanted to lay the founda
tion of a new democratic Germany, a better future and a new literature, conscious 
of its responsibility in regard to politics and the development of society as a whole.’ 
(Hans Werner Richter, ‘Fünfzehn Jahre’ in Almanack der Gruppe 47 - 1947-1962, 
ed. by Hans Werner Richter and Walter Mannzen, Hamburg, 1962, p. 8.) Cf. also 
Gerd-Rüdiger Helbich, Die politischen Äußerungen aus der Gruppe 47. Eine 
Fallstudie über das Verhältnis von politischer Macht und intellektueller Kritik (thesis), 
Erlangen-Nuremberg, 1967 (noting that the element of social polemics in the 
Group’s attitude gave way in time to a purely literary approach); also Hans Werner 
Richter, ‘Wie entstand und was war die Gruppe 47’ in Hans Werner Richter und die 
Gruppe 47, ed. by Hans A. Neunzig.
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and André Malraux) on the theme that ‘The common cause of the European avant-garde is 
the defence of the human individual.’J Eugen Kogons contribution discussed the prospect 
for European unity.

*

Certainly I do not say that the immediate prospects for European recovery 
and peace are favourable -  rather the contrary. But I do say that this very time, 
from 1948/9 onwards, is a rare historical moment at which a few determined 
people, a few more with understanding, plus a few hundred who are more or 
less influential, may succeed, amid threats and inducements, between Scylla 
and Charybdis, in launching the boat of European unity, after which those in 
all countries who are waiting upon events would hasten to ply the oars. Euro
pean federation is no longer a dream, a mere literary plan or a pamphlet, nor 
is it merely the working objective of the permanent coordinating committee of 
the six movements for European union which met at the Hague Congress in 
May 1948.4 The summoning of a European constituent assembly has become 
imminent thanks to collective action in the parliaments of several European 
countries,5 the French motion in the Consultative Council of the Brussels 
Treaty powers,6 and above all the support of the State Department, which is 
concerned for political, economic, military and ideological reasons.

To achieve this result means giving coherence, all at once, to a hundred 
endeavours that are at present operating alongside one another and at cross 
purposes. It means appointing an effective and rapid control beside the Euro
pean executive that has begun to take shape in the Council of Sixteen and 
might be strengthened by a Standing Bureau of European prime ministers. It 
means, finally, providing the continent, starting in the West, with a single legis
lative body. Even wider hopes than these might be fulfilled.

Not that even this degree of unity is free from immediate danger. Just as the 
unification of Western and Southern Germany may, in consequence of bad 
policies and bad constitutional arrangements, have the effect of deepening the 
rift that runs through Europe, so might a West European federation if it were 
not planned from the outset to include Eastern Europe whenever that may be

3 Thus in the foreword entitled ‘Europäische Avantgarde’, p. 10.
4 These were: the UEF (Union Européenne des Fédéralistes), NEI (Nouvelles 

Équipes Internationales), MSEUE (Mouvement Socialiste pour les États-Unis 
d’Èurope), UEM (United Europe Movement), the Conseil français pour l’Europe 
unie, and the Ligue économique. Cf. Walter Lipgens, Die Europäische Integration, 
p. 42, and Claus Schöndube, Das neue Europa-Handbuch, Cologne, 1969, pp. 115 f.

5 On 18 March 1948 190 members of the British House of Commons tabled a 
motion advocating a European federation and urging that ‘the governments of the 
states of Western Europe should take steps to convene, as soon as practicable, a con
stituent assembly composed of representatives chosen by the Parliaments of the par
ticipating states, to frame a constitution for such a federation.’ (Hansard, Parliamen
tary Debates, Fifth Series, Vol. 448, cols. 2302-3). Similar resolutions were tabled in 
the Dutch and French parliaments: cf. Lipgens, Die Europäische Integration, p. 44.

6 Bidault’s proposal of 19 July 1948: cf. Lipgens, loc. cit.
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possible. But all this will depend on the skill and courage of at least some new 
political elements in Europe, as well as the few old ones that are possessed of 
understanding. We must not lose the battle for the nomination of the right 
delegates to the European Assembly, whose duty it will be to arouse the con
sciousness of our peoples by their speeches, to identify essential issues with 
assurance and to prepare the ground speedily for necessary action.

Once formal unity is achieved, a series of consequences will follow. Many 
problems of the individual states that today seem insoluble will be assuaged if 
not entirely remedied: from questions of currency, raw materials, energy, 
employment and communications to the soothing of national grievances, 
mutual security guarantees and regular, long-term commercial and cultural 
exchanges. This will be a beginning -  at first simply the overcoming of a 
vicious circle, so that external development can at last proceed in a sensible 
manner. It will perhaps safeguard the condition of non-war and prepare the 
way for real peace in one sphere after another. A European army, strength
ened as necessary by contingents from the Western hemisphere, would admit
tedly be a burden in the transitional stage, though alleviated by American 
help, but it would also be an advantage. Any dangerous developments within it 
would be subject to parliamentary supervision, and if Britain were involved to 
an appropriate extent -  a country whose statesmen have always managed to 
keep control over the military, even in times of emergency -  then no one need 
contemplate the rearmament of Germany: measures could be taken to ensure 
that such men as Brauchitsch7 and Manstein8 were no longer allowed to per
form even auxiliary military functions, either alone or alongside their ‘profes
sional colleagues’ in other countries.

It must be repeated that European unity here and now, in an effective feder
ation, is a concrete possibility. It is a slender chance, under serious threat at all 
times, and the time during which it can be realized will probably be over very 
shortly. But it is the only chance that is visible outside the shambles of national
ism, the camps and prisons of totalitarianism and the devastation of war. It is, 
moreover, the only one that seems to offer a hope of preventing and even sur
mounting a European catastrophe.

7 Walter von Brauchitsch (4 Oct. 1881-18 Oct. 1948), succeeded Fritsch in 1938 as 
German army commander-in-chief; directed military campaigns of Second World 
War; general field marshal, 1940; retired in 1941 after military reverses in Russia; 
pledged loyalty to Hitler after the coup of 20 July 1944; in British custody, 1945-8.

8 Erich von Manstein (24 Nov. 1884 — 10 June 1973) (original name E. von 
Lewinski, changed by adoption in 1900). Deputy chief of general staff, 1936; subse
quently chief of staff of an army group, then army group commander in the French 
and Russian campaigns; field marshal, 1942; 1942-3, failed to relieve Stalingrad; 
deprived of his command in 1944; 1949, sentenced by a British court to 18 years’ 
imprisonment; released in 1953, and took part in planning the Federal German army 
(Bundeswehr).
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156. Karl Arnold: radio broadcast 1 Jan. 1949
Text printed s.l.n.d.

The parties to the Six-Power Conference in London decided in the spring of 1948 to set 
up an international Authority for the Ruhr, with Germany as a member, as a solution to 
the problem of security.1 This section of the London communiqué met with especially heavy 
criticism in Germany.2 The draft statute for the Ruhr; published on 28 December 1948, also 
aroused criticism.3 Karl Arnold,4 the minister-president of North Rhine-Westphalia, spoke 
on the subject in a New Year address on 1 January 1949,5 after referring to the impending 
decisions in regard to German internal affairs and to the German situation.

1 For text of the communiqué issued by the Conference on 7 June 1948 see Beate 
Ruhm von Oppen, Documents on Germany under Occupation 1945-1954, London, 
1955, pp. 286-90; German text in Der parlamentarische Rat. Akten und Protokolle, ed. 
for the German Bundestag by Kurt Georg Wernike, for the Bundesarchiv (Federal 
German Archives) by Hans Booms and Walter Vogel, vol. 1, Vorgeschichte, ed. by 
Johannes Volker Wagner, Boppard, 1975, pp. 1-10.

2 Adenauer called the proposal ‘economic annexation’: cf. his speech on the 
internal and foreign situation at the session of the Zonal Committee of the CDU in 
the British Zone on 10 July 1948, in Konrad Adenauer und die CDU der britischen 
Besatzungszone 1946-1949, p. 521.

3 Cf. Thilo Vogelsang, Das geteilte Deutschland, pp. 101-3; Detlev Hüwel, Karl 
Arnold. Eine politische Biographie, Wuppertal, 1980, p. 177.

4 Karl Arnold, born 21 March 1901, died 29 June 1958. Leather-worker, member 
of Catholic Journeymen’s Association, from 1920 onwards an active member of the 
Christian workers’ movement; member of Centre Party till 1933; arrested after the 
coup of 20 July 1944 ; 1945, co-founder of the CDU at Düsseldorf ; 1946, lord mayor 
of Düsseldorf; 1947-56, minister-president of North Rhine-Westphalia; 1958, 
chairman of social committee of the CDU. For biography see Hüwel, op. cit. (n. 3), 
which supersedes earlier accounts; for his activity in the European Movement, ibid., 
pp. 166 ff.

5 Cf. Hüwel, op. cit., pp. 177 f. -  Peter Altmeier, the minister-president of Rhine- 
land-Palatinate, also spoke on the Ruhr question in his New Year address (for his 
agreement with Arnold’s views cf. Hüwel, p. 176):

‘Certainly there will be many more difficulties, mistakes and disappointments. I 
do not conceal that the agreement just published concerning the Ruhr is one of such 
disappointments -  not only because no German representatives took part in the dis
cussion of this matter, so important for the future of Europe, but especially because 
of its terms. Certainly some provisions are an improvement on the past, and we must 
hope that this control of the Ruhr is only a first step towards a control of the 
industry of all the states concerned. In my speech in the Landtag on 16 June 1948 I 
already expressed my misgivings at the London recommendations, due to the fact 
that control remains limited to the economy of the Ruhr district. At that time I said: 
“With all due regard to security, we believe that it is above all in the economic sphere 
that the narrowness of nationalist thinking must be overcome. Economic conditions 
demand larger areas, international combination and order. We are fully prepared to 
make any sacrifice for the sake of international economic cooperation, on condition
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Let us now turn our attention from internal reconstruction to the new order 
in foreign relations. There is no denying that the still surviving policy of dis
mantling is in contradiction to the process of European recovery based on gen
erous American aid. There is also a regrettable ambivalence in the conception 
of the powers of the International Ruhr authority. On the one hand we hear 
of economic cooperation for the reconstruction of Europe, on the other of 
coercive measures such as unilateral internationalization based on the out
worn and soulless institution of state servitude. It must be asked whether the 
Western powers’ objective cannot be reached in another way, which would 
ensure the sincere and voluntary cooperation of the whole of the Ruhr 
economy and labour force on a basis of equal rights. Instead of a unilateral 
control of the Ruhr which is bound to arouse resentment, could not an ad hoc 
international body be created on a cooperative basis? Germany’s contribution 
to such an association would be the Ruhr, France’s the iron ore of Lorraine; 
both France and Germany would contribute the Saar, while Belgium and Lux
emburg would also contribute their heavy industry. The cooperative principle, 
in accordance with modern ideas of law, would mean that each state was a 
party in proportion to the value of its input. The national ownership rights of 
Germany, France, Belgium, Luxemburg and the Netherlands could be supple
mented by an appropriate legal construction, a kind of modern version of ‘emi
nent domain’ [Ohereigentum] as it existed in the law of settlement and in old 
German law. The participants in their collective capacity would possess over
riding rights of ownership, management, production and distribution. If this 
plan were consistently worked out it would give France an assurance that the 
heavy industrial potential of the Ruhr would never again be misused for pur
poses contrary to the European idea.

Peace, freedom and progress, which all nations long for, are impossible 
without a thorough reorganization of Europe; yet the road forward is blocked 
by old ways of thinking and the reactionary forces of national egoism. These 
obstacles must be removed by courage and determination and by rallying 
moral forces in all countries. Nothing would be more dangerous than if faith 
in a new Europe were again shattered at this time of supreme trial, for hope 
in the future of Europe is a positive force in all nations. Instead of selfish 
nationalism we must have a healthy, honest European patriotism. This would 
eradicate nationalist thinking in all countries and create an impartial basis 
from which a truly European policy could receive its proper impetus. The 
important problem of security, which affects Germany as much as France, 
could be tackled far more constructively and with better hope of early success.

that the same sacrifice is made by all those involved. A new European order of peace 
in the economic and political sphere requires that not only the Ruhr but the 
economic centres of all European countries should be subjected to joint European 
control and planning/’ ’ Cf. Peter Altmeier, Reden 1946-1951, selected and ed. by 
Karl Martin Grass and Franz-Josef Heyen, Boppard, 1979, pp. 182-6, the above pas
sage pp. 183 f.; also Altmeier’s government statement of 16 June 1948, ibid., 
pp. 115-26, esp. pp. 118-20.
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The Ruhr and security have become European problems, the solution of 
which will show whether faith in a federal Europe is justified or is to prove a 
utopia for the second time. The methods used after the First World War 
cannot be thought of; they were wrong from the beginning, and today they 
belong to an outworn past. What is required so that we can advance on a Euro
pean basis is that we should all declare our faith in Europe and act according-
*y-

Anyone who says ‘Yes’to Europe must say ‘No’ to the unilateral internationali
zation of the Ruhr; anyone who says ‘Yes’ to unilateral control of the Ruhr is 
denying Europe. Such is the vital issue with which destiny confronts us. But 
anyone who says ‘Yes’ to the future must wish to see a united Europe. Once 
that decision is taken we can envisage Germany being the first to surrender cer
tain sovereign rights to a European authority, provided this advance perform
ance were limited in time and protected by genuine guarantees and provided it 
led to a general agreement on a footing of equality.

Such a decision at the beginning of a New Year could also be the beginning 
of a new age in which the longing of mankind for progress and welfare might 
be realized so far as is humanly possible; all the rest would follow from the 
Christmas promise of peace to all men and nations of good will.

157. Max Brauer: ‘The results of the European congress in
Brussels’ 6 March 1949

‘Die Ergebnisse der Brüsseler Europatagung’ in Max Brauer, Nüchternen Sinnes und 
heißen Herzens... Reden und Ansprachen, Hamburg, n.d., pp. 121-33 (extract).

Max Brauer1 was lord mayor of Altona until 1933, after which he emigrated to the US. 
After the first election to the city parliament in Hamburg in 1946 he was elected president 
of the Senate (lord mayor). A follower of Coudenhove-Kalergi2 in Weimar days, he con
tinued to advocate a federation of European nations'3 while in the US and after his return 
to Germany. He was a member of the German delegation to the Brussels congress of the 
European Movement,4 on which he reported in a radio broadcast: the following extract com-

1 Max Brauer, born 9 Sept. 1887, died 2 Feb. 1973. Glassblower and local politi
cian ; member of SPD, 1911; 1919, mayor of Altona (then separate from Hamburg); 
1924, lord mayor; deposed in 1933; after periods in Austria, China and France, 
settled in the US in 1936; returned to Germany, 1946; Senior Mayor of Hamburg, 
1946-53 and 1957-60; member of Bundestag, 1961-5. A first contribution to his 
biography by Erich Lüth (his assistant as head of the state press office), Max Brauer. 
Glasbläser. Bürgermeister. Staatsmann, Hamburg, 1972.

2 Cf. Lüth, op. cit., p. 21.
3 Cf. his speech in Florida on 3 Feb. 1942: text in Lüth, pp. 97-106; Brauer, op. 

cit., pp. 447-55.
4 The European Movement was created in Oct. 1948 as an umbrella organization
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prises his arguments for European union and the concluding passage. In the portions not rep
roduced here he gave a summary of initiatives for European union since the Second World 
War and quoted the Congress resolutions in extenso.

Now it is the task of our generation to translate dream into reality. Today 
the great plan for European unity enjoys the backing of men other than those 
once decried as day-dreamers. The plan has the backing of clear and sober 
knowledge and of the lessons we have been taught by the dreadful experiences 
of the recent past. The plan has the backing of hard political and economical 
facts, of the necessities of the day and of all the endeavours and attempts to 
master the peril of a European decline. The plan has the backing of the great 
statesmen, politicians and scholars of our time.

To state it quite simply, we have no choice other than this: to make up our 
minds whether we want the unification and reconstruction of Europe or 
whether we want to throw in our hand and see the decline of the West com
pleted. This great ordeal of mankind is bound to overcome us unless we resist, 
unless we put in every effort to replace a bad old order by a sensible and rea
sonable new one.

After the dreadful upheaval of the last war, after the annihilation of 
National Socialism and Fascism, victors and vanquished are in the same boat. 
The survivors of the great disaster have grown into a community of common 
fate, a fact we must realize clearly and take into account. This does not mean 
in any way that only politics and ethics are concerned. Indeed, sober 
economic facts and conclusions are no less involved.

What then is the present European situation?
The war has exhausted the moral, spiritual and economic resources of all 

European states. The industrial capacity of the countries has suffered consid
erably, the wealth of the nations has gone. Nearly all countries were flung 
deeply into debt. The natural communications between the nations are 
severed. The sound circulation of economic energies is interrupted.

The liquidation of the first war had in many respects brought about senseless 
and paralysing impediments and unnecessary set-backs. The Peace Treaty of 
Versailles did not establish better European economic cooperation; on the 
contrary, thousands of miles of new customs barriers were created. Instead of 
taking down the barriers separating the peoples, new ones were put up and old 
ones were made higher.

That was the wrong way and that is being realized today. Now we must take 
the better way. Europe cannot afford to have her economy split into atoms,

replacing the Co-ordinating Committee of the Movements for European Unity, 
which had organized the Hague Congress of May 1948. The first congress after the 
European Movement was formally constituted took place at Brussels from 25 to 
28 Feb. 1949: cf. Claus Schöndube, Das neue Europahandbuch, Cologne, 1969, 
pp. 115 f.; Cornides, ‘Anfänge’, in EA 6 (1951), pp. 4254-5. The proceedings of the 
Brussels Congress were published in German in EA 4 (1949), pp. 2025-8.
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if she wants to be saved from economic bankruptcy by a great economic effort 
on the part of all those who call themselves Europeans.

A Europe parcelled up politically and economically is confronted with a 
world dominated by political and economic units of continental dimensions. 
In comparison with the great non-European states and state blocs, the 
individual European states of today are as weak economically and of as little 
influence as in former times Lippe-Detmold and Waldeck compared with the 
great powers of the European continent. It is not the European states of five, 
seven, twenty or forty million inhabitants which have a bearing on world 
economy and social renewal, but it is the 260 million inhabitants of the new 
Union of all European states, all of which should bring in, and I hope will 
bring in, their economic resources into this new supernational structure.

None of the European countries, muddling along on their own, can resist 
the disaster of a new totalitarian system, none can overcome on its own eco
nomic disorder, social distress and social tensions. All European countries 
must unite in striving together for freedom and prosperity.

The decline of Europe would plunge the whole civilized world into disaster, 
but in that case responsibility for this catastrophe rests mainly with us. Europe 
serves the peace of the world if she overcomes her differences of interests, her 
atomization into autarkic or pseudo-autarkic dwarf economies, and adopts 
European unity also in economic respects.

The peril confronting Europe and the world is great beyond imagination. 
But our chance to save Europe, to preserve the peace and to create new 
prosperity is just as great. Every man and woman can give their share.

Europe is fertile ground. Her resources are gigantic. Her treasures of the 
soil, her natural riches, the genius of her population, the efficiency of her 
industries are almost immeasurable. What we must do, however, is to 
organize them and make them work with all the skill and energy we can com
mand. This is a very sober and realistic task, and it would be much easier to 
overcome the difficulties of this task than to overcome the devastation of a 
new war. Such knowledge was common to every delegate at the Brussels meet
ing. We delegates now have the task, each in his country, to spread and popu
larize this common knowledge. And to this end you, too, should contribute to 
the best of your abilities.

Besides the old historic conception of the United States of Europe which 
was primarily a political one, we now have the economic conception. Both 
these conceptions must now complement and underpin one another. (...)

You will agree that we have made enormous headway. True enough, it is 
mainly proclamations which have resulted so far. But the proclamation has 
already condensed into a concrete recommendation, and from the initial and 
most important recommendations the announcement of the creation of a 
European Assembly has crystallized. With such announcements we find our
selves already on the verge of political realization.

It may well be that this European Movement develops into a new kind of 
European revolution, a revolution of spirit and reason, a revolution leading 
us out of stupor and obsolete thinking into a new, sound and peaceful future.
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Certainly no leading role will devolve on the Germans in this movement. But 
we can, and we ought to, be a member on equal terms of this new community 
promoting the creation of a United Europe, a member serving and helping but 
also sharing the benefits.

We, the elder generation of German politicians, have often been filled with 
anxiety in the recent past, wondering how German youth would react to the 
political development and the creation of a new order. Time and again we have 
complained that our young people were sceptical, hesitating and indifferent.

Perhaps their scepticism was the result of a sound and critical outlook. Per
haps everything we did in domestic politics did not appear to them clear and 
convincing enough. This attitude we should try to understand.

For this reason it gives me great satisfaction and I feel very much relieved 
when I observe that the same young people who are often indifferent towards 
our political parties are spontaneously welcoming, and prepared to give their 
support to, the new European ideal. This is an idea leading us out of our 
present straits. Here we can see a solution. Here a development becomes evi
dent, a transition from the old and decrepit to the new and fertile. I therefore 
believe that we need not be afraid of lacking support from the young genera
tion, once experienced politicians have succeeded in getting together in a truly 
European spirit. My own reflections and the talks I had with hundreds of Euro
pean politicians have led me to the belief that German youth, too, will take up 
with enthusiasm the idea of the new Europe, and that this young generation 
will enthusiastically welcome this new development, because it believes in its 
future. And this belief in the future and in the success of the movement I 
emphatically share.

158. Europa-Union: resolution of the first ordinary congress
22 May 1949

From Karlheinz Koppe, Das grüne E setzt sich durch, Cologne, 1967, pp. 200-4.

The Europa-Union created by the merger of 28 February 1948 underwent a leadership 
crisis in the spring and summer of that year owing to the attempt of its president, Wilhelm 
Hermes, to transform the association into a political party. Eventually Hermes was removed 
from the presidency and replaced by a three-man presidium. The association was also para
lysed for a time by the effects of the West German currency reform.1 Its reactivation was 
largely due to the secretary-general Erich Roßmann.2 However, it was not until 19-22 May

1 Cf. Koppe, op. cit., p. 27; Christel Ruppert, Europa-Union\ pp. 25 f.; Cornides, 
‘Anfänge’, p. 4254.

2 Erich Roßmann, born 10 Jan. 1884, died 26 Sept. 1953. In business till 1906, 
then on the editorial staff of Schwäbische Tagwacht; war service, 1915-18; 1920, 
director of central pensions office, Stuttgart; 1924, SPD member of Reichstag; 
1933, some months in Heuberg concentration camp, then real estate manager in Ber-
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that its first congress could be held in Hamburg, by which time the statute of the Council of 
Europe had been ratified (5 May 1949) and the West German Basic Law (doc. 159) had 
been adopted. The congress elected a new governing body with Eugen Kogon as president,3 
and passed the following resolution.

1 .

Europa-Union once again declares its neutrality in matters of ideology and 
party politics.

2 .

Europa-Union desires to see a united Germany in a united Europe.
The union of all parts of Germany in a federal republic in which human and 

civil rights are guaranteed will assist the creation of a European federation. It 
will help to overcome power-political rivalries, promote the development of 
Germany in a European sense, and thus contribute to the maintenance of 
peace.

The determination of Germany, expressed in articles 24 and 25 of the Basic 
Law, to join a European union is a decisive step towards the realization of this 
aim.4

3 .

This commitment to Europe does not admit of the neutralization of Ger
many. On the one hand Germany could not protect her neutrality by her own 
strength, and an undefended neutrality would in the last resort not be 
respected. The only effective protection for Germany is her integration in a 
strong European federation.

4.
The German Europa-Union sees it as its task to encourage the idea of Euro

pean community in the German people and to exert constant pressure on the 
German parliaments and governments to cooperate in the work of European 
unity. As a full member of the Union européenne des Fédéralistes it intends to 
cooperate with the other movements for European union to create a solid 
basis for a European federation. In agreement with the European Movement 
it looks forward to the early, unrestricted participation of Germany in the 
Council of Europe at Strasburg.

Economy

Europa-Union regards it as the most urgent objective of economic policy 
to restore Germany’s freedom of action in economic matters within a united 
European economy. For this purpose it calls for the following measures:

lin; 1944, again arrested; 1945, secretary-general of ‘Council of Lands’ in Stuttgart; 
subsequently director of Süddeutscher Rundfunk.

3 Cf. Koppe, op. cit., pp. 31-3; Christel Ruppert, Europa-Union, p. 26; Cornides, 
‘Anfänge’, p. 4255.

4 Cf. doc. 159.
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A.
1 .

Removal of the present trade restrictions in Europe.
Preparation of a customs union by means of bilateral treaties with the object 

of creating a European economic community, and by the gradual abolition of 
all customs barriers in Europe.

Introduction of a common European currency, with (as a preliminary step) 
the convertibility of all European currencies.

Abolition of visas as a preliminary step to the introduction of a European 
passport.

Standardization of arrangements for the movement of goods by means of 
a European waybill system.

2 .

The complete restoration of the European transport system, involving the 
abolition of all inter-European obstacles, also within Germany, and coopera
tion among European ports.

3 .

In view of the particular geographical and geophysical conditions of 
Europe, the early creation of a European energy network to ensure the eco
nomic use of the continent’s valuable reserves of hydraulic energy, hard and 
brown coal for the benefit of all European countries.

4.
The revision, so far as necessary, and the early termination of the present 

policy of dismantling, restitution, decartelization and restrictions on industry. 
Given the interrelation of European industrial potential, these would inflict 
severe damage not only on the area in question but on the whole European 
economy.

5.
A European patent law to protect European inventions and constructions. 

German patent applications should without delay enjoy the usual priority in 
international law, so that the benefit of these inventions and constructions may 
accrue to the European economy also. In particular it must be made possible 
for dormant inventions to be used in the European interest.

Confiscated patents should be credited to Germany.

6 .

The utmost consideration for the elementary interests of the broad working 
classes in all European countries; the assimilation of social and labour laws and 
their development into a uniform, perspicuous system of social legislation.

7.
Acceleration and intensification of the current preparatory measures for the 

creation of a genuine, comprehensive European economic system, so that 
increased German production may contribute to the development of the Euro
pean economy as a whole and help to raise general standards of living.
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B.
Europa-Union is of the opinion that Germany must as soon as possible be 

integrated into the proposed European currency system. Before this can be 
done, however, Germany’s obligations dating from before the war must be 
regulated and her economic capacity must be ascertained. Therefore Euro
pa-Union calls for the early convocation of an international economic and 
financial commission of experts of the first rank, to make suitable proposals 
looking towards the integration of Germany into the European currency sys
tem.

Europa-Union emphasizes that on two occasions in the past, in 1923 and 
in 1931, the depreciation of German currency had the most serious social and 
political consequences not only for Germany but for the whole European 
economy. Given the increasing interdependence of the European economy, 
such consequences would in future be even more serious, unless there is now 
a clear, unambiguous assessment of German economic capacity and a com
prehensive settlement of outstanding issues. The sooner this clarification is 
achieved, the sooner can Germany become a valuable element of the European 
economy as a whole.

C.
Taking note of the special importance of agriculture and food supplies, 

Europa-Union calls for:
1.

The long-term planning of European cultivation.

2 .
Control of the marketing of agricultural products within European coun

tries, to be exercised by those directly concerned.

3.
Conversion of European agriculture to intensive cultivation in accordance 

with the nature of the soil, and an increase in animal husbandry.

4.
Increase of agricultural finishing industry.

5.
Cultivation of fallow land, which would also make a substantial contribu

tion to solving the Europe-wide problem of displaced persons.

6.
Increased production of artificial fertilizers so as to reduce agricultural costs 

and relieve the balance-of-payments situation in the European countries.

7.
More rapid introduction of meliorations for the rationalization of agricul

ture.
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8.
Development of agricultural cooperatives on a European basis.

9.
Promotion of agricultural training and the exchange of farmers’ sons for 

training purposes.

• D.
A healthy economy is the basis for a higher level of ethics in the economic 

sector and therefore of a just social order.
The reforging of European links in economic and social policy calls for a 

new attitude that will once again place the working man in the centre of the 
economy.

Cultural matters

Europa-Union aims at:
1.

The development of personal and cultural relations among European 
nations in the fields of art, literature, science and education.

2 .

Mutual aid in material, professional and intellectual matters, especially for 
young people and youth organizations.

3.
European curricula and teaching aids for the education of young people and 

adults.
4.

Introduction and recognition of a European matriculation examination.

5.
Organization of holiday courses, and the foundation and support of Euro

pean educational institutions: academies, universities and adult education cen
tres. Creation of European colleges for the training of teachers, which is of 
great importance for the promotion of a European outlook.

In the foregoing resolutions Europa-Union presents to its members and to 
the public the results of its first congress of delegates in Hamburg. The 
association invites all who believe in the future of a united Europe to cooperate 
in the achievement of these aims.
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159. Basic Law of the Federal Republic of Germany 23 May 1949
German text in Ursachen und Folgen. Vom deutschen Zusammenbruch 1918 und 1945 

bis zur staatlichen Neuordnung Deutschlands in der Gegenwart, ed. by Herbert Michaelis 
and Ernst Schraepker with the assistance of Günter Scheel, vol. 26, Die staatliche 
Neuordnung Deutschlands, Berlin, n.d. (1978), pp. 280 ff., here pp. 280, 287 f.; tr. in John 
F. Golay, The Founding of the Federal Republic of Germany, Chicago, 1958, pp. 217-54; 
Peter H. Merkl, The Origin of the West German Republic., New York, 1963, pp. 213-48.

After nearly nine months' consultation the Parliamentary Council took its final vote on 
the Basic Law on 8 May 1949. Of the 65 deputies 53 voted in favour, viz. those of the SPD, 
CDU, FDP and two CSU representatives; those of the KPD, Centre Party, DP and six CSU 
representatives voted No' for various reasons.1 After ratification by the Landtage (except 
that of Bavaria) the Law entered into force on 23 May 1949. The Preamble and Articles 24-6 
are reproduced below.

Preamble
Conscious of its responsibility before God and before man, inspired by the 

resolve to preserve its national and political unity and to serve world peace as 
an equal partner in a united Europe, the German people in the Lander Baden, 
Bavaria, Bremen, Hamburg, Hesse, Lower Saxony, North Rhine-Westphalia, 
Rhineland-Palatinate, Schleswig-Holstein, Württemberg-Baden and Würt- 
temberg-Hohenzollern has, by virtue of its constituent power, enacted this 
Basic Law of the Federal Republic of Germany to give a new order to po
litical life for a transitional period.

It has also acted on behalf of those Germans to whom participation was 
denied.

The entire German people is called upon to achieve, by free self-determina
tion, the unity and freedom of Germany.

Article 24
(1) The Federation may, by legislation, transfer sovereign powers to 

international institutions.
(2) For the maintenance of peace, the Federation may join a system of 

mutual collective security; in doing so it will consent to those limitations of its 
sovereign powers which will bring about and secure a peaceful and lasting 
order in Europe and among the nations of the world.

(3) For the settlement of disputes between nations, the Federation will 
accede to conventions concerning a general, comprehensive obligatory 
system of international arbitration.2

1 Cf. Thilo Vogelsang, Das geteilte Deutschland, p. 105.
2 Cf., with extracts from legal commentaries, Jürgen Schwarz (ed.), Der Aufbau 

Europas, pp. 97-100.
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Article 25
The general rules of international law form part of federal law. They take 

precedence over the laws and directly create rights and duties for the inhabit
ants of the federal territory.

Article 26
(1) Activities tending to disturb, and undertaken with the intention of dis

turbing, the peaceful relations between nations, especially of preparing the 
conduct of an aggressive war, are unconstitutional. They are to be subject to 
punishment.

(2) Weapons designed for warfare may be manufactured, transported or 
marketed only with the permission of the Federal Government. Details are 
regulated by a federal law.3

3 The parties’ drafts of these Articles were accompanied by supporting arguments: 
cf. Werner Sorgel, Konsensus und Interessen, pp. 55-88; Wolfgang Benz (ed.), 
Bewegt von der Hoffnung alter Deutschen, pp. 321-449.

The CDU was unable to submit a draft agreed by the party as a whole, as it had 
only a loose trans-zonal working group. Robert Lehr’s draft of 25 Aug. 1947 was 
accompanied by the comment: ‘The provisional constitution of the Reich should 
already provide that Germany is prepared at any time to join a European federation’ 
(Benz, op. cit., pp. 328-32, here p. 331). Similarly in the ‘Principles of a German fed
eral constitution’ submitted by the Ellwanger Freundeskreis (a South German feder
alist group), dated 13 Apr. 1948: ‘The federal constitution should provide that the 
Republic is prepared to join a federation of European states . . . ’ (Benz, op. cit., 
pp. 333-47, here p. 333); the group added that, being federalists, they ‘did not want 
federalism to be confined to Germany’ (ibid., p. 338).

The SPD had, at its congress in June 1947, adopted ‘Directives for the establish
ment of the German Republic’, previously approved by the party executive on 13- 
14 March 1947. These included the passage:

‘A.l. The Social Democratic Party of Germany demands that the constitution of 
the German Republic should allow for the possibility of Germany’s future member
ship of a European federation. Peaceful development towards such a federation 
calls for the clear renunciation of any policy of national egoism that might find 
expression particularly in annexations, if the political power situation were 
exploited by those who are at present stronger at the expense of those who are at 
present weaker. Peaceful development cannot be based on annexation. The 
generally accepted rules of international law are an essential part of Reich law, 
binding on the state and on individual citizens.

‘The constitution should provide that, by Reich legislation, rights of sovereignty 
can be transferred to international institutions under international agreements.’ (Cf. 
Benz, op. cit., pp. 359-63, here p. 359).

The ‘second Menzel draft’ of 2 Sept. 1948 superseded the first draft of a West 
German basic law which had been commissioned by the SPD executive in July 1948, 
and which did not take account of the results of the conferences of ministers-presi- 
dent and the constitutional convention of Herrenchiemsee. Paragraphs 5-7 of the 
‘second Menzel draft’ formed the immediate basis for the corresponding articles of 
the Basic Law: cf. Benz, op. cit., pp. 391-410, here pp. 393 f.

See also the draft by Carl Spiecker for the Centre Party, dated 12 Aug. 1947 (ibid.,
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160. Carlo Schmid: Germany and the Council of Europe at Stras
burg 13 June 1949

From Carlo Schmid, Deutschland und der Europäische Rat (publications of the 
German Council of the European Movement, No. 1). (extract)

As an ‘infrastructure’ of the European Movement national Councils were formed in 
each country, composed of representatives of associations for European union, political 
parties, trade unions and other important groups, to promote the European idea in 
influential circles and enlist the support of the general public for this idea.1 The German 
Council of the European Movement was set up at Wiesbaden on 13 June 1949\2 the 
principal address being delivered by Carlo Schmid\3 who had meanwhile been elected 
vice-president of Europa-Union. After a review of the movement for European union 
and the history of ‘universalist’ and 'particularisE approaches, he continued with the 
passage reproduced below.

pp. 424-9, esp. p. 427) and that by Jakob Fischbacher for the Bavarian Party (ibid., 
pp. 433-46, esp. pp. 438 and 445).

The draft articles were also debated by the constitutional convention at Herren
chiemsee, appointed by the Land ministers-president. Cf. Der Parlamentarische Rat 
1948-1949. Akten und Protokolle, published by the Bundestag and Bundesarchiv 
under the direction of Kurt Georg Wernicke and Hans Booms, vol. 2, Der Verfas
sungskonvent auf Herrenchiemsee, ed. by Peter Bucher, Boppard, 1981: p. 31 (Art. 81 
of Bavarian draft), pp. 206-8 (report of sub-committee I on Basic Questions), 
pp. 353 f. (Beyerle in the plenary session on 21 Aug. 1948), 517 f. (report of the con
stitutional convention) and 582 f. (draft of Basic Law by the Convention).

1 Cf. Wilhelm Cornides, ‘Anfänge’, p. 4254: ‘They [the Councils] were intended to 
form a bridge linking the associations, which were to some extent still hampered by 
petty problems of their mutual relations, to the effective forces in public life.’

2 At this time the Council had 252 members: 93 representing political parties 
(CDU/CSU and SPD 39 each, FDP 10, German Party (DP) 3, Centre and Bavarian 
Party 1 each), 18 each representing employers and trade unions respectively, 14 from 
the public service, 17 from academic life, 20 for the liberal professions, 16 for 
women’s organizations, 7 for the churches, 3 for the German Peace Association 
and 46 from the associations for European union. (Information from ‘Der 
Deutsche Rat der Europäischen Bewegung’, Frankfurter Hefte 4 (1949), p. 550).

Fritz Erler, an SPD member of the Bundestag, was also a founder member of the 
Council. Later he became secretary of the Council’s parliamentary group: cf. 
Hartmut Soell, Fritz Erler, p. 135. According to a list dated 1 March 1950 (in Roß
mann papers, vol. 52) the German Parliamentary Section of the European Move
ment then had 244 members; its chairman was Carlo Schmid and its deputy 
chairman Heinrich von Brentano, CDU member of the Bundestag and afterwards 
foreign minister.

3 On the importance of the speech in providing guidelines for the Council’s 
activity cf. Carlo Schmid, Erinnerungen, p. 423; for a summary of its main points, 
ibid., pp. 426-9.
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On 5 May of this year a pact was concluded between Belgium, Denmark, 
France, Ireland, Italy, Luxemburg, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and 
Great Britain for the creation of the Council of Europe, which will be formally 
set up this year at Strasburg.

Does this pact mean that we now have a United States of Europe? No, not 
yet -  it is only a further step in that direction. And we should be careful not 
to see in this pact or in the Council of Europe more than the originators 
intended, or more than those who implement the pact will be capable of con
verting into reality. If Europe is to fulfil its true meaning it must one day be 
something more than the model created by this pact. If it is really to perform 
the functions that must be performed if the European nations are to be saved 
from destruction, it is not sufficient merely to have an institution to coordi
nate national interests: we shall have to create a genuine political, economic 
and constitutional unity. This unity need not extend to all spheres in which 
states exert their activity, but in important political matters there must be a 
genuine transference of sovereign rights to a European organization. In other 
words, we must liberate ourselves from the dogma of indivisible sovereignty. 
Sovereignty is divisible like all other human devices, and I believe that we 
should do well to make full use of the possibilities that this new approach 
opens up to us.

The Basic Law has made it simple to transfer sovereign rights to 
international institutions. Among the areas in which individual states should 
surrender their rights to a European federation, in my opinion that of foreign 
relations take first place. That is to say, international negotiations outside the 
boundaries of this Europe will in future be conducted exclusively by a single 
European government. Next to foreign affairs should come defence, certain 
aspects (though by no means all) of economic legislation, currency, finance 
and communications. A single economic and customs area must be organized 
in the sphere of legislation and administration, and early steps must be taken 
to ‘Europeanize’ the principal raw material producing areas of Europe.

Here I would like to mention a point that is often overlooked. These arran
gements that are so readily applauded do not bring unalloyed advantage to all 
participants, but rather to the community as a whole. And this presupposes 
that its members are prepared to waive certain advantages that they enjoy in 
the present state of anarchy. This in turn means that some states will have to 
undergo certain constitutional, institutional and political changes, since if con
ditions in particular states do not tally with those in the community, the latter 
can never function efficiently.

We must realize that a hegemonistic Europe is no more a workable 
possibility than a Europe which remains a mere confederation of sovereign 
states. A league is not enough -  Europe must become a truly federal state if it 
is to be effective at all. And this means, ladies and gentlemen, that the relations 
between its members must not be of a diplomatic or international character, 
but must be governed by European federal law. Any other solution would pro
duce a Europe that is not European but only a mosaic of nation-states. The 
federal state, the United States of Europe, must have European institutions of
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its own. It must have a parliament, not composed of delegations of national 
parliaments, but directly, generally and equally elected by the whole popula
tion of Europe. In this parliament the members should be grouped not 
according to nationality but by their political persuasion -  that is, we do not 
want French or German or British deputies sitting together, but groups of 
socialists, conservatives, liberals and so on, irrespective of where their consti
tuencies are. But this Europe will also need an institution in which its member 
states are represented as such, a ‘House of Nationalities’ in which the 
differences between European nations can find expression. For, to put it 
clearly: if we want a powerful, united Europe we must also want to preserve 
that which has made Europe great, namely its capacity for diversity in unity.

Europe will also need a government, and it must be a genuinely European 
one -  not a mere clearing-house of national interests, albeit filtered through 
various channels, but an institution in which a single European purpose can 
be forged. Whether this government takes the form of a Federal Council or 
some other of the devices that have hitherto been in favour is less important 
than the fact that its members must be conscious of their responsibility as 
Europeans and not as representatives of their home countries. Finally there 
must be a European supreme court, not only with ultimate jurisdiction in ques
tions concerning the fundamental principles of the European order, but also 
empowered to carry the development of public law some distance further than 
has been the case over the last few centuries.

And there is another point we should never overlook. If we think of making 
Europe only ‘against’ someone, we shall not be making Europe but only an 
ordinary coalition, which will last no longer than the manifest threat that has 
brought it into being. And we must not regard Europe as a kind of new Holy 
Alliance to protect certain historical privileges and class systems. Moreover, 
when we think of Europe we should not have in mind the present Little Europe 
but the true old continental Europe to which the East belongs as much as the 
West -  not only the Eastern part of Germany, but that of the continent itself. 
At the same time we must endeavour to create not just any Europe but a very 
specific one, in which are integrated those things that make life worth living 
for us: freedom of the individual, political freedom, the rule of law and social 
justice as it is dictated by the situation at any given time.

Does the agreement of 5 May on the Council of Europe meet any of these 
requirements? Few of them, ladies and gentlemen, in fact practically none. The 
agreement does not create any supranational reality, but only lays down 
inter-state rights and duties, and those of a very limited kind. In short, this 
agreement still leaves us in the realm of relations between states and does not 
venture on the transition to a supranational system. This is clear enough from 
the preamble, which only speaks of closer association among states; and it is 
clear above all from the fact the proposed Council of Europe with its 
Committee of Ministers and its Consultative Assembly are typical inter-state 
organs and are not bodies of a kind to which sovereign rights in the true sense 
of the word could be transferred. Nor does the agreement envisage any such 
transfer. All it provides is that the member states will coordinate their efforts,
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and that the organs created by the agreement will provide a venue for the con
clusion of agreements and the encouragement of political and social progress. 
Nowhere is the position clearer than in the provision that matters of national 
defence will not come within the province of the Council of Europe.

The Committee of Ministers, which is the truly dominant institution, is 
bound by unanimity in all important decisions. In such matters there is no 
provision for majority voting -  either all states must agree, or nothing happens. 
Apart from cases of abstention, no one can be bound by anything he has not 
said ‘Yes’ to. Moreover the Council is far from representing the whole of 
Europe. As its Statute is the effect of a treaty, clearly any legal authority it has 
can only affect the signatories. More important, in regard to the accession of 
other states -  on the invitation of the Committee of Ministers -  the Statute 
envisages differential treatment. Some states may in certain circumstances be 
admitted as second-class members, i.e. with a seat and vote in the Consultative 
Assembly but not represented on the Committee of Ministers. I presume these 
arrangements have in view the present state of Germany, an occupied country 
which is still unable to conduct a responsible foreign policy of its own.

161. German Council of the European Movement: Resolution on 
the Council of Europe 9-10 Oct. 1949

F ro m  Protokoll der Sitzung des Exekutiv-Komitees des Deutschen Rates der Europäi
schen Bewegung vom 9./10. Oktober 1949, B rill p a p e r s ,  v o l. 84 (F e d e ra l  G e r m a n  
A rc h iv e s , K o b le n z ) ;  u n a b r id g e d .

At its session on 9-10 October 1949 the Executive Committee of the German Council 
of the European Movement1 debated in te r  a lia  the accession of the Federal Republic of Ger
many to the Council of Europe. The following resolution was adopted by 14 votes with 2 
abstentions (the Social Democrats Carlo Schmid and Gerhard Lütkens).

At its meeting in Cologne on 9-10 October 1949 the Executive Committee 
of the German Council of the European Movement discussed the results of the 
first session of the Council of Europe at Strasburg and the question of German 
accession to that body.

As is known, the Council of Europe consists of the Committee of (Foreign) 
Ministers and the Consultative Assembly, with 101 delegates from 12 coun
tries. In the opinion of the Executive Committee the main significance of the 
Strasburg meeting is that the Consultative Assembly, as the nucleus of a future 
parliament of the peoples of Europe, achieved considerable gains vis-à-vis the 
Council of Ministers, representing national governments and state interests.

1 F o r  th e  G e rm a n  C o u n c il  cf. d o c . 160 , in t r o d u c t io n  a n d  n o te  2.
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From the point of view of the development of a supranational federal organi
zation in Europe this strengthening of the potential European parliament 
against the authority of individual sovereign states is extremely welcome.

It appeared at Strasburg that all concerned are desirous that the Federal 
Republic of Germany should as soon as possible be associated with the work 
of European unity. There were, however, certain obstacles to Germany’s 
immediate admission; these were partly of a formal and juridical kind, and in 
no way implied a delay on grounds of ‘probation’. The situation was also more 
than a little complicated by the attempt to discuss the simultaneous accession 
of the Saar territory to the Council of Europe.

The Executive Committee is of the opinion that neither these difficulties nor 
the Occupation Statute and the absence of a peace treaty need prevent Ger
many from being ready to cooperate in the work of the Consultative Assembly 
at Strasburg. At the same time it considers that the problems connected with 
the Saar, which, it is generally accepted, must finally be settled in the peace 
treaty, should at the earliest possible moment be the subject of direct German- 
French conversations, from which all questions of prestige should be 
excluded.

To judge from the proceedings at Strasburg, an invitation to Germany to 
send delegates to the Consultative Assembly is to be expected, provided that 
authoritative German circles indicate their readiness to accept such an invita
tion. The Executive Committee of the German Council has resolved to recom
mend to the Federal Government and Parliament that they take this initiative.

162. Parliamentary group of the FDP: Guidelines on foreign
policy 26 March 1950

Freie Demokratische Korrespondenz, N o . 2 3 /1 9 5 0  o f  4 A p r il  1 9 5 0 , p p . 5 f.

The FDP (Liberal Party) received 11.9% of votes in the first election to the Bundestag, 
to which it returned 52 deputies.1 This made it the second largest member of the coalition 
of the CDU/CSU, FDP and DP (German Party) with Konrad Adenauer as Chancellor. A 
few days after a Bundestag debate on the Saar question the parliamentary group formulated 
‘the first full statement of FDP aims in matters of foreign policy'.2

1. The continued existence and development of the Western way of life calls 
for the economic and political unity of Europe. The fragmentation into small 
national economic systems depresses the standard of living of all European

1 F ig u re s  g iv e n  in  th e  a p p e n d ix  to  J o s e f  B e c k e r , T h e o  S ta m m e n  a n d  P e te r  W a ld -  
m a n n  (e d s .) , Vorgeschichte der Bundesrepublik Deutschland, p. 437 .

2 M a x  G u s ta v  L a n g e  in  Parteien in der Bundesrepublik, p. 3 4 4 ; cf. a lso  J ö r g  
M ic h a e l G u ts c h e r ,  Die FDP, p. 1 13 ; P e te r  J u l in g ,  Programmatische Entwicklung der 
FDP 1946-1969, p. 30.
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peoples, and enhances the danger of Europe succumbing to Soviet despotism 
and expansionism.

There is only one solution:
The fragmentation of Europe into national states must be overcome by 

means of a federal union.
Federal Europe must, in the closest cooperation with the US, develop the 

necessary measures to defend its way of life based on freedom.
The sooner this policy succeeds in strengthening the productive forces and 

welfare of the Western world, the sooner will the Soviet Union be disposed 
to adopt a policy of peace and restraint. On this depends the desired peaceful 
return of the oppressed peoples and regions of Europe into the family of free
dom-loving nations. Any German who denies this European reality is 
betraying the future of his own people.

2. The vitality of united Europe will depend on the enthusiasm with which 
the federal system is upheld. The sooner the principles of equal rights and 
mutuality are applied to Germany also, the sooner will Germany be a de
pendable member of the European order. In a true federation there is no room 
for under-privileged nations.

3. United Europe will become a reality if the US provides the necessary 
defence against aggression and if it also grants economic and political help 
expressly as an aid towards European integration.

4. Germany’s new foreign policy must be such as to convince the free 
nations, and especially the US, that Germany is permanently oriented towards 
Europe. It must endeavour to increase awareness of the urgency of 
incorporating Germany on a footing of equality.

5. The fulfilment of the basic task of foreign policy requires that:
(a) All German statements and actions should be most carefully considered 

and prepared so as to ensure consistency of policy.
(b) The occupying Powers should be continuously enlightened in a practical 

manner as to the danger of chauvinism on the part of a disappointed and 
embittered population if they persist in maintaining an outdated occupation 
policy.

To achieve these purposes it is necessary to avoid erratic improvisations 
that undermine confidence, and to create a responsible, efficient foreign 
service.

6. The following conclusions follow from these principles:
(a) The Federal Republic should become a member of the Council of 

Europe provided this does not diminish the effect of the German protest 
against the illegal separation of the Saar territory, and in order to maintain the 
position that the German population of the Saar must be granted free self-de
termination.

(b) The endeavour to bring about all-German elections must not obscure the 
responsibility of the Western powers, who alone can bind the Soviet Union by 
treaty to guarantee a state of unchallengeable democratic freedom.

(c) German participation in measures for the defence of Europe as a whole 
can only be discussed after Germany has recovered her equality of rights.
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163. Kurt Schumacher: Social Democracy in the fight for Germany 
and Europe 22 May 1950

F ro m  Protokoll der Verhandlungen des Parteitages der SPD 21.-24. Mai 1950 in Ham
burg, s .l .n .d .,  p p . 6 2 - 8 4 ;  K u r t  S c h u m a c h e r ,  Reden und Schriften, ed . b y  A r n o  S c h o lz  a n d  
W a l th e r  G . O s c h ile w s k i ,  B e r lin , 1 9 6 2 , p p . 2 2 1 - 4 8 .  (e x tra c ts )

A few weeks before the decisive debate in the Bundestag on the accession of the Federal 
Republic to the Council of Europe, the first SPD congress since the foundation of the 
Republic took place in Hamburg on 21-4 May 1950. In his general report Schumacher criti
cized the poliby of the Federal government and once more summarized the reasons for the par
ty's opposition to German membership of the Council of Europe.

If, for instance, we now discuss problems of European organization out of 
sincere and whole-hearted attachment to the international idea, which we have 
upheld for more than eight decades, we must realize that when people refer 
to Europe they do not always have in mind those things that make Europe 
worth while and capable of surviving.

Quite recently, in the context of Count Coudenhove-Kalergi’s pan-parlia
mentary union, we have heard the Count himself speak of a revival of Charle
magne’s empire.

One might smile at this and call it historical romanticism.
It is hard to see why the proletariat of northern France or the Ruhr pitmen 

should be enthusiastic for Charlemagne’s Europe. But if one thinks about it 
a bit more, it may appear that certain principles of politics in that empire have 
become topical once again. I hope that if it is again a question of slaughtering 
Saxons, at least they will not all be Social Democrats! (Laughter and applause).

I do not know whether those who use this slogan realize how long Charle
magne’s empire lasted and how it came to an end. It split up because it could 
not help doing so, and that was the beginning of the Franco-German conflict! 
(Applause and cries of ‘Hear; hearP)

I am not too sure, either, whether every ear was delighted by the words of 
the internationally-minded Count when he spoke the other day of ‘the two 
great patriots, Adenauer and de Gaulle’. (Laughter). But I do know one thing: 
Charlemagne’s empire had an Eastern frontier, which was geographically very 
close to the present Iron Curtain. And we declare here and now that we shall 
fight this particular idea with the utmost determination, for it implies recog
nition of the partition of Germany and would signify, moreover, that Ger
many herself desired and accepted that partition. (Hear, hear!)

International formulae do not necessarily mean international reality, and an 
international class interest is not necessarily an interest of all peoples. 
Foreigners who play at devising international schemes in an amateur fashion 
often misunderstand the German position.

I believe that foreigners with clear and rational minds - 1 am thinking chiefly
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of the French and the British -  will probably simply not understand the 
atmosphere and method of the international discussion on Europe as it is 
taking place today. For we find that in this discussion trifles are inflated and 
important matters trivialized.

In this debate we ourselves adhere to one basic principle. We could not, nor 
did we wish to compete with the German nationalists in high-sounding procla
mations of patriotic feeling, and we shall guard against making a similar mis
take in the European argument. If, when proclaiming our loyalty to Europe, 
we adopt a defensive attitude towards capitalists who want to create Europe in 
some form or another, or towards those who, in essential matters, have still 
not abandoned their mistrust and hostility to Germany, from that moment we 
shall have begun to be defeated in a great political issue. The international 
character of German Social Democracy, and its loyalty to Europe, are beyond 
all dispute. (Loudapplause).

The discussion at present going on in Germany is largely governed by 
motives of internal and party politics, considerations of power and class advan
tage. The Council of Europe in its present form and relation to the balance of 
forces in the world is not the same thing as Europe. Europe in the sense of the 
cooperation of free peoples is for us Social Democrats a sublime, unassailable 
concept in itself. But in order to free it from the wrappings that impair its 
quality, we must take care not to accept everything that yesterday’s national
ists and today’s neo-Europeans1 attempt to foist on us as essentially part of 
Europe.

1 Schumacher emphasized this point in a speech to the Bundestag on 15 Nov. 
1949 :

‘The neo-Europeans are no less suspect in our eyes than the neo-democrats or the 
latest devotees of social welfare who up to now have missed every opportunity of 
pursuing a practical social policy. The circles which are today in the forefront of the 
neo-European agitation are those who, during the Empire and the Republic, had 
opportunities to conclude large-scale economic agreements especially between 
heavy industrial interests in France and Germany -  but these agreements never pre
vented the same gentry from waging quite solid, profitable wars against one 
another. (Interruption from the Right). I submit that it makes a painful impression on 
the German people when those very sections of the employer class who have 
suddenly discovered the international theme deny the right of co-management to 
the workers of their own country. (SPD cries of ‘Hear, hear!').

‘In talking about Europe today from a practical point of view we must consider 
its parts separately, as it has been divided in two by the totalitarian Russian politi
cal aggression. On top of this we have the absence of Spain and Portugal and the 
distressing coolness, if it is no more than that, of Britain and to some extent Scandi
navia. None the less we declare our willingness to cooperate with as many European 
states as is possible today, that is to say France, the Benelux countries and Italy. We 
do so in order to support the tendencies that transcend national political and eco
nomic interests. (Applause and cries of ‘Bravo!' from the SPD). The exaggeration of 
residual nationalism in European political and economic affairs is the only real 
danger which might threaten the good will of US aid policy. ('Hear, hear!' from the 
SPD).
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Government circles in particular have been suggesting that while Social 
Democratic policy may be right in principle, it lacks a sense of proportion. 
Certainly, they say, we are all agreed in resolving to defend ourselves and in 
protesting at the way the Saar question is treated; but how can the Social 
Democrats make the whole question of building Europe depend on this appar
ently small matter of the Saar?

To such arguments I would reply that it was not the Social Democrats who 
linked the questions of the Saar and the Council of Europe: it was, to our 
genuine regret, the French government which did so, in July 1949. And, let us 
make it clear, since the attempt by the Soviet military government to force a 
merger between the Social Democrats and the Communists, there has been no 
such fatally short-sighted step in European politics as this linking of the Euro
pean question to the Saar. (Applause).

Of course we must oppose the attempt to place the Saar on a level of im
portance with the Council of Europe. But the Saar is not an isolated question, 
and it is not one to be trivialized from the material point of view. The presence 
of representatives of the Saar on an equal footing with those of Germany in 
the Council of Europe is the expression of a principle. Purely verbal protests 
are of no avail here: the only way is to withhold recognition and express that 
refusal by facts and actions. It is not a question of ‘either the Saar or the 
Council of Europe5: the way the Saar question is treated is the touchstone of 
the merit of the political edifice of Strasburg. There is no European argument 
for the Saar being a member of the Council of Europe, and there are a whole 
lot of reasons why its membership would weaken us. For one thing, the recog
nition of a state of affairs that has been brought about by a unilateral act of 
force, without any agreement with Germany or among the Allies, has very 
serious implications for the moral and legal position of Germany in regard to 
the Oder-Neisse line. (Hear, hear.) Such recognition could be dangerous, if 
not fatal, to our claim for the expellees from the East to be allowed to return 
to their homes.

Instead of treating the Saar question in isolation, or even merely in relation 
to the defence or restoration of our Eastern frontier, let us consider the basic 
principle involved in the Saar becoming a separate member of the Council of 
Europe. It is an unrenouncable principle that Europe can only be created on 
a basis of solidarity and the comradeship of free and equal peoples. It can play 
its part in opposing totalitarian claims from the East only by developing a

‘I fear, honourable members, that in this matter we often use the same words to 
mean different things. The idea of the United States of Europe, in its inner depth 
and outward extension, has a great tradition behind it -  but it is the tradition of 
freedom and international reconciliation, not that of European heavy industry. (Re
newed applause from the SPD). This idea draws its strength from the policy of peace 
and reconciliation among nations. It is not the idea of a group which is in a position 
to derive economic advantage from it.’ (Cf. Kurt Schumacher, Reden und Schriften, 
pp. 341-54, here p. 344; Verhandlungen des Deutschen Bundestages, I. Wahlperiode, 
1949, shorthand report, vol. 1, Bonn, 1950, p. 402).
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maximum of democratic power, and not as part of a structure based on victors 
and vanquished.2 (Applause). (...)

Meanwhile these matters are presented in a hysterical way, accompanied by 
dire threats. What happens if we join the Council of Europe, and what 
happens if we do not? I do not think that frontier barriers will cease to exist 
and the problem of Germany’s military security will be solved if we go in, and 
no one abroad seriously believes that either. The creating of illusions is part 
of German internal politics, and the practice of the Council of Europe up to 
now also has a lesson for us. What then if we do not go in -  will it weaken 
Europe? Does the Council of Europe in Strasburg represent the highest 
possible expression of democratic internationalism? If anyone disagrees with 
our attitude, let them prove it in this debate with genuine arguments and con
crete proposals.

Joining the Council of Europe will not bring about the opening-up of 
frontiers, an international order or military security. And Germany will not be 
thrown out of Europe just because she refuses to join this particular institu
tion on these particular conditions.

The Germans, so far as we here can speak for them, are not willing to be 
excluded from Europe. Nor do I believe that those Allies who count in this 
matter wish to exclude Germany from it. An examination of the situation in 
Europe in relation to the dispute with the Soviets gives, it seems to me, a con
clusive answer on both points. But what is missing -  though I recognize that 
two Federal ministers have attempted to provide it -  is a statement by the Fed
eral government on the dangers that the present situation may involve for 
Eastern Germany.

As I have said, we Social Democrats regard German unity as a European 
matter. But we reject the policy of certain Allies who, as I would put it, think 
that a better solution of the European problem can be obtained by keeping 
Germany partitioned.

We were quite willing to accept a number of vital risks provided only that 
if we went to Strasburg we should be accepted there as members of a European 
community. The fact that, as of today, we are still not admitted to such a com
munity has quite a different significance for the division of Germany. And the 
attitude of other nations to European community with Germany as an integral 
part depends in practice on whether or not they understand that German unity 
is the most important question for Europe. The distribution of forces, the 
methods used, and above all the symbolic importance of the handling of the 
Saar question, show that this understanding is not at present forthcoming. 
And now we must go beyond that to the core of the international problem.

2 This argument occurs repeatedly in Schumacher’s speeches: e.g. (1) Bundestag, 
15 Nov. 1949: Kurt Schumacher, Reden und Schriften (n. 1), pp. 352-3, Verhand- 
lungen des Deutschen Bundestages (n. 1), pp. 406 f.; (2) Land party congress of the 
Berlin SPD, 8 Jan. 1950: Schumacher, op. cit., pp. 200-1; (3) Bundestag, 10 March 
1950: Schumacher, op. cit., pp. 484-6, Verhandlungen des Deutschen Bundestages 
(n. 1), vol. 2, pp. 1567 f.; (4) Bundestag, 13 June 1950: Schumacher, op. cit., 
pp. 440-2, Verhandlungen des Deutschen Bundestages, vol. 4,pp. 2471 f.
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The institution at Strasburg is at a stage -  I wish to put this carefully -  when 
its importance is beginning to decline somewhat. Strasburg is not the place of 
decision today; it never was, and there is no chance that it will be. The Foreign 
Ministers have said as much. Strasburg today is an antechamber. What matters 
is the Nato area, or what the French premier referred to in his proposals of 
16 April 1950 as the ‘supreme Atlantic peace council’. And we cannot afford 
to pay the last penny of our political fortune as an entrance fee to the ante
chamber, when it would be too high a price even for entering the chamber 
where decisions are taken.

I had intended at this point to describe to you the system of international 
pacts, but it would take us too far afield. But I wish to say that this supreme 
Atlantic peace council which today is concerned with economic cooperation 
and defence and in future is to have political functions as well, and the Council 
of Europe in its specifically European form, will, with Germany as an equal 
member of the Council of Europe, be an integral part of this supreme Atlantic 
peace council.

This means that we Germans approach the problems of the Nato system and 
the organization of the Western world as second-class members of the Council 
of Europe, and have no voice whatever in current consultations: for all the 
world wants is our agreement to certain international institutions in their 
present form. To put it another way: for the sake of Strasburg we would have 
sacrificed the trump card that we vitally needed in connection with the Nato 
system. If Germany were thus made politically defenceless and compelled to 
‘play ball’ whether she wished to or not, she would have forfeited all her 
claims in the matter of rearmament. If any German politicians have not yet 
grasped this, it is time they did so. For the idea and practice of rearmament, in 
the form in which it is possible today, cannot preserve Germany from the fate 
of becoming ‘scorched earth’. And a nation which has had the losses we have, 
and whose young people are in a highly excitable and apprehensive state, has a 
duty to protect them from the most dreadful of all sacrifices, namely one 
without a purpose. (Very loud applause)?

(...) Europe, the great issue affecting all nations, is not a mere question of 
money and power politics. Given the part that a democratic Europe has to play 
against the political, psychological and economic onslaught of Eastern tota
litarianism, how can Europe attain its maximum strength?

This Europe must be a bulwark against world Communism and the bastion 
of a politico-psychological campaign to enlighten the population in the Soviet 
Zone of Germany and the satellite countries. If the Strasburg institution in its 
present form, with its built-in weakening of Germany, is regarded as a con
tribution to Europe, then the latter will be nothing like strong enough to fulfil 
its mission.

It is our duty to stick to the main line and not tire of making our voice heard.

3 See also Schumacher’s speech to the Bundestag on 13 June 1950 in Schumacher, 
Reden und Schriften (n. 1), pp. 449 f.; Verhandlungen des Deutschen Bundestages 
(n. 1), vol. 4, pp. 2476 f.



542 Documents

We must do so by inspiring other nations with equal rights and by making the 
moral and political forces of democracy in Germany and the German people 
so strong as to form an immovable obstacle. But it is our duty to combat the 
obstacles in Europe that stand in the way of this strengthening.

Finally I would say to the other Germans and the other nations of the world: 
do not forget that it was the German and Austrian social democrats, left 
entirely to themselves and without help from anyone in the world, who by 
their unshakable attitude brought about the decision, the fundamental deci
sion for democracy on the continent of Europe. (Loud applause)*

(...) If we cease to uphold these principles, the enslaved peoples of the East 
will look in vain for a true and tested ideal to sustain their courage by. Social 
democracy has said ‘No’ to the makeshift Europe of Strasburg with the Saar 
territory admitted as a member on specific terms. In so doing it says ‘No’ to 
all attempts -  conservative, clerical, capitalist or cartellistic -  to create a 
Europe that would fall an easy prey to the Eastern onslaught because of its cap
italist structure and the absence of democracy and social potentialities. Social 
Democrats say ‘Yes’ with all their heart to a Europe of free peoples with equal 
rights. But if we were to say ‘Yes’ to the present proposal, we should be spon
soring a revival of mass nationalism in Germany. Our proper task is, by pro
tecting national rights, to make nationalism impossible and to destroy it with 
the consent of the whole German people.

4 Schumacher also made this connection with the theme of defeating Communism 
in his speech in the Bundestag on 13 June 1950:

‘It is Social Democratic policy to create a Europe that is strong politically and psy
chologically, and in which each member state sees it as a European and also a 
national task to overcome the totalitarian and Communist danger in all its forms. 
But what is now being cobbled together at Strasburg is a Europe weaker than it need 
be -  so weak that it cannot properly perform its function of overcoming Commu
nism and perhaps can hardly do so at all.

‘That is the point of our policy: all our efforts and understanding must be concen
trated on bringing about a strong Europe that belongs to all, but the European idea 
must not be manipulated for the benefit of national states and national economies. 
(LDP interruption: Ask Dalton!). Don’t worry, we shall. You won’t create Europe 
with your anti-British complex either. (SPD applause; interruptions on the right). The 
Council of Europe can only be strong if it is a pact among peoples and not just an 
agreement among governments. Only then can it be the decisive factor in the great 
balance of peace, a factor which must be of sufficient weight whatever the danger. 
Europe -  and this is our great objection to the Council of Europe in Strasburg -  
must not embody elements of anti-European policy.

‘The gravest threat to peace and to freedom and democracy in Europe is the lack 
of inner seriousness with which people observe their own principles. This is to be felt 
in London and Paris and everywhere else, no less than in this Chamber. (Loud 
applause from the SPD). Shortage of time and the practical necessities that press upon 
us are common to all European nations and do not affect Germany alone.’ Cf. Kurt 
Schumacher (n. 1), p. 443; Verhandlungen des Deutschen Bundestages (n. 1), vol. 4, 
pp. 2472 f.
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164. SPD Congress at Hamburg: Debate on the accession of the 
Federal Republic of Germany to the Council of Europe

May 1950
Protokoll der Verhandlungen des Parteitages der SPD 21.-25. Mai 1950 in Hamburg, 

s.l.n.d., pp. 98 ff. (extracts)

Following the reports by Schumacher (doc. 163) and Erich Ollenhauer, the congress 
debated SPD policy towards the accession of the Federal Republic to the Council of Europe.1 
In favour were Max Brauer; Paul Lobe, Willy Brandt (with reservations) and Heinz-Joa
chim Heydorn; the other speakers, including Willi Eichler, Carlo Schmid\2 Otto Bach; 
Erwin Schöttle and Herbert Wehner; supported Schumacher in opposing accession. Ernst 
Reuter3 did not take part in the debate, while Wilhelm Kaisen, who was also known to be in 
favour of accession, was absent in the US.4 The congress eventually adopted by an over
whelming majority (with 11 votes against and 4 abstentions) a resolution endorsing Schuma
cher's policyI Extracts from the debate and the text of the resolution are given below.

■

(A) Extracts from the debate
( ...)
Max Brauer: (...) I take a different view from Comrade Schumacher. In my 

opinion, the decision against going to Strasburg is mistaken and is a positive 
disaster. (...)

1 Part of the debate is recorded in Wolfgang Benz, Günter Plum and Werner 
Röder (eds.), Einheit der Nation. Diskussion und Konzeptionen zur Deutschlandpolitik 
der großen Parteien seit 1945, Stuttgart/Bad Cannstadt, 1978, pp. 247-59.

2 For Schmid’s view of the congress and a summary of his arguments cf. also 
Carlo Schmid, Erinnerungen, pp. 457-9.

3 Cf. Willy Brandt and Richard Löwenthal, Ernst Reuter; p. 643; Reuter was partic
ularly interested in the inclusion of Berlin. For the attitude of the Reuter group in 
the Berlin SPD cf. Abraham Ashkenasi, Reformpartei und Außenpolitik, 
Cologne/Opladen, 1968, pp. 72 f. According to Ashkenasi, Reuter abstained from 
voting. As regards Otto Bach, to judge from his speech in the debate it is doubtful 
that he would have voted against the resolution which opposed Germany’s accession 
to the Council of Europe (ibid., p. 73).

4 Cf. Wilhelm Kaisen, Meine Arbeit, mein Leben, Munich, 1967, pp. 267 f. As a 
result of Kaisen’s criticism of Schumacher’s policy, the Hamburg congress voted to 
remove him from the party executive. Cf. Zuverlässigkeit und Beständigkeit. Wilhelm 
Kaisen. Eine Dokumentation, Bremen, 1977, pp. 27 f.; William Paterson, The SPD 
and European Integration, p. 33; Kurt Thomas Schmitz, Deutsche Einheit, p. 75.

5 Despite this clear decision the matter was raised again by Hermann Brill in the 
SPD parliamentary group, but was there ruled to have been settled by the congress 
resolution. Cf. Kurt Thomas Schmitz, Deutsche Einheit, p. 75; Rudolf Hrbek, SPD 
- Deutschland und Europa, pp. 98 f., n. 39.

After the Bundestag voted for accession to the Council of Europe the SPD group 
decided to send delegates to the Consultative Assembly along with those of other 
German parties: cf. Schmitz, op. cit., pp. 75 f., and Schmid, Erinnerungen, pp. 463 f.
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Comrades! I believe that Strasburg opens up great possibilities, and if we 
ignore them we shall be adopting a policy of self-isolation and detachment that 
will not do us any good.

The second question is that of the Saar. I must agree with everything Com
rade Schumacher said about the Saar, Germany and German unity. I consider 
it quite out of the question that we in Germany could ever accept the type of 
arrangement that is being planned over there.

What we must demand is, after all, the application of the right of self-deter
mination. And I believe that as things are developing, in a few years people 
will recognize that in an age when colonies are being relinquished because the 
inhabitants are demanding their freedom, it is no time to start reintroducing 
colonial conditions in Europe.

I do not agree that because I go to Strasburg I must necessarily say ‘Yes’ 
to the Saar proposals. If a Social Democrat goes to Strasburg and the German 
people are represented there, they must take the line that the presence of Saar 
representatives does not affect the German standpoint in the very slightest. It 
is no good saying that we will only go to Europe if there is already a maximum 
of democracy there. Europe will not come to life as a perfect institution -  it 
must be fought and struggled for, not as a utopia that will become perfect 
reality overnight.

I cannot accept either that if Germany becomes an active member of the 
Council of Europe she is thereby bound for good or ill to the Atlantic pact. 
Here again the two questions seem to me quite distinct.

It has been said in this debate that we want peace, and obviously so we do. 
In this connection I do not overlook what Kautsky said in his book Socialism 
and War. His words were: £It is the mission of the international proletariat and 
its organization, the Socialist International, to fight the battle for peace with 
an intensity and intellectual superiority that will make it the leader of man
kind/ This fight for peace must at the same time be a fight for freedom in all 
states and a fight for international democracy.

Comrade Schumacher has said that our ‘No* on this occasion is a construc
tive £Yes\ But I believe that our Yea should be Yea and our Nay, Nay, and that 
'whatever is more than these cometh of evil\

I am glad that apropos of the Schuman plan Comrade Schumacher has at 
least said that these ideas deserve serious examination. And the main thing I 
have to say about them in relation to Europe is that the European idea is part 
of our socialist way of thinking and that we must point this out to our young 
people so as to give a strong impulse to the cause of Europe and humanity -  
for Europe needs such an impulse, and so does our defeated youth. (Applause).

Comrades, there has been mention here of equal rights. I am certainly the 
last person to say that whenever the Germans come upon the scene or are in 
contact with the Allies, they must be filled with an inferiority complex and 
present themselves in sackcloth and ashes. The Social Democrats of Germany 
are the very last who should have to do this.

But at the same time I would say one thing. Five years have elapsed since 
the greatest catastrophe that has ever befallen mankind. The effects of such
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a war cannot be liquidated overnight. They are facts -  the millions of victims 
and the bitter hostility that was stirred up among nations.

It does not become us to be always the injured and the offended party. Cer
tainly we should not put up with injustice, and much that was done at Yalta 
and Tehran was nothing but the adoption of Nazi philosophy by the 
victorious powers and hence a disaster for Europe.

All this we may tell them, but we must not forget that it was the German 
dictatorship and Hitler who unleashed this war in the name of the German 
people. We Social Democrats stood and fought against it, but what other 
countries see is Germany and the German people.

I can only say I shall regret it if the congress decides in favour of our 
standing aloof and not going in with Europe. (Protests).

We do not have to follow after Herr Adenauer; we should take the lead and, 
together with our socialist comrades throughout the world, turn the Council 
of Europe into an instrument that will lift us up out of the rut of nationalist 
policy and open up a wide prospect of European development.

Paul Lobe: (...) I believe that the German Social Democratic party should 
take a different line from that recommended by Comrade Schumacher. I wish 
to see us advance towards a United States of Europe, through the Strasburg 
Council as well as in other ways.

What are my reasons? I fully agree with Comrade Schumacher’s criticism 
of the Council - 1 feel that the victorious powers, the French, or some of them, 
have injected an element into the discussion that we can recognize as part of 
the old pattern opposing the victors to the vanquished, instead of looking 
towards a European community.

I know the shortcomings of the Statute of the Council of Europe, and I 
know that we are intended to join it in the first instance as an associated 
member and not an ally. But I cannot agrde with the conclusion that our friend 
Schumacher draws from this. We shall be able to criticize these shortcomings 
and put forward our own views, our demands and complaints, with much 
better hope of success if we are a member of the club and are not merely 
speaking from outside, with no power to influence its discussions.

In short, to put it in personal terms, what I want is for you, Kurt, to make 
your fascinating speech not only in Hamburg and Bonn, but also in Strasburg. 
That is the forum where it ought to be heard. That is where we should put for
ward our demands for German unity or all-German elections. We here are 
agreed on these matters, and among us you will always receive unanimous 
approval. At Strasburg you may find yourself using somewhat milder terms 
than here, but in any case it will be a useful procedure.

The second reason, comrades, seems to me to be this. The United States of 
Europe is such a great and sublime idea, the most important of all objectives 
at the present time, that we must not allow any childish maladies, birth-pangs, 
mistakes of Adenauer’s and so on to prevent us devoting all our strength to 
this great aim.

We must not forget that young people in Germany are tired of outworn 
political appeals but are devoted to the ideal of Europe; they expect it to bring
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both material and ideological progress, and I do not want to see their hopes 
nipped in the bud. (...)

For all these reasons I cannot see that it is in the party’s interest to act as 
is now proposed. It is difficult, in my opinion, for the German people, those 
who vote for us, and even many of our own comrades to understand the 
tactical ins and outs of a political problem as they are seen by those in the front 
line of action. And do not forget one thing: all our European comrades are 
pleading with us to join them and are saying ‘We don’t understand you.’ The 
French, British, Dutch and Belgians, and the comrades in all other countries, 
cannot understand our attitude. They are saying: ‘Come and join us, you 
should be at our side, for in this Assembly too the fight between capital and 
labour is going on, and we need your help and cooperation.’ There are some, I 
know, who wish to evade this decision and who say: ‘Well, now that Adenauer 
has got us in, they will have to get members of our party to fill the 18 seats.’ 
But this seems to me a false position, just like that of the Bavarians, who voted 
against the Basic Law and now use it to justify all their demands. We are 
always pointing out to them how inconsistent this is, and we must not take a 
similar line ourselves.

These are only some of the arguments that lead me to give you different 
advice. I know that Kurt will trounce us in his winding-up speech: he will call 
us naive and may think I have a touch of senile decay (Amusement). But, dear 
comrades, for a whole decade I was president of this European association 
together with Coudenhove, who admittedly made mistakes later on but who 
was, after all, the pioneer of the idea of a united Europe. I cannot simply stand 
here and say: ‘Well, I was in favour of it as long as it was only an idea, a piece 
of propaganda.’ When the time comes of which Ollenhauer spoke in his excel
lent address, the time for an appeal to the German people, I would hope that 
not a single German voter will be able to doubt that we have not only served 
the European ideal in theory but have cooperated actively in creating a better 
future for Europe. (Applause).

Willy Brandt: Let me now make a few remarks on the European question. 
I must say that in this important matter I can only agree with two-thirds of 
Comrade Schumacher’s ideas and statements, and not with the remainder. I 
agree that we should protest emphatically in the Bundestag, and wherever else 
the question of German accession is discussed, against the arbitrary settlement 
of the Saar question and the attempt to link it with the Council of Europe. I 
also agree that we should make it clear that Strasburg is not a good or a healthy 
starting-point for European cooperation, and that the real problems will only 
arise after Strasburg. (...)

The last third of the question, which I see somewhat differently, is as fol
lows. I find it hard to say that we should not go to Strasburg because it only 
represents a makeshift Europe. The West, if it were better organized, would 
still be a makeshift Europe, and the task of creating a true Europe beyond the 
coastal strip facing the Atlantic would still exist. This task likewise could 
probably only be solved with the aid of democratic forces outside Europe. I 
do not believe we can go so far as to say that we will only join in if there is
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a prospect of Social-Democratic solidarity in Europe. Naturally such a devel
opment would please us best, as it would have done here in Germany; but in 
Germany too we have accepted, as a basis of our activity, solutions we did not 
dream of before 1945. I do not know that we can simply say that German 
socialists are the best internationalists of all. In my opinion it would be nearer 
the mark to say that we try to be as good as others. The claim that we are the 
best might seem somewhat derogatory to others, and in particular to our for
eign guests.

I believe that our ‘Yes’ to Europe should also apply to the first steps that 
have been taken in the economic sphere in the OEEC, and which may find a 
political counterpart at Strasburg. I believe, too, that this ‘Yes’ should be 
clearly expressed in the congress’s final resolution, together with our reserva
tions and protests against the unacceptable arrangements that have been 
spoken of.

There must be a showdown with retrograde forces in and outside Europe. 
But, comrades, unfortunate though the fact may be, the basic issue in Europe 
and in the world today is not, or is not only, that between socialism and capi
talism, but turns on whether the possibility of a democratic, socialist develop
ment can be maintained at all. And for this reason, wherever there are recog
nizable attempts to set up an economic and political community in Western 
Europe, we should grasp the opportunity and if possible develop them further.

Heinz-Joachim Heydorn: (...) The Council of Europe, as Comrade Brauer 
has said, is a fresh attempt to bring about European cooperation under new 
political forms. It is in no sense a closed system, but contains all sorts of possi
bilities of development. This fact must be taken into account. The future of the 
Council of Europe will be determined by its leading elements, whether they 
come from our camp or that of the European bourgeoisie. But there are some 
basic principles involved. We know that it is impossible to socialize destitution 
or to build socialism in such conditions. We also know that given the interde
pendence of the European economy the possibilities of deploying the produc
tive impulses of socialism are all the greater in proportion to the area in which 
they are allowed to work. (...)

Secondly: the European option at this point in history offers the only 
opportunity for democratic socialism to acquire a political weight of its own. 
This seems to me extremely important. By virtue of its social preconditions, 
democratic socialism is for practical purposes restricted to Europe. Conse
quently it is only here that an opportunity offers to make Europe not merely 
an annex to an Atlantic organization, but an independent political and eco
nomic structure which is more than such an organization can ever be, namely 
the expression of a political form and a political character of its own. By con
trast, if any single European country tries to go on functioning merely as a 
nation state it will sooner or later be condemned to fall into political and eco
nomic liquidation, and will thereby in one way or another increase the 
drawing power of Communism.

Against this we have the Saar problem. I am by no means in favour of the 
French proposal, but I say frankly that it is a political anachronism in the



548 Documents

twentieth century to demand the return of national sovereignty. Instead we 
should make a constructive counter-proposal, showing in detail how the Saar 
could be made into a model of European cooperation. This is what the French 
professed to intend, and we should take them at their word although they have 
in fact done otherwise. In this way we shall not be pointing back towards yes
terday by raising questions of national sovereignty, but forward towards 
tomorrow, if ever such a tomorrow is to be possible in Europe. (...)

In any case two things are required. The first is that European socialists 
should work out a genuine alternative to bourgeois plans and not merely 
criticize them. We have not much time left, for we do not know whether we 
shall still be able, twenty years from now, to discuss matters freely on Euro
pean soil. We must have a constructive, forward-looking alternative plan that 
is not tied up with the question of national sovereignty.

The second requirement is that we should do our best to grasp every oppor
tunity that presents itself in a socialist spirit. What decides the course of 
history is not the immediate situation but the forces that are resolved to trans
form it according to their own will and their own ideas.

I believe there are millions of people in Europe -  and this accounts for a 
large part of all the antipathy and despair -  who, as a result of the two world 
wars, have lost faith in the validity and vitality of socialist ideals, and who are 
looking to us for an initiative of this kind. (\Hear; hear!3)

Willi Eichler: (...) Where Europe is, there must be a community, and it is 
argued that the Council of Europe is perhaps the nucleus of such a community. 
Well, comrades, the reason why we are all opposed to the Council of Europe 
is not because we can only approve of an institution of which no criticism can 
be made. That of course would be nonsense and no one has suggested it, nor 
did Schumacher mention such an idea in his report. But we insist on one thing: 
if Europe is defined and postulated as a community, nothing must be done in 
connection with it which is directly contrary to the principle of a community. 
(Applause). Naturally the Saar is not the centre of the universe, and we cannot 
say that it shall remain German even if the world collapses about us; but if the 
European institution is to be taken seriously we must not allow it to embark 
on such practices as occur in the Federal Republic of Germany. We must not 
tolerate a policy of boom and hoarding profit, of fighting to uphold the insane 
principle of national sovereignty; nor must we accept the trickery which claims 
that the Saar population have voted to form an independent state.

Carlo Schmid: (...) And what is necessary here? Everyone in this hall would 
answer: ‘Europe!’ -  but not Europe as a Holy Alliance for the protection of 
privilege. (Interjection: (Hear} hear!3). A Europe of that kind might be consi
dered ‘worth a Mass’ by some who today call themselves ‘liberals’, but for us 
Social Democrats it is certainly not worth a sacrifice of the intellect. The 
Europe we must build is a political, economic and constitutional unity, bound 
together by the essentially European values of freedom and justice. In other 
words, this Europe must be an integrated democracy which has the courage to 
follow out the social implications of its basic principles. (Applause).

Such a Europe can only be created if we are able to bring about this de-
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mocracy of social justice in Germany. For, ladies and gentlemen -  it is not out 
of pride or presumption that I say this, but is something we can witness afresh 
day by day -  it is events here in Germany that determine the limiting values 
which in turn decide the future for Europe as a whole. The basic decision of 
the German working class for or against Western democracy, or its failure to 
make any such decision, will be critical not only for the political fate of Ger
many but for that of all Europe. (Applause and cries of ‘Hear; hear!’). (...)

It is really beside the point for us to wrangle over petty questions of sover
eignty. (...) Sovereignty in itself is not the decisive factor in our attitude. What 
matters is whether Europe is to be created by diplomatic chicanery or by a pro
cess of integration based on European solidarity. (‘Hear, hear!3). Do people 
really believe that once the German people awakens from its lethargy -  which 
it will do, no later than tomorrow -  it can be brought to feel enthusiasm for 
the European cause if the facts show, day after day, that Europe is being con
structed in terms of petty attempts to bring about last-minute shifts in the bal
ance of power? (Hear, hear!3). And let me say one thing more. Several com
rades have said: ‘That is just what we must fight against at Strasburg itself -  
we must protest effectively and make our objections felt there.’ But, com
rades, we shall make ourselves ridiculous if we think we can go to Strasburg 
with the reservation that we do not accept the implications of going there. 
(Cries of ‘Bravo!3 and applause). What would fighting at Strasburg mean? 
Surely it would blow Strasburg sky-high if we fought seriously there for such 
matters as Germany’s right to the Saar, which the Council of Europe is not 
competent to decide. (Hear, hear!3). If we intend to fight within the walls of 
Strasburg, we must also decide here and now to pursue a revisionist policy in 
Germany as was done after the treaty of Versailles. (Hear, hear!3). And, com
rades, in my opinion the most fatal of all the causes which led to the Second 
World War was the fact that our over-hasty signature on that and other agree
ments obliged us to regard treaty revision as the only possible policy. (Loud 
applause). No, it should not be our purpose to fight in Strasburg, but to fight 
outside its walls for a Strasburg that is truly European.

Otto Bach: (...) But, comrades, we do not want Europe at any price: we 
want a Europe with a particular social content. (Hear, hear!3). What we have 
to consider is whether Europe can be given such a content in the Council of 
Europe.

The Council in Strasburg is based on the London Statute of 5 May 1949. 
That document was already an anachronism on the day of its publication. Its 
purpose was to prevent the creation of a federal European state.

The absolute equality of rights among European nations was prevented by 
creating two classes of member state -  full members and associated or 
second-class ones. It is tragic that second-class membership was envisaged pre
cisely for Germany, which, whether one likes it or not, is bound to play a cen
tral part in the work of European unity.

I do not mean, comrades, that I am opposed on principle to so-called asso
ciate membership. We have many difficuhies and interests to take account of 
in Europe. We know that one of the most difficult problems is how to make



550 Documents

Britain a part of the European union. And we know that Britain has many 
interests outside Europe and overseas that have to be considered, just as we 
know that there cannot be a Europe without Britain. I therefore think that for 
Britain, for instance, associate membership would be the right thing, so that 
the Council of Europe could take cognizance of her overseas interests.

In saying this I do not in any way intend to belittle England’s position. But 
I would point out that it is a good federalist principle and one that we may 
observe in the [former] Swiss Constitution, which made provision for ‘Allied 
Districts’ (zugewandte Orte) with interests of their own outside the Confedera
tion. Something of the sort could also be done here. But I do not think the 
Council of Europe can be reformed from within, either with or without our 
consent. The rules of the game -  we may as well admit it -  are too old- 
fashioned for that. For what can the Council of Europe do in practice?

It has a Committee of Ministers which decides the agenda for the Assembly. 
The Assembly cannot take decisions, but only make recommendations on the 
matters it is graciously allowed to discuss. Then the Committee of Ministers 
considers whether to forward these to the individual governments, not as deci
sions but still as recommendations only. And this process could at best result in 
the conclusion of treaties, bilateral or multilateral as the case might be.

But there is no time nowadays for a procedure of this kind. Europe cannot 
wait. Europe cannot be built on treaties that still have to be ratified by govern
ments in the exercise of their sovereignty. No, what we require is a federal 
European constitution -  a federal authority, a federal government and an 
elected federal European parliament. Only in this framework can the steps be 
taken which are today essential for the development of European unity.

Now, comrades, a number of proposals have been made, for instance that 
of the French prime minister Bidault concerning the Atlantic community. I 
would observe that the Atlantic community and European union do not 
exclude each other. But European union and the need for it cannot simply be 
referred to the Atlantic community, which has quite other purposes; and I 
have the feeling that the plan for a supreme Atlantic Council is a flight from 
responsibility for European and from European solidarity. What we need are 
specific measures to create economic, political and social unity on a European 
basis.

Recently, on the other hand, foreign minister Schuman has proposed what 
Comrade Grumbach calls a ‘marriage’ between coal and iron ore. This idea 
certainly contains many possibilities, for both good and ill. But I would recall 
that the French prime minister Paul Reynaud said in Berlin the other day: ‘The 
Schuman plan is not a plan, since we do not know how to carry it out -  it is 
only an idea.’ (Interruption: ‘Not a new one, either!'). No, not a new one. Well, 
comrades, we here have nothing against new ideas, but we have something 
better -  we have a plan for Europe. And I ask all those comrades who believe 
today that European unity could be achieved by way of such proposals, 
whether it would not be better to carry out our plan for organizing European 
basic industries, as it was presented last year to the Council of Europe? For if 
European basic industries can be organized in such a way that the means of
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production are under public control, we need no longer be troubled by the 
Ruhr or the Saar problem.

Therefore, comrades, I would say in conclusion: we desire European unity 
with all our hearts. But we must fight for a European federal pact and a Europe 
of genuine social welfare, and if we are to wage the battle successfully we must 
-  according to Carlo Schmid -  do so before the gates of Strasburg. (Cries of 
‘Bravo /’ and applause).

(B) Extract from the resolution
(...) The Congress especially welcomes the attitude of the Party Executive 

and the Parliamentary party towards the Council of Europe. The inclusion of 
the Saar territory in the Council of Europe without legal justification and 
inviolation of the self-determination of peoples is a unilateral stroke of power 
politics and an infringement of the Council’s Statute. This policy cannot pro
vide the foundations of a united Europe. It directly threatens the satisfaction 
of the vital claim of the German people to be reunited in a free state based on 
the rule of law.

In the Congress’s view the misuse of the European idea for the enhancement 
of national power or capitalist group interests presents grave dangers for 
Europe and far-reaching opportunities for Eastern totalitarianism. The 
refusal of Social Democrats to accept un-European solutions springs from 
their sense of responsibility and determination to create a united Europe, for 
which the German Social Democratic Party is fighting with all its strength.

As to the Schuman initiative the Congress declares that it welcomes any 
effort that will lead to serious, constructive negotiations. It sees the proposal 
of the French foreign minister as an essentially political move that must not be 
influenced decisively by technical experts, who are in fact interested parties. 
The Social Democratic party is conscious that the organization of Western 
Europe in terms of heavy industrial interests would be a mortal threat to de
mocracy and to sincere, unreserved cooperation among nations enjoying 
equal rights. The Party’s final attitude will depend on the way in which a 
number of important questions are decided. This applies above all to the 
actual equality of all participants, which is incompatible with present condi
tions, especially the Ruhr statute and the right of the German people to deter
mine the pattern of ownership in its own economy.

165. Max Brauer: Speech at public meeting of the German Council 
of the European Movement in St Paul’s church, Frankfurt

17 July 1950
Max Brauer, Nüchternen Sinnes und heißen Herzens... Reden und Ansprachen, Ham

burg, n.d., pp. 163-71; extracts from pp. 165-6, 166-7,169-71.
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The second congress of the German Council of the European Movement adopted a resolu
tion (doc. 32) on a European federal pact and called for the creation of a German ministry of 
European affairs.1 A t a public meeting held on this occasion Max Brauer spoke inter alia 
about the Council of Europe.

The Bundestag and the Bundesrat, as the legislative organs of our Federal 
Republic, recently passed a law concerning the accession of the Federal 
Republic of Germany to the Council of Europe at Strasburg.2 Accordingly in 
a few weeks’ time German representatives will take part in the Council’s delib
erations. This is an event of great importance which may, without any 
insincerity of rhetoric, be described as a historical turning-point.

For Germany’s accession to the Council of Europe to be appreciated at its 
full value, I would first point out that there was a clear majority for the deci
sion by the Bundestag. We should bear in mind, moreover, that the opposition 
themselves were not against the building of a new Europe as such, but took the 
view that Germany should only go to Strasburg as a member state enjoying 
full equality of rights. It can thus be seen that the body which represents the 
German people was practically unanimous in desiring a united Europe.

If I speak of this as a turning-point in German history, it is because it 
represents a departure from the political attitude of the last hundred years -  
a spirit of nationalism which in time took the form of imperialist power politics 
and economic autarky, and which made its mark on the political events of our 
time.

During this period two world wars brought not only Germany but all 
Europe to the verge of the abyss and all but destroyed Western civilization. 
We should also not forget the economic crisis of 1929, in which social tension 
broke out with the utmost violence and men stood helplessly at the mercy of 
economic forces. The end of the Second World War in 1945, with the total sur
render of Germany and the appalling mass misery, were the nadir of a 
century’s development. For the German people and for Europe shattered to 
its foundations there was little hope of early recovery. (...)

Today Europe is again in mortal danger. It will go under unless we can find 
a solution of the European problem and save Europe from being Balkanized. 
The economic and political unity of Europe must be made a reality. Military 
security, a higher standard of living and a rebirth of European civilization will 
be possible if the idea of a European federal state can be brought down from 
the world of dreams to that of reality.

1 Cf. EA 5 (1950), p. 3295. The congress confirmed Paul Lobe, formerly president 
of the Reichstag, as president of the Council.

2 The bill for the accession of Germany to the Council of Europe was passed by 
the Bundestag on 15 June 1950 by 218 votes to 151 with 9 abstentions: cf. Verhand
lungen des Deutschen Bundestages, I. Wahlperiode 1949; vol. 4, Bonn, 1950, p. 3523. 
The Bundesrat, except for Schleswig-Holstein, passed the bill on 23 June 1950: cf. 
EA 5 (1950), p. 3218.
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And we must keep in mind that there is very little time left if we are to 
achieve European unity before it is too late. Present events in East Asia must 
have made clear how matters now stand, even to the most credulous in 
Western Europe. I do not believe the conflict in East Asia will lead to a third 
world war, but it must have brought home to each and every European that 
there is in the world a great power with an alien, not to say hostile attitude 
towards European ideals. We can only hold up its advance and hope to see 
Western and Eastern Europe reunified if Europe becomes a technological and 
above all a spiritual unity. All technology is dead if it is not informed by the 
spirit.

(...) We are all conscious of the inadequacy of the Council of Europe at 
Strasburg, where the Committee of Ministers is an organ representing sover
eign states and, formally speaking, exercises the sole power of decision. The 
Council’s statute is a compromise between the progressive federalist tenden
cies of the European Movement and the national traditions of European 
governments. But the European movement has many personal links with the 
Consultative Assembly in Strasburg, and the latter is engaged in a tough 
struggle to assert itself against the Committee of Ministers.

After the first session of the Council of Europe in August and September 
of last year, and as a result of recommendations of the Consultative Assembly, 
Committees were set up which have already made considerable headway 
towards a revision of the Statute of the Council of Europe.

I believe it is clear to all of us that sooner or later the Consultative Assembly 
must be developed into a true European parliament with legislative powers and 
a European government with executive authority. It is the task of the European 
Movement to mobilize all sections of the population of Europe for this end, 
which is so vital for Europe’s future. The second session of the Council at 
Strasburg is about to begin, but the German delegates to the Consultative 
Assembly are not yet appointed. I trust they will not be chosen solely from the 
Bundestag. Germany’s representatives at Strasburg should be the élite of those 
who favour a united Europe, whether or not they are members of the 
Bundestag or the Bundesrat.3

It seems to me proper to point out that the Statute of the Council of Europe 
leaves it open to individual governments to select delegates as they wish. It is 
true that at present the representatives at Strasburg are all parliamentarians, 
including some members of the British House of Lords and the French Senate. 
We shall not be sending a German delegation to Strasburg, but eighteen indi
viduals and their deputies, who will not sit together or vote as a body. I believe

3 The delegation appointed on 26 July 1950 consisted solely of members of the 
Bundestag. For the CDU/CSU: Heinrich von Brentano, Kurt Georg Kiesinger, 
Eugen Gerstenmaier, Hermann Pünder, Prince Függer von Glött, Hans Schütz and 
Louise Rehling; for the SPD: Willi Eichler, Gerhard Lütkens, Erik Nölting, Hein
rich Ritzel, Erich Ollenhauer, Carlo Schmid and Louise Schröder; for the FDP: 
Max Becker, Hans-Albrecht von Rechenberg and Hermann Schäfer, and for the 
DP Hans Mühlenfeld.
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the Federal Government should introduce an innovation in the method of 
choosing the German delegates, which would enrich the consultative 
Assembly by indicating its view that responsibility for the proceedings at Stras- 
burg must be shared by personalities who have already been in the forefront of 
the European Movement although not members of parliament.

In this way it may come about that after this great war the broad masses may 
become clearly aware of their own aspirations, so that these at last become a 
political force. It is no longer our task to find suitable formulations for Europe, 
but to create new institutions that will make a reality of what has been a remote 
ideal. We must not make the mistake of thinking that we can devise perfect 
institutions overnight and achieve final solutions for all time.

We must proceed by trial and error and even be prepared for possible dead
lock or defeat, which we must not allow to discourage us. The architects of 
the new Europe must not be of the kind who think they are only there to put 
on the final touches, or that anything less than building majestic structures is 
beneath them. Those who think in this way generally build castles in the air. 
Instead, we must adapt ourselves to the needs of the day and move forward 
step by step.

The situation in which Germany is not represented on the Committee of 
Ministers and is only an associate member of the Council cannot last long. 
Present political developments will lead to Germany having a foreign policy 
and a foreign minister of her own. On the day that he enters upon his office, 
Germany must become a member of the Committee of Ministers. Meanwhile 
the German representatives at Strasburg will be perfectly able to make a sub
stantial contribution to the European cause.

The question of the Saar, which is repeatedly brought up in this connection, 
has been much discussed in the European organizations. We may be pleased 
and grateful that the European Movement has acknowledged the German 
view that our membership of the Council of Europe implies no commitment 
as far as the Saar is concerned. We rely on the fact that the present interim 
arrangement has not prejudiced the situation and that the population of the 
Saar will in due course be free to decide what political system it wishes to join. 
It may well be that when the time for that decision comes the whole problem 
will have been lifted to the higher plane of European unity and will conse
quently have lost much of its importance. Finally I am glad to note that the 
Ruhr statute is regarded by the European associations only as a starting-point 
for the organization of European heavy industry as a whole.

The creation of a new Europe is not the responsibility of a single party or 
denomination, or of any particular countries or peoples, but is a task for all 
men and women of good will in Europe. The European Movement includes 
Conservatives, Liberals, Socialists, and members of every religious group. I 
myself fully agree with our French friend André Philip, who as a socialist once 
said in freedom-loving Hamburg that he would rather see a Liberal Europe 
than no Europe at all. If Liberal politicians for their part take an equally tol
erant view, I am certain that this attitude of the pioneers of the European 
Movement will become that of governments as well.
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But the advance guard of the European Movement should consist of young 
people. Youth demands new inspiring aims and new worthwhile tasks, and 
here they are! The young people of today are not willing to make fresh, mean
ingless sacrifices to the bloodstained idols of the past, or to see Europe once 
again turned into a battlefield. What German youth desires is a free, united 
Germany in a free, united Europe and a world at peace.

166. German Bundestag: Resolution on a European federal pact
26 July 1950

Verhandlungen des Deutschen Bundestages, I. Wahlperiode 1949\ Drucksache Nr. 1193; 
Verhandlungen des Deutschen Bundestages, shorthand report, vol. 4, Bonn, 1950, p. 2836 
(70th session of 26 July 1950); Europäische politische Einigung 1949-1968, Dokumenta
tion von Vorschlägen und Stellungnahmen, ed. by Heinrich Siegler, Bonn/Vienna/Zu- 
rich, 1968, p. 1. (Dokumentationen der Deutschen Gesellschaft für Auswärtige Politik); 
Walter Lipgens, Die Europäische Integration, Stuttgart, 19812, p. 54; Claus Schöndube, 
Das neue Europa-Handhuch, Cologne, 1969, p. 168.

A t the first session of the Council of Europe at Strasburg the European federalists 
attempted to create a supranational authority with real though limited powers,1 thus going 
beyond the Statute of the council of Europe. They were supported by the Union Européenne 
des Fédéralistes (UEF), which urged the Council of Europe to recommend a federal pact for 
Europe. A resolution in this sense was passed on 31 October 1949\2 and from January 1950 
onwards formed the basis of a propaganda campaign including votes in municipal councils 
and polls in various towns. In the Federal Republic the polls in Breisach (9 July 1950) and 
Castrop-Rauxel (16 July 1950) showed majorities of over 90% for a European Federal 
state? The abridged form of the UEF resolution which follows was adopted by the Bundes
tag, with four Communist members opposing.

Convinced that the present division of Europe into sovereign states must 
involve the peoples of Europe in ever-increasing misery and lack of freedom, 
the Bundestag of the Federal Republic of Germany, chosen in free elections,

1 Cf. Claus Schöndube, op. cit., pp. 40 f.; Walter Lipgens, op. cit., p. 51
2 Text of resolution in Europa - Dokumente zur Frage der europäischen Einigung, 

Munich, 1962, pp. 587-94.
3 Results of the polls in Lipgens, op. cit., pp. 53. At its session of 14 Jan. 1950 the 

Executive Committee of the German Council of the European Movement decided 
to support the campaign and set up a committee for the purpose. For ‘reasons of 
organization and finance* the committee decided not to conduct plebiscitary meas
ures in the Federal Republic but only to carry out polls in certain towns. Cf. its letter 
of 6 March 1950 to the Congress of German Municipalities = Annex to Communi
cations to Members of the Executive Committee, German Council of the European 
Movement, Düsseldorf, 9 March 1950, Archives of the German Council.
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advocates the establishment of a European Federal pact as envisaged in the 
Preamble and Article 24 of the Basic Law of the Federal Republic of Ger
many. The purpose of this pact should be :

1. T o create a supranational federal authority  based on free, direct, universal 
suffrage and possessing legislative, executive and judicial powers.

2. To confer on this authority all necessary powers in order: (a) to unify 
Europe economically on a basis of social justice; (b) to make possible a 
common European foreign policy that will serve the cause of world peace; (c) 
to establish and safeguard equality of rights for all European nations; (d) to 
guarantee the basic rights and human freedoms of European citizens and 
place them under the protection of the law.
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VI. The Discussion on European Union
in Denmark

F inn Laursen

Introduction

It has been said that Danish foreign policy in the period since the Second 
World War has had four orientations, viz. a Nordic, a European, an Atlantic 
and a global orientation.1 This chapter deals with the European dimension as 
it emerged in 1945-50. How did Danish individuals, political parties and other 
organizations react to the idea of European cooperation and integration in this 
period? Were there any original Danish proposals, or did Danish individuals 
and organizations largely react to proposals from outside the country?

Although Denmark accepted the Marshall Plan in 1947 and joined the 
Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) in 1948 and 
became a member of the Council of Europe in 1949, it was only after the for
mation of the European Economic Community (EEC) in 1958 and the 
ensuing split between the EEC and the European Free Trade Association 
(EFTA) that Europe became a real issue of great import in Danish politics, for
eign as well as domestic.2

Danish history books covering the 1945-50 period naturally mention such 
topics as Danish membership of the United Nations from 1945 and the South 
Schleswig question in 1946-7, when some Danish groups and individuals 
including the Prime Minister, Knud Kristensen of the Liberal Party (Venstre), 
hoped for a revision of the border between Denmark and Germany. The Mar
shall Plan is mentioned, as are the abortive negotiations for a Nordic Defence 
Community (1948-9) and Denmark’s decision to accede to the North Atlantic 
Treaty in the spring of 1949.3 However, a more explicit coverage of the Euro-

1 See for instance Per Haekkerup, Danmarks Udenrigspolitik, Copenhagen, 1965; 
also Peter Hansen, ‘Adaptive Behaviour of Small States: The Case of Denmark and 
the European Community’ in Patrick J. McGowan (ed.), Sage International Yearbook 
of Foreign Policy Studies, Vol. II, Beverly Hills and London, 1974, pp. 143-74.

2 See for instance Peter Hansen, ‘Denmark and European Integration’, Coopera
tion and Conflict, Vol. 4, No. 1 (1969), pp. 13-46.

3 See for instance Frantz Wendt, Danmarks Histone, Vol. 14 (1939-1965), Copen
hagen, 1966, pp. 368-83; and Harald Westergard, Dansk politik i gar og i dag, new 
edn, Copenhagen, 1972, pp. 125-35.
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pean idea is generally lacking. Even a relatively recent book on Danish foreign 
and defence policy in 1945-9 fails to mention the Council of Europe, let alone 
any explicit discussion of the European idea as such.4

Although many Danes concluded after the German occupation on 9 April 
1940 that the interwar policy of neutrality had failed, it took a while after the 
war before more concrete conclusions were drawn. Denmark joined the UN 
hoping that its system of collective security would become effective.5 Danish 
politicians also concluded that Denmark needed to build up a defence system 
which could be called upon by the UN. In this respect Danish policy had 
changed in comparison with the interwar years. When Denmark joined the 
League of Nations it was with some hesitation, since Denmark did not want 
to take part in military sanctions against aggressors. Danish politicians did not 
have a similar problem with the UN in 1945. In fact they worked hard and suc
cessfully from 1943 onwards to get the country recognized as an ally so that it 
could sign the UN Charter as a founder member on 26 June 1945.6

The premise of early post-war Danish foreign policy was continued coop
eration among the superpowers. Denmark actively cultivated good relations 
with both the US and the Soviet Union: the country saw itself as a bridge- 
builder and a mediator. A Danish trade agreement with the Soviet Union in 
1946 should be seen in this perspective.7 Denmark also succeeded in getting 
the Russians to evacuate Bornholm, a small island in the Baltic Sea which had 
been liberated by Russian forces in 1945. Afterwards the continued American 
presence on Greenland was a foreign policy problem for Denmark, and it 
remained so until the country joined Nato in 1949.8

However, superpower cooperation did not last long. As bipolarity emerged 
Denmark slowly came to realize that ideologically and commercially the 
country belonged to Western Europe.

Denmark accepted Marshall aid and took part in the Paris Conference 
where the recipients developed plans for its distribution and set up the new 
organization, the OEEC, which was to administer the aid. However, Den
mark regretted the Soviet refusal to take part and maintained that economic 
cooperation with the West did not change the policy of bridge-building. The 
Parliament ratified the OEEC treaty with all parties in favour except the Com
munists.9

4 Jack W. Jensen and Soren H. Pedersen, Dansk udenrigs- og sikkerhedspolitik 
1945-49, Copenhagen, 1978.

5 Max Sorensen and Niels J. Haagerup, Denmark and the United Nations, New 
York, 1956.

6 Jensen and Pedersen, Danmarks udenrigspolitik, pp. 12-16.
7 Ibid., pp. 23-4.
8 On the latter problem see especially Niels Amstrup, ‘Gronland i det amerikansk- 

dansk forhold 1945-1948’, in Niels Amstrup and lb Faurby (eds.), Studier i Dansk 
Udenrigspolitik. Tilegnet Erling Bjel, Arhus, 1978, pp. 155-98.

9 ‘Rigsdagsbeslutning angaaende Danmarks Ratifikation af den i Paris den 16. 
April 1948 undertegnede Konvention om Europaeisk Okonomisk Samarbejde’, 
Rigsdagsaarbog 1947-48, Copenhagen, 1949, pp. 746-57.
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1948 was in many ways a decisive year. The Soviet action in Prague had its 
impact on Danish opinion. Rumours of an impending Communist coup in 
Denmark created a crisis atmosphere in the spring of 1948. After a Swedish 
initiative in April negotiations started concerning the creation of a Nordic 
Defence Community. The minority Social Democratic government under 
Hans Hedtoft tried unsuccessfully to mediate between Swedish and 
Norwegian conceptions of the role and external orientation of such a com
munity. Sweden maintained that a Nordic Community should remain neutral, 
whereas Norway refused to exclude a closer cooperation with Western coun
tries, the US in particular. In January 1949 the negotiations broke down. On 
20 February Norway decided to seek membership of the North Atlantic Alli
ance. On 27 February the Danish Social Democratic Party decided in princi
ple that Denmark should investigate the possibilities and conditions of 
defence cooperation with ‘other democratic nations’. The Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, Gustav Rasmussen, went to Washington in March. After his return 
the government asked for Parliament’s consent to Danish adherence to the 
North Atlantic Treaty, which was given on 24 March with the support of the 
Social Democrats, Liberals and Conservatives. The vote was 119 in favour, 23 
against, and 7 absent in the Folketing (lower house) and 64 in favour, 8 
against and 4 absent in the Landsting (upper house). The Social Liberals (Radi- 
kale Venstre), the Communists and most members of the Single Tax Party 
(Retsforbundet) opposed.10

But what was Denmark’s attitude to European union?
As a couple of the selected texts will show, Churchill’s famous speech in 

Zurich on 19 September 1946, suggesting ‘a kind of United States of 
Europe’,11 met initially with a hesitant reaction, to be accounted for by Den
mark’s long tradition, going back to 1720, of trying to stay out of great power 
politics.12 It took the economic incentive of the Marshall Plan to make the 
Danes a little more interested in European cooperation; but even then there 
were those who feared that the plan and the OEEC would contribute to 
increasing East-West tensions. A number of Danes, including some members 
of the UN Association, asked why the aid could not be given through the

10 Jensen and Pedersen, Danmarks udenrigspolitik, pp. 32-40. For further details, 
see Nikolaj Petersen, ‘Optionsproblematikken i dansk sikkerhedspolitik 1948-49’, 
in Amstrup and Faurby (eds.) Studier i dansk udenrigspolitik, pp. 199-235; Erik Res- 
ke-Nielsen and Erik Kragh, Atlantpagten og Danmark 1949-1962, Copenhagen, 
1962; and ‘Rigsdagsbeslutning om Danmarks tilslutning til en Nordatlantisk Trak
tat’, Rigsdagsärbog 1948-49, Copenhagen, 1949, pp. 619-30.

11 For the text see e.g. S. Patijn (ed.), Landmarks in European Unity, Leyden, 1970, 
pp. 26-35.

12 For an outline of the Danish tradition in foreign policy see Troels Fink, Fern fore
drag om Dansk udenrigspolitik efter 1864, Aarhus, 1967; also Fink, Deutschland als 
Problem Dänemarks: Die geschichtlichen Voraussetzungen der dänischen Aussenpolitik, 
Flensburg, 1968.
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UN’s Economic Commission for Europe.13 Many Danes thought the global 
dimension of foreign policy should be given priority. This view was also the 
predominant one in the Danish federalist organization, Een Verden (One 
World).14

Organized work for European integration started in Denmark after the 
Congress of Europe held at The Hague on 7-10 May 1948.15 Duncan Sandys, 
one of the organizers of the Congress, visited Copenhagen beforehand, 
accompanied by the Labour MP, R.W.G. MacKay. Their contact in 
Copenhagen was Karl Bogholm, a writer and former Conservative Member 
of Parliament (1943-7). Bogholm agreed to organize the Scandinavian delega
tions to the Hague Congress. Three of the four main Danish parties decided 
to send delegations. The Liberals sent former Prime Minister Knud Kris- 
tensen, former Minister of Finance Thorkil Kristensen, former Minister 
Henrik Hauch, and Axel Christensen. The Conservative Party sent the 
Chairman of their Parliamentary Group Kristen Amby, Karl Bogholm, Poul 
Hjermind, and former Minister of Defence Ole Bjorn Kraft. The Social 
Liberal Party was represented by barrister Hermod Lannung. The Social 
Democrats decided against official representation, but one of their MPs, ex- 
Minister Frode Jakobsen, took part in his private capacity. The Single Tax 
Party was represented by Viggo Starcke. Among the representatives of 
industry were A.P. Moller, Gustav E. Hartz and C.V. Jernert. Agriculture was 
represented by Secretary-General Hogsbro Holm, and the National Council 
of Women by Bodil Begtrup. Also included in the Danish delegation were the 
Chairman of the Authors’ Association Cai M. Woel, the Director of the 
National Museum Poul Norlund, and Professor L.L. Hammerich. All things 
considered, the Danish delegation of between 20 and 30 individuals was a pow
erful one.16

During the Congress the delegation elected a presidium with Thorkil Kris
tensen as chairman, and Hartz, Jakobsen, Kraft, and Norlund as vice-chair
men. Bogholm was secretary-general.17

13 For a history of the Danish peace movement, see K. Helveg Petersen, 75 drs 
fredsarbejde, Copenhagen, 1957.

14 See e.g. Emery Reves, ‘Europa og Verden’, Een Verdens Nyhedstjeneste, No. 3 
(19 August 1948), pp. 2-4; and Thomas Hatt Olsen, ‘Europabevaegelser’, Een 
Verden, Vol. 1, No. 2 (August 1949), pp. a-b.

15 On the Hague Congress, see e.g. Arnold J. Zurcher, The Struggle to Unite 
Europe 1940-1958, New York, 1958, pp. 22-4; Jean-Pierre Gouzy, Les Pionniers de 
VEurope Communautaire, Lausanne, 1968, pp. 46-53; Henri Brugmans, L'Idée euro
péenne 1918-1966, 2nd edn, Bruges, 1966, pp. 107-12.

16 The archives of the present European Movement in Denmark do not go back to 
the early period covered in this chapter, but start from around 1951. The above 
information is mainly borrowed from a fairly detailed treatment in the memoirs of 
Ole Bjorn Kraft. See his Danmark skifter kurs: En konservativ politikers erindringer 
1947-1950, Copenhagen, 1975, pp. 55-7; also the memoirs of another participant, 
Frode Jakobsen, Jeg vil vaere en fugl for jeg dor, Copenhagen, 1979, pp. 51-8. Some 
private archives may become available in course of time.

17 Kraft, Danmark skifter kurs, p. 56.
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After the Congress a Danish Committee of the European Movement (Euro- 
pabevcegelsens Danske Râd)w2iS constituted on 11 August 1948. Thorkil Kris- 
tensen became chairman and Frode Jakobsen vice-chairman. Other members 
of the Executive Committee were Ole Bjorn Kraft and Poul Norlund. Karl 
Bogholm became secretary-general.18

On 27 August the resolutions adopted at The Hague were presented to the 
Danish Prime Minister, Hans Hedtoft, by a deputation consisting of Kraft, 
Jakobsen, and Norlund. The Prime Minister promised to discuss the issue of 
European cooperation within the government and also at a forthcoming 
meeting of Scandinavian Foreign Ministers in Stockholm on 8-9 September 
1948. The latter meeting concluded that the best forum for such a discussion 
was the Interparliamentary Union, a proposal which reflected the coolness of 
the Scandinavian governments. Ole Bjorn Kraft was clearly not satisfied.19

The Danish Committee of the European Movement was a self-appointed 
committee of individuals, not a membership movement. Its first public meeting 
took place on 20 September 1949, after the formation of the Council of 
Europe. The main speaker at the meeting was the French politician André 
Philip, but Thorkil Kristensen and Frode Jakobsen also spoke. The meeting 
mainly dealt with the economic reasons for increased European cooperation.20

The Parliamentary debate on the ratification of the Statute of the Council 
of Europe presented an occasion for a debate on the European idea. Had other 
European governments reacted to the Hague Resolutions in the same way as 
the Scandinavian governments did, such a debate would not have taken place. 
However, negotiations started in the autumn of 1948 between the Benelux 
countries, France, and the United Kingdom. On 7 March 1949, Denmark was 
invited by these countries, together with Ireland, Italy, Norway, and Sweden, 
to take part in a conference concerning the establishment of a European 
Council. The Statute of the Council of Europe signed by the foreign ministers 
in London on 5 May 1949 was well received by the Danish political parties, 
except the Communists. It was ratified by a vote of 103 in favour and 6 against 
in the Folketing and 60 in favour and 1 against in the Landsting.21

Representatives of the four traditional parties, the Conservatives, the Liber
als, the Social Democrats, and the Social Liberals, all spoke in favour of the 
Council of Europe. The general view was that the Council was a good com
promise between Continental European federalism -  represented institutional
ly by the Consultative Assembly -  and British functionalism, represented insti
tutionally by the Committee of Ministers. Although the hope was expressed

18 Ibid,., pp. 61-2.
19 Ibid., pp. 61-2; see also ‘officiel nordisk stotte til Europa-Planerne?’, Berlingske 

Tidende, 28 August 1948; and Tage Mortensen, ‘Danmark og Europas forenede 
Stater’, Berlingske Tidende, 3 April 1949.

20 ‘Betyder devalueringen et forenet Europa? Europaraadet vil nu kunne stille kon- 
struktive forslag’, Politiken, 21 September 1949.

21 ‘Rigsdagsbeslutning om Danmarks ratifikation af Statut for Det europaeiske 
Râd, undertegnet i London den 5. maj 1949’, Rigsdagsârbog 1948-49, Copenhagen, 
1949, pp .630-43.
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that the Council would develop and increase its powers, the emphasis was 
largely on the realism of not going too far too fast. In retrospect one may ask 
how realistic this realism was. Most Danish politicians and citizens, to the 
extent that they had a philosophy of international cooperation, were rather 
traditional in their outlook. It took a different kind of economic necessity 
before Denmark decided to join a more committing kind of European integra
tion, the European Community, in 1972. But even since 1972 the Danes have 
remained reluctant Europeans.22

It is a paradox that the one original ‘European’ thinker that Denmark has 
produced, Dr C.F. Heerfordt, who wrote a two-volume work in 1924-6 
proposing an Europa communis, a kind of United States of Europe,23 became 
better known in some Continental European countries than in Denmark.24

167. Eigil Steinmetz: ‘Churchill’s Speech and the European
Discussion’ 21 September 1946

Excerpt from ‘Churchills Tale og den europaeiske Diskussion’, Nationaltidende, 
21 September 1946.

Winston Churchill's speech in Zurich on 19 September 1946, proposing a kind of United 
States of Europe, had some echo in Denmark, at least in the press. The following is an excerpt 
from the reaction of a journalist, showing hesitation and some scepticism. It was still widely 
hoped in Denmark that a return to power politics could be avoided and that the United 
Nations would become an authoritative organization.1

Clearly Germany is the first problem confronting the great powers, 
although it does not officially figure on the agenda of the gradually forgotten 
Paris conference which is working its way through the peace-making process. 
It is true that Germany cannot continue to be an economic and political 
vacuum in the middle of Europe if the continent is to be preserved in a healthy 
condition, but unfortunately one gradually gets the impression that this is not 
the principal motive -  rather it is a question of fitting Germany into a great-

22 See Toivo Miljan, The Reluctant Europeans: The Attitudes of the Nordic Countries 
towards European Integration,, London, 1977.

23 C.F. Heerfordt, Et Nyt Europa, 2 vols., Copenhagen, 1924-6.
24 See Roger Pinto, Les Organisations Européennes, Paris, 1965, pp. 27-9; also 

Peter Hansen, ‘Denmark and European Integration’, pp. 15-16.
1 See also Eigil Steinmetz, ‘Statsmaendene har ordet’, Nationaltidende, 30 Sep

tember 1946; and Ulf Ekman, ‘De store taler’, Fremtiden, Vol. 2, No. 1 (October 
1946, pp. 43-5. Steinmetz wrote more articles on the European idea in the following 
years. See e.g. his ‘Kravet om Europas forenede Stater’, Nationaltidende, 22 January 
1948. See also doc. 171 below.
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power policy based on two large blocs. When Byrnes proposes a United States 
of Germany with a National Committee, or Churchill talks of a ‘blessed act of 
oblivion’ and Franco-German partnership, it is an expression of the policy of 
bidding for German support. This may be regarded as an answer to Russia’s 
efforts to use the Socialist Unity party in the Eastern Zone to create a Ger
many in Moscow’s image, and it thus merely serves to illustrate the rift 
between East and West. It reflects the fact that great power interests take 
precedence over the politics of security.

Churchill’s statement that regional groups of nations are not in conflict with 
the principles of the UN, but can even benefit them, is certainly true. Fie 
touches on theories which were at one time put forward by the English pro
fessor E.Fi. Carr, till recently a leader-writer for the Times. Carr believed in 
bilateral regional unions of neighbour states which might gradually develop 
into larger groups and eventually form one big international community. (...)

Churchill’s speech was an expression of the main lines of his foreign policy. 
His ideal, the United States of Europe, is one full of inspiration, but the 
methods of attaining it which he suggested may arouse some misgiving. His 
plan for regional formations or Byrnes’s plea for a United States of Germany 
-  the bilateral agreements that former German vassal states have begun to con
tract independently of Paris -  all this savours of power politics and is contrary 
to the aims of the UN.

168. Per Moller: ‘United States of Europe’ 26 October 1946
‘Europas forenede Stater’, Aalborg Amtstidende, 26 October 1946 (excerpt).

*»•

A relatively positive reaction to Churchill’s Zurich speech was given by the journalist and 
commentator Per Moller} who argued that it would be unrealistic to rely too much on the 
United Nations.1

(...) It is both wise and significant that efforts are being made to develop 
the UN into a viable and in due course an effective organization. But the per
sistence with which politicians proclaim their faith in it is such that we are 
tempted to wonder if they really have such profound confidence in the UN as 
they make out. (...)

Can it be the case that politicians lull themselves and their peoples into a 
false sense of security by suggesting that work within the UN is an excuse for 
ignoring the problems that pile up outside the organization?

1 An analysis of Churchill’s ideas was given in Mogens Kofod-Fiansen, ‘Church
ill’s Vestblok’, Fremtiden, Vol. 2, No. 5 (February 1947), pp. 7-10.
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The main reason for such fears is that for the present and probably for a 
long time to come the UN is of very little value as an instrument for peace. 
Every great power, in other words every state capable of causing a major con
flict, can by means of the veto prevent the whole apparatus from functioning, 
and who on earth doubts that they will use this power when occasion arises? 
(...)

The inadequacy of the UN is an important part of the background to the 
idea which crops up regularly concerning closer cooperation between groups 
of states with common ideals and interests. Churchill’s plan for a United States 
of Europe excited most attention, but both this plan and other similar ones 
have met with a bleak reception in the countries concerned. It is frequently 
objected that power should be used inside the UN, otherwise such a 
far-reaching step would prevent the UN developing into a central and 
universal instrument for keeping the peace. But this argument will not hold 
water, partly because the UN Charter provides for regional arrangements, 
and partly because the UN can never be a universal guarantor of peace as long 
as the right of veto exists -  and the veto will never be abolished, as it is an abso
lute condition of Soviet membership. The UN without a right of veto would 
have no appeal for the Russians, and perhaps none for states which are 
basically wedded to neutrality.

The fact that this objection must be dismissed does not, of course, mean that 
there are not other objections. But the great constructive proposal that 
Churchill, Smuts and others have come forward with recently deserves a more 
sincere and realistic discussion than it has yet had. (...)

Apart from the widespread argument that the existence of the UN makes 
the question of local unions irrelevant, the main objection to such plans is that 
a European union will mean a West European union, and this would 
irrevocably seal the division of Europe. It would mean, we are told, locking 
ourselves into a conflict that can perhaps still be solved amicably. The hope of 
preventing a division of Europe between East and West is still alive, and no 
one wants to let it die.

This view touches the centre of the problem, and if the debate on Europe’s 
future is to be fruitful we must take account of the questions it raises. It may 
be debated, for instance, whether there is really any ground for confidence in 
détente; how long Western Europe should await an alteration of Soviet policy; 
whether it is necessary and right for the West to sit with folded arms during 
that period; whether, if tension continues, we should follow Churchill’s line 
or seek salvation in a return to doctrinaire neutrality; and so on.

There is little likelihood of Churchill’s or Smuts’s plan becoming a reality. 
But their speeches can meanwhile be of great importance by making us look 
problems firmly in the eye and not adopt an ostrich policy.
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169. Erik Seidenfaden: ‘The Right of Veto’ 3 November 1946
‘Veto-Retten’, Frit Danmark, Vol. 5, No. 31 (8 November 1946), p. 15 (in full).

The Danish public and politicians put much hope in the United Nations immediately after 
the war. Was such hope realistic f The question was raised in a pertinent discussion by Erik 
Seidenfaden, one of Denmark's best-known foreign affairs commentators.1

Immediately after the opening of the plenary session of the UN Assembly 
in New York there was a lively discussion of one of the most important provi
sions of the Charter, that which enables any of the great powers to veto UN 
action in regard to a conflict brought before the Organization.

The Norwegian delegate proposed that this matter should be discussed with 
a view to removing the great powers’ right of veto. He no doubt expressed the 
wishes of many small nations but met with immediate opposition from the 
Russians, who refused even to have the matter discussed. Britain and America 
had indicated that they agreed with the Russians that the right of veto should 
be preserved, but thought it would be reasonable to allow a discussion. In view 
of this the Russians consented to a discussion by the plenary assembly, and this 
is accordingly due to take place in New York. Even though there is no prospect 
of an amendment of the Charter at the present time, it is very valuable that this 
complicated but crucial problem for the peace organization should be 
considered once again from all points of view.

During the founding conference of the UN at San Francisco the veto was 
already the most difficult point on wich to reach agreement. Protests at ‘great 
power dictatorship’ had a certain modest effect. Originally the idea was that 
any one of the great powers could veto the discussion of any issue raised by 
a member state. This was amended so that the Security Council was obliged 
to discuss a matter if the plenary Assembly so requested. However, the right 
of veto still applied against any proposal for active intervention by the UN. A 
single great power can veto UN action.

This is the cardinal principle that people often have in mind when they say 
the UN is more realistic than the League of Nations. Behind this realism is the 
recognition that peace is at stake the moment there ceases to be unity among 
the great powers. In that case, it is argued, one may as well recognize this 
situation frankly and avoid false illusions.

But such ‘realism’ can also be interpreted in a less encouraging way. To put 
it bluntly, the right of veto seems to mean that there can be no question of the 
UN intervening effectively in any imaginable conflict except perhaps a threat

1 See also the following articles by Erik Seidenfaden: ‘Aldrig mere 9. April’, Frem- 
tiden, Vol. 1, No. 1 (October 1945), pp. 3-7; and ‘Truman-Doktrin eller Marshall- 
Plan’, Fremtiden, Vol. 2, No. 7 (August 1947), pp. 3-8, 20-1.
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from defeated Germany or Japan, which does not appear likely in the foresee
able future.

In the event of a conflict among great powers, the UN would automatically 
cease to exist, at any rate in its present form. If a conflict broke out between 
a great power and a minor state the former could use its veto to prevent action, 
so that in practice the smaller state is compelled to settle its difference with the 
great power directly.

If the conflict were between two minor states, there will usually be one or 
more great powers supporting one party or the other, so the veto would come 
into play. If no great power were actively interested in the conflict, there 
would be such an overwhelming array of force against the aggressor that it 
could not present a danger of war, so there would be no cause for the UN to 
intervene.

From the small nations’ point of view the right of veto is also unsatisfactory 
in that it makes possible a new Munich, with a small country being sacrificed 
for the sake of peace. Altogether, to put it mildly, the veto right is not 
reassuring to small nations.

The Scandinavian delegations at the UN seem to think it is no use raising 
over-delicate matters as long as the new organization is untried and feeble. It 
must have time to build up its strength before we try it in ways that may bring 
its existence to an end. There is some force in this, but the Scandinavian peo
ples would certainly be glad if their spokesmen in the world did more to 
emphasize the claims of justice as compared with power.

170. P. Skov: The Rationality of International Federation
Spring 1947

Excerpts from Fredens Forudsaetninger, Copenhagen, 1947.

Explicit advocacy of international federation in original Danish works was rare in the 
first two years after the war. A major exception was a hook by a former diplomat P. Skov 
(who had earlier spelt his name P. Schou), developing the rationale of supranationality. It 
was, however; a world federation that he advocated.1

1 The argument was similar to that of the newly formed Danish world federalist 
organization, Een Verden (One World), but P. Skov does not seem to have belonged 
to that organization. In the 1920s he had written two books on the League of 
Nations, viz. Folkenes Forbund, Copenhagen, 1921 and Nationemes Samfundy Copen
hagen, 1926. Among P. Skov’s postwar articles see e.g. ‘Er vi allierede eller neu- 
trale?’, Information, 31 July 1945, and ‘Kan neutralitetspolitik vaere aktiv?’, 
Fremtideny~Vo\. 1, No. 9 (June 1946), pp. 32-3.
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(...) If for instance a government neglects its public health system so that 
an epidemic breaks out and may easily spread to other countries, it is clearly 
harmful to others’ interests. Or if a country by exploiting its labour force 
involves other countries in unfair competition, that is by no means a matter 
affecting only the state in question. In all such cases, of course, the nation that 
feels threatened can take counter-measures, but only by breaking off relations 
with the delinquent country. But such isolation conflicts with solidarity and is 
not a real solution. The rational remedy for such cases is to restrict 
sovereignty in the interest of all. The principle to be adopted is the same as 
that which prevails among individuals, viz. that everyone is free to do as he 
likes provided he does not injure those around him. He is only justified in disre
garding their interests if the matter is vital to him and of less importance to 
them. This must be to some extent a matter of opinion. States cannot expect, 
as hitherto, that the matter should continue to be left to their judgment alone. 
There must be a higher authority taking account of collective interests and 
judging by principles as well as specific circumstances, so that a series of partic
ular decisions will eventually form the basis of a code of practice and general 
rules.

But this is not all. A further principle must be taken into account in setting 
up an international rule of law. Hitherto the state by virtue of its sovereignty 
has represented the interests of all its citizens, and its own interests as well. But 
this is clearly impractical and anachronistic: increasingly, nations have collec
tive interests which are best protected jointly by supranational authorities. 
These matters were handled by the state as long as there was no other 
authority to watch over them. Once international agencies are created it is nat
ural for such matters to be withdrawn from the state’s authority. The latter, 
being no longer sovereign and unlimited, should to avoid confusion be given a 
different name, such as autonomy or self-government, to indicate the combi
nation of old and new ideas. Henceforth state authority should relate only to 
such matters as are solely or principally local in character and should be 
settled by local authorities, which must not use their limited freedom to harm 
others. Matters that concern several or all nations should be dealt with by 
common authorities. With this division of authority there should be fixed 
rules, which have not hitherto existed, as to the extent of state rights and the 
limits within which they are guaranteed. Sovereignty in the old sense was illu
sory, as it conflicted with the rule of justice and was based on the unfettered 
judgment of the state concerned; but now it is replaced by positive rights, 
which can be appealed to against infringement by the stronger party. It is one 
of the most important tasks of the international authority to establish these 
rules, to protect the individual state and its citizens from threats or duress on 
the part either of a world power or of the supranational organization, which 
otherwise could easily degenerate into a hegemony. These rights clearly cor
respond to the civil rights of the individual, and are inseparably involved with 
these as a guarantee of them. (...)

Some conclusions may be drawn from the above as to how a world organi
zation should be constituted so as best to fulfil its tasks. First of all, it must
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endeavour to place power in the hands of justice. Then it must be based on the 
individual, so as to restrict the power of the state in both internal and external 
matters. Finally it must be universal, so as not to come into conflict with 
anyone except violators of the law.

These conditions, far from being irreconcilable, are closely interconnected. 
They can all be realized by means of the same political system, federalism, 
which has long proved itself in America and shown its power to solve the 
problems of our time. Let us examine this more closely.

The international organization should not strive after a maximum of power. 
If it did so it could easily degenerate into an intolerable hegemony, and there 
would inevitably be a conflict among states, each out to acquire a superabun
dance of power. The purpose must be to keep the exercise of power 
dependent on the rule of law, thus reducing compulsion to the minimum by 
invoking principles that appeal to the general sense of justice. As the suprana
tional organization will have a strong military force there is every likelihood 
that the military spirit will be kept alive and extend to both governments and 
citizens, and that men will be tempted to use the international military 
apparatus to impose measures on nations that are contrary to their wishes and 
therefore excite discord. (...)

As a rule politicians seem to concern themselves with the problems of the 
past rather than those of the present, let alone the far more important ones of 
the future. This is quite natural, as the state is conservative by nature: it seeks 
to preserve continuity, to deal with current events in accordance with estab
lished rules, slowly adapting them to changing conditions. But nowadays con
ditions change so fast that politicians cannot keep up, so that they lose touch 
with real life. Moreover it is a common historical experience that great politi
cal reforms take place under pressure from the people and not by the rulers' 
initiative.

In the same way the world organization mut be created from below, by 
individuals as citizens of the world. Any attempt to form it from above, by 
inducing states to submit to it of their own accord, is bound to fail. This is logi
cal, since if there are nations that possess sovereignty only they themselves can 
surrender part of it. But it is also the only practical way, since unless the peo
ples themselves support the new world order and feel it is their cause first and 
foremost, there is reason to fear that governments may appeal to national feel
ings and be encouraged to oppose the international rule of law.

It is not an organization of power that is to be set up. It is not possible to 
get 60 different, nominally sovereign governments each to give up a small part 
of their power, and if they did this would never suffice to create a true suprana
tional authority. The experiment has been tried many times but has never pro
duced more than a confederacy, which is a weak organism unsuited to the pur
pose. There will always be a danger that the bonds of union will break when 
put to the test, when conflicts between nations come to the fore. The object 
must therefore be a federal type of organization which governments cannot 
oppose, because their own citizens have helped to create it and are ready to 
uphold it.
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Individuals must be brought into a discussion of international matters and 
accustomed to expressing their opinion through special representatives. Only 
by making their influence felt in collective issues through specially elected 
spokesmen can individuals achieve true and complete self-government, as their 
wishes can be expressed even if they are not the same as those of the state. 
While citizens can vote for one of their national parties concerned with home 
affairs, this does not give them the right to vote on far more important world 
affairs, and thus they can disclaim all responsibility for the latter. Once they 
achieve the right to vote for a world parliament, however, they can no longer 
shift responsibility on to their own government, but must shoulder it them
selves and answer for their opinions.

171. Eigil Steinmetz: ‘A United Europe?’ 14 May 1947
‘Et forenet Europa?’, Aarhus Stiftstidende, 14 May 1947 (excerpts).

The journalist Eigil Steinmetz, who had been one of the first writers to discuss European 
unification in 1946addressed the issue again in May 1947. After initial hesitation he now 
took a more positive attitude, claiming that the situation had changed.1

The nations of Europe must stand together to ensure peace and preserve 
their cultural inheritance and freedom. The object must be to unite all Euro
pean nations. Even if some of them do not feel able to join at present, we must 
make a start and in due time others will follow. The United States of Europe 
should form a regional group under the UN and seek the most friendly rela
tions and closest cooperation with the US and the USSR.

Such is the purpose of the United Europe Committee, which is holding its 
first mass meeting in the Albert Hall, London, this very day, Wednesday, May
14. (...)

Plans for European union are not new. In the course of history such men 
as Victor Hugo, William Penn, Immanuel Kant, Aristide Briand and Gustav 
Stresemann have fought for it. Today its champions include President Vincent 
Auriol in France, Churchill in Britain, Van Zeeland in Belgium, Marshal 
Smuts and -  without a doubt, though not officially -  President Truman. But 
there has been a remarkable change in the reaction of the general public to this 
question between September last and the present time. It is widely realized that 
the total defeat of Germany, the effects of which are felt throughout Europe, 
calls for a total solution. People have come to grasp that Europe, not least from

1 Another Danish journalist was also now arguing that the idea of European unifi
cation was becoming more realistic. See Ejnar Nielsen, ‘Churchills Forslag om 
Europas forenede Stater,’ Aarhus Stiftstidende, 4 April 1947.
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the economic point of view, has become a single unit, whether one likes it or 
not.

The fighters for European unity are prompted by various motives. For 
Churchill and his personal adherents the demand for security is perhaps the 
main consideration. Many members of the Labour party hope and believe that 
a united Europe can function as a buffer and perhaps a bridge between the two 
super-powers. American circles perceive that Europe, divided into small 
national states, cannot manage its economy in an age when we no longer think 
in terms of states but of continents. The European states themselves, who are 
still in a condition of misery and discord, yearn to form a larger community 
which can perhaps make a reality of the forgotten war aims of peace, freedom 
and security for all. Whatever the motives now are and whatever discussion 
there may be as to means, more and more people are coming to agree that the 
goal must be a united Europe. These thoughts have been encouraged by the 
major international events of the past few months. The Moscow conference, 
which was to mark the end of the Second World War, is no more than an intro
duction to a fresh period of power politics. If Europe wants to be more than a 
no man’s land between the two super-powers, it must find itself and unite. 
(...)

According to the United Europe Committee, the greatest ideological 
obstacle to unity lies in the hidebound thinking of European states, while exter
nally the main obstacle consists in Soviet scepticism and opposition. What the 
Russians think of Churchill’s plan may be read in the April number of the 
American journal Foreign Affairs, in an article by Alexander Galin, professor 
of history at Moscow University, entitled ‘Europe: split or united?’ The writer 
attacks Churchill’s ‘castles in the air’ and says that the proposed European 
union -  comprising France, Italy, Austria, Germany, Spain, Portugal, 
Belgium, Holland, Switzerland, Denmark, Sweden and Norway -  is intended 
to provide foot-soldiers for Britain. ‘Churchill is a fervent imperialist and reac
tionary romanticist... He would like to turn back the wheel of history ... The 
British people cast off the Conservative shirt; what reason have Churchill and 
his friends to think that the peoples of Europe are willing to don the old thread
bare political linen?’ All is very eloquent and emotional, but not especially con
vincing. It is easily answered by pointing to Eastern Europe, where the USSR 
has already created a unity, a bloc of Soviet-controlled states which do not 
have especially close links with one another but are far more closely bound to 
the Soviet Union than Churchill’s united Europe ever would be to any great 
power. In the London Committee’s preliminary plans for a United States of 
Europe the main emphasis is on economics and communications: the idea is 
first to create an economic union, not a political or military one. It is not sug
gested that the European states should coordinate their defence with Britain’s 
or that their forces should be trained by British officers -  and already here 
there is a difference between the proposed Western union and the existing 
Eastern bloc, which is first and foremost a link in the Soviet defence system.

In his Zurich speech Churchill said that the first step towards true European 
unity must take the form of a Franco-German rapprochement. Others, not
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least such American statesmen as John Foster Dulles, have declared that the 
key to the whole problem lies in the economic reconstruction of Germany. 
Thus the main opposition to the European plan has come from France, which 
demands security before cooperation and wants to see Germany disarmed 
before there is any talk of German recovery. However, the Moscow confer
ence -  which led to few results but clarified many points -  convinced Bidault 
that France’s hope of working with Moscow to achieve total control of Ger
many must give way to Soviet Realpolitik and economic self-interest. The 
effect was to push France closer to Britain and America, and it appears that 
fairly soon this will lead to closer cooperation and perhaps an effective unifica
tion of the French Zone of Germany with the Anglo-American Bizonia.

This would lay the foundation for one of the regional associations on which 
a larger union might be based. Other examples are the economic association 
between Holland and Belgium, the Anglo-French alliance and Italy’s desire 
for closer cooperation with France. All these moves are prompted by economic 
needs and everyday problems. They confirm what far-sighted writers per
ceived before the end of the war: the sovereignty of small states is a thing of 
the past, as is their economic self-sufficiency. Like it or not, they must strive 
for closer union. And, as Churchill says, there can be no better foundation 
than the common heritage of European civilization.

Thus Britain’s ‘grand old man’, who formulated his country’s wartime pur
poses with unswerving faith and eloquence, has now also given us a pro
gramme for peace.

172. Arne Lund: ‘The Marshall Plan in Economic Perspective’
9 July 1947

Excerpts from ‘Marshall-Planen i okonomisk Perspektiv,’ Nationaltidende, 9 July 
1947.

The Danish reaction to the Marshall Plan was largely favourable. An example was a 
newspaper article by Arne Lund' a lecturer in economics. The essay mainly dealt with eco
nomic advantages of the plan, but also supported increased European cooperation.1

Secretary of State Marshall’s offer is in two ways a constructive solution of 
the problem of European recovery. As long as the programme continues, 
Europe will have wide possibilities of obtaining raw materials, production 
equipment and foodstuffs without any counter-obligation, and the European 
nations will be obliged to cooperate in recovery measures. Credit for overseas

1 See also Arne Lund, ‘Marshall-Hjaelpens Omfang og Betydning’, Nationaltid
ende, 29 May 1948.
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purchases, and mutual division of labour for recovery purposes -  these are the 
two features of the Marshall offer. (...)

If we look for the motives of this generous offer, the answer is not simply 
that the US and other countries of the Western hemisphere have an excess of 
production capacity that is lacking in Europe. For if that excess were fully 
devoted to meeting American demand it would not have to be made available 
as a loan or gift to Europe. The answer must be that the US foresees some diffi
culty in keeping its productive apparatus and its labour force fully employed 
in the coming years. (...)

The Marshall plan will signify for European recovery what Lend-lease did 
for the European war effort, and there is also a parallel between the two oper
ations in their effects on the US economy. The US can grant credit freely in 
view of the impending depression; whether this means that the loans will take 
the form of an unreturnable gift is probably doubtful on political grounds. But 
the Lend-lease credits will probably never be paid back, and perhaps in the 
long run the same will be true of Marshall aid.

In any case the question of repayment is of little importance at present, as 
the plan is advantageous to both Europe and the US. One party is short of 
labour and production capacity, the other has too much of both, and it is 
clearly rational to equalize them. The US offer may be Europe’s last chance to 
achieve a fairly rapid recovery and return to pre-war living standards. It is for 
Europe to play the hand. The opportunity can be used provided the European 
nations surrender even a modest part of their economic sovereignty vis-à-vis 
one another.

173. Chr. R. Jorgensen: ‘The Marshall Plan: A Question Mark’
August 1947

‘Marshall Planen: Et Skilletegn og et Sporgsmalstegn’, Frit Danmark, Vol. 6, No. 1 
(August 1947), pp. 23-4.

There were, however, some Danes who asked questions about the Marshall Plan. Was the 
United States setting certain conditions ? Why was the aid not given through the UN Eco
nomic Commission for Europe? In this article in Frit Danmark, a journal which had been 
an organ of the resistance movement during the war, the economist Chr. R. Jorgensen 
expressed the fear that the plan could contribute to increasing East- West tension.

Sometimes there can be good grounds for leaving a problem alone, if the 
political tension surrounding it cannot be reduced to a reasonable degree. It 
is uncertain whether we should prefer the Marshall plan without Russia or 
should renounce the plan altogether. But are these the only two possibilities?

The public knows little or nothing about the details of the plan, and its 
declared purpose of European recovery does not in itself say anything about
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ways and means. Nor do people know what it is the Russians have said ‘No’ 
to, since the three-power meeting in Paris was held behind closed doors. 
There is no way of judging whether the Russian ‘No’ is to be condemned or 
whether it is based on objections that might convince others also.

Closed sessions can often be justified as a means of reaching an end, but it 
has nothing to do with democracy if a political judgment is expressed without 
any indication of the reasons on which it is based. All the talk of an iron curtain 
in the East loses its force when it comes up against the locked doors in Paris. 
And perhaps we should not attach too much importance to the so-called iron 
curtain. The apparently much greater openness that prevails in the West may 
be a still more efficient way of concealing one’s true motives.

We do not know much about what the Marshall plan means for Denmark. 
In the same way the public has no idea why the problem of Denmark’s dollar 
loan still cannot be solved. It is known that a lot of economic and statistical 
information was prepared in connection with the application, and two 
gentlemen from the US have come here to scrutinize our calculations. No one 
knows what conditions or circumstances are holding things up. Can it be con
cern for our solvency, when Greece can obtain a loan eight times as large even 
though it was hard hit by the war and is now torn by civil strife? No, it can 
hardly be a question of solvency.

If Russia’s ‘No’ to the Marshall plan is considered in the light of our unsatis
fied request for a loan, there is good cause to ask what the reason may be.

According to press reports from Paris it has been repeatedly declared that 
the independence of individual nations will be respected. This must apply to 
political and not to economic matters, for if the Marshall plan is to have any 
meaning and produce results it must in any event involve the most compre
hensive economic planning that has ever been seen in the world, and this is 
bound to affect and perhaps threaten economic sovereignty. In any case there 
must be a degree of mutual economic dependence.

Such dependence should not be a deterrent, but is a natural and necessary 
part of world cooperation, which is itself highly desirable. But political inde
pendence must neither be infringed nor be allowed to disturb that coopera
tion. Russia is undoubtedly no less interested in cooperation than the US, and 
when it is said that the Marshall plan is being discussed without political fric
tion, why was it or a similar plan not allowed to go through the UN, which 
could have scrutinized it for any suspicion, Russian or otherwise, that it might 
be politically explosive? There was all the more reason to do this because 
when the Marshall plan came up it was announced that the UN was working 
on a similar plan. The work begun by the UN at Geneva under the direction of 
the Swedish professor Myrdal takes account of the problem of European re
covery. This operation may be kept outside the Marshall plan or combined 
with it, but in either case there is a derogation from the UN standard that 
requires work to be a hundred per cent international and non-partisan.

Even without knowing what the plan contains, it is natural to link it with 
the signs, vague and uncertain as they are, of an economic crisis in the US. 
America desires at all costs to avoid a repetition of 1929, and one way of doing
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this may be to create conditions that will enable the hungry world to share in 
US production and will at the same time keep the latter going.

The big and strong must help the small and weak if the world is to recover 
economically and peace be secured, but it is primarily the task of the UN to 
channel this help across political boundaries. Otherwise the UN will be dan
gerously weakened both now and in the future.

An economic recovery which comprises only part of Europe and which is 
based on present and future US interests is a recipe for insecurity: it may 
deepen still further the rift between East and West and transform the iron cur
tain into a steel curtain which will sooner or later attract atomic bombs.

The US is the country which has, since the war, most loudly proclaimed the 
need for freer national and international economic relations. Still without 
knowing the content of the Marshall plan, it is natural, e.g., to guess that it 
takes account of the desire of Danish farmers to bring about a kind of free 
trade in their products, while other trades continue to be subject to certain 
forms of planning. This would mean that within the area covered by the Mar
shall plan the US would have obtained a first-class monopoly for itself, 
covered by the free-trade label.

The boundary between economics and politics can hardly ever be drawn 
clearly in practice. Political ideals are often presented as economic necessity, 
and economic conditions are used to obtain political ends. Human irrationality 
and the logic of events combine to produce results in the politico-economic 
field, which is the focus of public life and the arena in which national party 
battles are fought out. The same is true of relations among nations. It was the 
task of the old League of Nations, as it is of the new-born UN, to prevent 
nations fighting to the death among themselves.

An open door in Paris is not enough to solve this problem. What is required 
is a strong enough will for mutual understanding, so that all can be on an equal 
footing.

The Scandinavian countries at the Paris conference have no significant 
influence on major policy. But they have an opportunity, and no doubt a duty, 
to give a courageous example of readiness for economic and international 
cooperation regardless of political consequences. This will call for all their 
ability and perhaps more, but it is worth the attempt to contribute to reconcilia
tion and cooperation between East and West.

The Marshall plan is both a punctuation mark and a question-mark, and 
does not point in the direction of East-West unity.

174. Arne Jorgensen: ‘European Union’ 15 February 1948
‘Europaeisk Union’, Freds-Bladet, Vo. 57, No. 2 (15 February 1948), pp. 11-12 

(in full).

The Danish Peace Association - Association for the United Nations (Dansk 
Fredsforening -  Forening for Forenede Nationer) wanted a global approach to peace and
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security. One of the editors of its /«w W  Freds-Bladet, the economist Arne Jorgensen, feared 
that the idea of a European Union might lead to bloc politics.1

There is something tragic in the fact that so many good ideas and intentions 
come to the fore at times when their realization would have the opposite effect 
to that originally planned by their idealistic authors. Wars and the fear of war, 
even preparations for war have often led to ideas and reforms being put into 
effect at times when they could serve warlike purposes. This is no doubt partly 
because good ideas have so strong a propaganda effect that statesmen use them 
to induce people to help the war effort, but it is also because the execution of 
the ideas may itself be of great help in waging war. Many examples could be 
mentioned. The Nazis’ financial policy led to the abolition of unemployment, 
but was at the same time a basis for German rearmament. Marshall aid is 
undoubtedly badly needed by suffering Europe, but on account of political cir
cumstances in Europe and America it has become a factor in the East-West 
conflict. The latest example of the distortion of good ideas by Realpolitik is 
that of European union, which has now become a proposal from the British 
foreign secretary himself. It is not a new idea. Count Coudenhove-Kalergi 
worked for ‘Pan-Europe’ for many years, and many friends of peace have cer
tainly thought it would be a step towards world peace if our quarrelsome conti
nent could only be welded into a unity. After the last war the question became 
live again, first through Churchill’s speeches and later with the Marshall plan, 
which seemed at least to offer a chance to set about the economic unification 
of Europe. Now it is clear that Russia and the East European countries do not 
wish to join in, Mr Bevin’s proposal is naturally confined to Western Europe, 
and the intention seems to be to create a West European bloc to counterbal
ance the East European one, whose outlines can be seen in the various treaties 
of friendship and assistance concluded recently among several countries in 
that area. But Bevin’s proposals have met with considerable opposition. Den
mark, Sweden and Holland have already turned them down. Prime Minister 
Hedtoft has stated that Denmark does not wish to take part in the formation 
of any blocs, and Foreign Minister Unden has said the same for Sweden with 
the endorsement of the whole Riksdag. Faced with this adverse reaction 
London now explains that the idea was only one of moral, spiritual and eco
nomic cooperation. This is far less sensational, as such cooperation already 
exists to a large extent, especially in the moral and cultural field, and the Mar
shall plan envisages closer economic cooperation among the recipient coun
tries. Although the negotiations are not yet concluded it can already be said 
with certainty that there is no question of forming any kind of bloc, at all 
events in the military sphere. The background to the Danish and Swedish state-

1 See also Victor Andreasen, ‘Vesteuropaeisk Samarbejde?’, Freds-Bladet, Vol. 57, 
No. 7-8 (15 July 1948), pp. 49-51. For a later discussion by Arne Jorgensen, see his 
‘Europa -  Fallitbo eller fredsfaktor’, Freds-Bladet, Vol. 58, No. 9 (15 September 
1949), pp. 67-9.
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ments is clearly that a new European bloc could only increase the East-West 
tension which unhappily exists. At the same time it is clearly recognized that 
the situation is not hopeless and that a détente may still be brought about by a 
positive policy of reconciliation. Such a policy is in the interest of all small 
states and, as the Social Democrat representative Akerberg rightly said in the 
upper house of the Riksdag, £If the Nordic peoples stand together in 
demanding a policy of reconciliation, their voice will be stronger than that of 
Sweden alone/ The Scandinavian prime ministers and foreign ministers are to 
meet in the near future, and we may expect statements on the desire for closer 
mutual cooperation, not in preparation for a new war but so as to increase our 
countries’ influence on the maintenance of peace.

A policy that is to strengthen peace must not be one that tends to form new 
rival blocs, however attractive theories of European union may be. This idea 
has been overtaken by time. What is wanted now is a world community -  liter
ally ‘all or nothing’, or, as the atomic scientists put it, ‘one world or none’. But 
even if practically all statesmen accept this as the only right answer in princi
ple, the hard facts show an uncomfortable distance between theory on the one 
hand and Realpolitik on the other. For those of us who have taken up the 
responsibility of getting people to understand the urgent need for an interna
tional order to maintain peace on a basis of law, it is sad to contemplate the dis
tance between the principles acknowledged by statesmen and the policies they 
in fact pursue.

Without going more deeply into this state of affairs, we may explain the fate 
of ideals in the hard world of Realpolitik as being due to the excessive concern 
of statesmen and peoples to safeguard their own nation and their own position 
as completely as possible. Although an overwhelming majority hates and fears 
war and sincerely desires peace, it has not yet been possible to translate this 
feeling into practical politics: the cause of peace has often consisted in fine the
ories which no one could see how to put into effect. It has been and unfortu
nately still is the weakness of all work for peace that it is impossible to say to 
the individual that this or that concrete problem must be solved in order to 
reach the goal. Nevertheless there is now one practical objective in the cause 
of peace, and that is to support the UN. It is not purely theoretical to say that 
through its representatives in the UN Denmark can help to make a real contri
bution to peace. Denmark is also a member of the UN’s Economic and Social 
Council and can thus contribute to improving social, economic and cultural 
conditions around the world, which is one way of maintaining peace. But the 
Danish people will only feel this to be a reality if they are informed about what 
is going on at Lake Success, so that they can discuss it and convey their wishes 
and demands to our delegates at the UN. If people are to feel responsible to 
the international community they must have much more opportunity than 
now to understand why their government has voted for or against a particular 
decision by the UN, and also to discuss that decision and, if need be, criticize 
it. The first of these things is for the government or the press to ensure; the 
second is our own responsibility, that of the people. By disseminating informa
tion and awakening public interest in the issues at stake, our association and
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all the other associations now united in the Danish Council for the UN can 
exercise a valuable and necessary influence. We are now in a situation where 
work for peace is no longer a matter of theories divorced from reality but con
sists in discussing the practical possibilities for our country’s contribution to 
the various UN councils and committees.

Hence it is not purely a negative statement when our prime minister says 
that we will not side with either East or West. Together with other small coun
tries we have an opportunity to pursue a policy of understanding within the 
UN and elsewhere as the occasion offers. But declarations by statesmen are 
not enough. As citizens of a democracy we are all responsible for seeing that 
words are followed by deeds.

175. Alsing Andersen: The Marshall Plan and
Nordic Cooperation 10 March 1948

Excerpts from speech in the Folketing, Rigsdagstidende: folketinget (1947-48), cols. 
2739-50.

A general Parliamentary debate on Denmark's foreign policy took place on 10 March 
1948. The spokesman of the Social Democratic Party, Alsing Andersen, spoke in favour of 
both the Marshall Plan and increased Nordic cooperation.1

The task of the UN is to build a world society based on the international 
solidarity of all peoples. The objective is to make one world. Unfortunately 
the three years since the end of the war have shown little progress in this direc
tion. At present there is open tension between the world powers. There is talk 
of ‘cold war’ and ‘hot war’, although certainly none of the powers concerned 
wants another war. But the experience of the last war and the events of the 
past three years show clearly that one particular situation would indeed make 
the world a unity, namely if another war should in fact break out. In that case 
no country could fail to suffer its horrors in one way or another.

Consequently foreign policy today is not merely a matter for governments 
or parliaments, but something that concerns each individual citizen. Apart 
from special problems -  for example that of the frontier in 1920 and the South 
Slesvig question at the present time -  it has luckily been the case that, irrespec-

1 Alsing Andersen had been Minister of Defence in 1935-40. He was nominated 
as Minister of the Interior by Prime Minister Hans Hedtoft (Soc. Dem.) in 
November 1947, but resigned after a few days because of criticism by Conservatives 
and former members of the Resistance Movement who held him to have been too 
closely associated with the events of the occupation on 9 April 1940. See Oluf Ber
tolt, Ernst Christiansen and Poul Hansen, En Bygning vi rejser, Vol. Ill, Copenha
gen, 1955, p. 300.
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tive of party, our members of parliament and the Danish people have been 
broadly of one mind as regards the country’s foreign policy. I consider this 
very significant. Experience has shown that such unity can be of decisive 
importance to a country. I hope therefore that it can not only be preserved but 
strengthened. (...)

Turning to international affairs, I would first refer to the world economic 
situation which is of such great importance to our country’s future. We are 
doubly obliged to concern ourselves with it, not only because the state of the 
world has its economic implications but because close economic cooperation 
among nations is one of the main factors in maintaining peace. For this reason 
too, in my opinion international cooperation should begin in the economic 
sphere and be directed towards economic recovery. (...)

Europe needs a blood transfusion if it is to overcome the economic crisis 
within a reasonable time and without excessive human suffering. The only 
place in the world that can give us a helping hand is the USA. Congress will 
presumably approve shortly the offer to help Europe to help itself through the 
European Recovery Programme. The participating countries will receive, 
either as a grant or as a loan from the US, a large part of the goods they need 
or credits for use in the US or elsewhere. The economy of each country will 
thus receive a direct stimulus, and in addition they will all benefit from the 
facilitation of trade among themselves. This will undoubtedly have a powerful 
effect in promoting recovery and bringing relief to the millions of homes that 
have suffered or been devastated by war and occupation. It is therefore the 
view of my party and the social democratic part of the Danish labour move
ment that Denmark should join in the plan, and we promise the Foreign 
Minister our full support in the forthcoming negotiations.

At the same time we firmly reject the propaganda against the Marshall plan 
that Communists have unleashed in all countries, as if at a word of command. 
The Russians did not want to take part -  that is their own affair, and is not 
for us to discuss. But when Communists accuse the rest of us of not acting in 
accordance with our country’s interests or of being ‘lackeys of American capi
talism and Anglo-French imperialism’ -  the same slogans that were used in 
1940-1 -  and when we are denounced for forming a hostile bloc vis-à-vis the 
Soviet Union and the so-called people’s democracies in Eastern Europe, we 
reject these allegations as completely without foundation and we deny the 
right of the Communists to impute such motives to other parties or to the 
Danish government itself.

We are in favour of the greatest possible economic cooperation among the 
largest possible number of states not only in Western and Northern Europe 
but also in Eastern Europe and with the Soviet Union. We have shown this in 
the past and shall do so again in the future.

It is not the fault of Western Europe or of the US that Eastern Europe is 
not taking part in the Marshall plan. There has been no conspiracy to exclude 
these countries, as some would suggest. They were all invited but said ‘No’, 
more or less willingly -  yes, it would be true to say more or less voluntarily. 
From this point of view Czechoslovakia is a striking, indeed a devastating
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example. That country’s government, under a Communist prime minister, 
first said ‘Yes, please’ with the utmost enthusiasm, but a few days later it was 
obliged to refuse equally firmly.

The decisive point in judging the Marshall plan is that it was open to all 
European states other than Franco Spain -  thus including the Soviet Union 
and the rest of Eastern Europe -  and that it is still open to those countries to 
take part. Furthermore, up to this moment no conditions have been laid down 
such as could support the idea that the US is seeking to interfere in the internal 
affairs of the receiving countries. It is a matter of direct aid and a businesslike 
agreement designed to serve European interests. The third decisive point is 
that there is no suggestion of breaking off trade relations with the East Euro
pean countries. On the contrary, it is expected that the plan will have the 
effect of increasing East-West trade. (...)

International economic cooperation has always been an important matter 
for the international labour movement. We cannot but recall how much suf
fering might have been avoided if its importance had been recognized in the 
past. We could have wished that the first steps were being taken under more 
favourable conditions -  that nations should have discovered the need for coop
eration without being driven to it by calamity. But we hope that the coopera
tion now being organized under the Marshall plan will lead to closer long
term cooperation among all countries. I am convinced that this is necessary if 
the peoples of Europe are to recover and maintain their previous standard of 
living and thus lay a solid foundation for the social security and progress to 
which they aspire after so many trials.

In this connection I would express our pleasure at the fact that a serious 
effort is to be made towards closer economic cooperation among the 
Northern countries, as the foreign minister has told us today, including a 
reduction of customs barriers and a common external tariff. This has been dis
cussed many times, ever since the 1870s, but so far without result. Understand
ably there is some scepticism as well as satisfaction at the decision to set up a 
joint committee of experts to examine the matter once more. We all appre
ciate the practical difficulties from the point of view of the economies of the 
several countries.. For this very reason thorough preparations are necessary. 
We are glad therefore that work is being started on a practical basis so that we 
can see things as they are and examine concrete possibilities. But I have no 
doubt that the old saying will prevail: ‘Where there’s a will, there’s a way’ -  
because in my opinion this must reflect the will of the Scandinavian peoples.

Yet even these moves have been the object of mistrust and cavilling: here 
too there are those who talk of forming blocs with harmful results. Nothing 
could be more absurd than to impute such ideas to our peoples. There is no 
ground whatever for suspicion in the fact that the Scandinavian peoples have 
decided to see whether closer cooperation will benefit their economies and 
living standards. To do so is the legitimate right of any state, and we intend to 
exercise it. No one suggests that the Scandinavian countries should withdraw 
from the world and endeavour to be self-sufficient. This they cannot be, and 
have no interest in being. Their economic structure is such that they are all
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vitally interested in the closest economic ties with other countries. Modern eco
nomic and technical progress means that a single country is too small a market 
for the advantages of production to be properly realized. There can thus be no 
doubt that it would benefit the Scandinavian countries to increase coopera
tion among themselves, hopefully as an element in a wider UN system of coop
eration. We consider it an important task to arouse the interest of the whole 
Danish population in support of the negotiations that are about to begin, and 
which we hope will produce practical results. (...)

Continuing what I said about the Marshall plan, I believe Denmark can be 
well satisfied at the inclusion of Germany in the recovery programme. Natu
rally we must insist, as did the previous government in its memorandum of 
31 January 1947, that Germany’s industrial recovery does not involve the pros
pect of a German arms industry or in any other way facilitate a fresh German 
aggression, but we may surely presume that other countries share our interest 
in this respect.

176. Ole Bjorn Kraft: The Marshall Plan and
Nordic cooperation 10 March 1948

Excerpts from speech in the Folketing, Rigsdagstidende: folketinget (1947-48), cols. 
2759-71.

The spokesman of the Conservative Party, Ole Bjorn Kraft, also spoke in favour of the 
Marshall Plan and Nordic cooperation.1

Nothing is more important today, or more difficult, than to form a true pic
ture of the world as it is. There are two main obstacles. One lies in our imagina
tion, our notion of how the world should be constituted. Our ideals determine 
the object that is worth fighting for; but as long as we are still on the way 
there, or perhaps have only just set out, we must not imagine that we have 
reached the goal. Such a goal is the United Nations of the world. The UN 
organization has been set up and this work must be continued and extended to 
the utmost of our ability. But whatever the UN may achieve in humanitarian, 
social and economic matters, in the present world situation it will continue to 
be paralysed as far as ensuring world peace is concerned. (...)

The Russian expansion has destroyed one of our main illusions. We 
imagined a Europe of peaceful cooperation among free, democratic, inde
pendent states, including Germany’s former satellites in the East and the small 
nations that heroically took up the fight in one way or another. We imagined a

1 Ole Bjorn Kraft had been Minister of Defence in May-November 1945. He was 
later to become Minister of Foreign Affairs (1950-3).
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chain of such states forming a bridge between Russia and the rest of Europe, 
equally friendly to both sides, secured by their strong neighbour against 
German ambitions, and providing a firm guarantee of peace, a belt protecting 
Europe against enemy intentions from any quarter. But that illusion has disap
peared: there are no longer any free, independent, democratic states in 
Eastern Europe. (...)

Europe today is thus divided, but not, as is often said, into an Eastern and 
a Western bloc. The Eastern bloc is a reality, based on an authoritarian 
ideology with a firm leadership and certainly a considerable defence appara
tus. There is no Western bloc of similar consistency. In the West there are a 
number of states of different sizes united by a common democratic outlook, 
an old, deeply rooted culture, common ideas of justice and humanity. This col
lection of states, whose philosophy, traditions and aspirations are also those 
of the USA, originally had no desire for closer union, let alone a political or 
military alliance. They placed their hopes in the UN, within which organiza
tion they wished to cooperate with all other states to ensure peace and 
post-war recovery. They turned their eyes away from war and violence 
towards the great economic and social problems which have to be grappled 
with after a devastating war. Weak, poor and ravaged as they were, they had 
no other desire than for peace in order to rebuild their shattered cities, clear 
their fields and seas of mines, feed and clothe their hungry and harassed popu
lation, get the wheels of industry turning and reopen the old commercial thor
oughfares. We here in the North feel closely connected with them spiritually, 
politically and culturally -  indeed we regard ourselves as an inseparable part 
of West European culture -  and after the end of the war our wishes were the 
same as theirs: our only desire was to join them in tackling the difficult and 
arduous tasks of peace. The reconstruction of Northern and Western Europe 
is a prerequisite of stable political and social conditions, the only way in which 
peace can again make its home in Europe, and for this purpose they and we 
desired to cooperate with all European states -  North and South, East and 
West.

European recovery is in the whole world’s interest -  without it there can be 
no lasting peace or progress, no improvement of social and economic condi
tions for the average man and woman. It was for this reason that the Marshall 
plan was devised. This plan is now being slandered in the worst traditions of 
prewar propaganda by an orchestrated Communist campaign not only in 
Russia and Eastern Europe but everywhere, even in countries whose popula
tion would be reduced to poverty and misery if it were not for Marshall aid. 
(...)

The directives for the Marshall plan can clearly be seen from the Secretary 
of State’s speech at Harvard University on 5 June last. He did not wish to 
impose his plan on any state: the initiative, he said, must come from Europe, 
and the operation must be organized there: America’s part was to contribute 
essential economic and material aid. Our policy, Marshall said, is not directed 
against any country or theory, but against hunger and poverty, despair and 
chaos. US policy has been decried as financial speculation and dollar imperial-
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ism. I see no ground whatever for this charge. Naturally America wants to see 
an economically sound and peaceful Europe -  clearly this is in America’s inter
est, but will anyone deny that it is also in ours? Of course the Americans are 
helping themselves when they help us, but does that diminish the value of the 
plan in anyway?

So there can be no doubt that the attitude our government immediately took 
up is the right one: for our own and for Europe’s sake we should take as active 
and positive a part as possible in all work connected with the plan. But we must 
go further. All who realize that the danger of war, social unrest and expansion 
by aggressive powers will persist as long as Europe has not arisen from its 
ruins, and that only a return to economic, political and social stability can 
guarantee democracy in Europe, must be in favour of the closest cooperation 
among all states belonging to the area of West European culture -  not an 
exclusive cooperation, but one open to all who accept its basic principles.

Such thoughts as these lay behind the British foreign secretary’s speech in 
the House of Commons about a West European union, a matter of the 
greatest interest to this country also. Mr Bevin did not concern himself pri
marily with military plans, but drew the right conclusion from the development 
of world affairs and the Communist advance, namely that the democratic 
states of Western Europe must unite more closely. He pointed out how much 
they have in common, and although he did not mention the Northern states 
we may say that we too made sacrifices in the war, that we share with Western 
Europe a hatred of injustice and oppression; we share parliamentary de
mocracy, concern for economic justice and a love of peace. In all this we are 
at one with them. Bevin spoke in terms of a spiritual union, a community based 
on the fundamental principles of freedom, a kind of brotherhood.

Neither Denmark nor any other Northern country was invited to participate 
in the proposed union or the recent discussions about it. But we cannot turn 
our backs on Western Europe. We in the North are bound to view with the 
greatest sympathy any attempts to ensure peace, economic recovery and 
democracy in our continent. The problems brought to the fore by Communist 
agitation can only be solved by collaboration among democratic peoples. The 
Marshall plan cannot be realized without political and economic cooperation 
among its beneficiaries. There is no question of creating a bloc like that in the 
East -  it is a question of free, independent states cooperating to preserve our 
common West European culture, our democracy and freedom.

There must be no doubt that Denmark has the utmost sympathy for the plan 
put forward.

I have referred many times in this speech to Scandinavia as a whole, and in 
the debate of recent weeks many Norwegian and Swedish speakers and writers 
have similarly taken it for granted that the Northern states must not go 
separate ways. As so often in the past, times of danger have brought the 
Northern peoples and states closer together. As I am convinced that Denmark 
must not isolate itself from the West European community, so I am certain 
that the Northern states have an important part to play in extending and 
strengthening that community. I believe too that Northern cooperation
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extended to all fields and based on a common view of the world situation 
would be a stabilizing factor and an important means of strengthening peace 
and democracy in the North and in Europe as a whole. Like Benelux in the 
West, a grouping of Norway, Sweden and Denmark would constitute a foun
dation on which wider European cooperation could be set up.

177. Jorgen Jorgensen: Nordic Cooperation and
the Marshall Plan 10 March 1948

Excerpts from speech in the Folketing, Rigsdagstidende: folketinget (1947-48), cols. 
2771-8.

The spokesman of the Social Liberal Party (Radikale Venstre) also spoke in favour of 
Nordic cooperation and the Marshall Plan,, in that order.1

We note with great satisfaction the steps taken by the government to make 
a reality of Nordic cooperation. The negotiations for a customs union are to 
pave the way for broader economic collaboration. Up to now too much atten
tion has been paid to the difficulties that arise for individual countries and for 
various occupations. Naturally there will be important difficulties, especially 
during a transition period, but we must not be engrossed by these secondary 
matters. The advantage of close economic cooperation to all the Nordic coun
tries is so obvious that it must be the decisive factor. For too long discussions 
among our countries on economic matters have been purely theoretical. It is 
now time to set up an economic community which will not only support the 
economy of each country but will turn the North into a productive force that 
can be of great importance to the recovery of Europe.

I can assure the government of the unqualified support of the Radical Left 
in seeking to bring about such close cooperation among the Northern coun
tries.

My party is also very glad to note that the government is working actively 
with the West European states to give effect to the Marshall plan. It seems all 
but impossible to rescue Europe from the poverty and misery due to the war 
unless the US takes part in the work of recovery. The European countries must 
be enabled to obtain raw materials so that production can be restarted. That 
is the first requisite for orderly conditions in our continent. The hungry and 
suffering people of war-torn lands need food and relief, but they also need 
hope and confidence in the future. If production does not get started, if condi
tions go on as they have since the end of the war, a spirit of hopelessness will

1 Jorgen Jorgensen had been Minister of Education (1935-42) and Minister of the 
Interior (1942-5).
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spread. This will lead to chaos and disorganization and pave the way for sub
version of the present social order -  and there are many hidden forces which 
desire this result and expect to see it come about. We must resist this develop
ment: economic cooperation among our countries is a necessity, and I regard 
the Marshall plan as a very considerable help in that direction. It therefore 
seems to me wholly in order that Denmark should work actively to ensure that 
any American aid is so organized that production can speedily get under way 
and recover from the stagnation that can be seen in many places. To set the 
European economy on its feet is today not only a remedy for hunger and priva
tion : it is also decisive for the future of democracy in Europe.

178. Aksel Larsen: The Marshall Plan and
U.S. Economic and Strategic Interests 10 March 1948

Excerpts from speech in the Folketing, Rigsdagstidende: folketinget (1947-48), cols. 
2778-93.

The spokesman of Denmark's Communist Party, Aksel Larsen, spoke against the Marshall 
Plan.1

The right honourable Foreign Minister has told us with much eloquence 
that without Marshall aid economic life in Europe will come to a standstill. The 
honourable member, Hr. Alsing Andersen, has reinforced the argument, 
warning us that there will be starvation and misery and that future generations 
will perish unless we get Marshall aid, as the European countries cannot 
manage on their own. I do not know why other countries should not be able to 
do so; as regards Denmark, we can see the position for ourselves. We have 
indeed heard tales of how lamentable our economic situation is, and how we 
absolutely must have this saline injection from the US. But it will no doubt be 
remembered how far our economic difficulties are self-inflicted, since the pre
vious government did all it could to sell Denmark short, to deplete our foreign 
currency holdings and so make it harder for us to obtain supplies and keep pro
duction going. I regret that I cannot compliment the present government on 
having broken sufficiently with the foreign trade policy of its predecessor; but 
it has not done so. But since, as I have said, we are to a large extent responsible 
for our own economic difficulties, it surely follows that with a change of

1 See also Leif Gundel, ‘Marshall-Planen’, Land og Folk, 1 July 1947. Later efforts 
towards increased Western European cooperation were also opposed by the Danish 
Communists. See for instance Ole Rasmussen, ‘Europas forenede Stater og Social- 
demokratier,J Land og Folk, 11 June 1948; and Leif Gundel, ‘Europaradets “¡dea
ler” ’, Land og Folk, 9 August 1950.
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policy and by combining all efforts we could get out of the difficulties by our
selves. I do not see what use it can be to try to persuade the Danish people that 
things are so desperate that however hard we work in this country it will be no 
use unless kindly Uncle Sam lends us a few millions or billions of kroner. (...)

What is the foreign minister’s view of the Harriman Report which states the 
reasons for the Marshall aid bill, and which says that ‘the US interest in Europe 
is not merely economic, but also strategic and political’? Or what does he think 
of a statement by Defence Secretary Forrestal, as quoted by the government 
newspaper Social-Demokraten -  which I hope is more or less accurate on this 
occasion. It reports Mr Forrestal as saying that he hoped that as a result of the 
Marshall plan the US Defence Department would be entrusted with the reor
ganization of the armed forces of the sixteen recipient countries.

No doubt someone will stand up and say that General Marshall has dis
avowed Forrestal’s statement. I am aware of that, but the statement was never
theless made, and it shows what one American politician thinks of the purpose 
behind the Marshall plan. Moreover -  the right honourable Finance Minister 
need not shake his head in that omniscient way -  Mr Marshall only denied For- 
restal’s statement that the Americans would want military bases in return for 
loans: he did not deny the suggestion that the defence of the sixteen European 
countries would be organized by the US.

I do not know whether the foreign minister, with his trusty attendant Hr. 
Alsing Andersen and others, will still maintain that there has never been, and 
there is no reason to expect, any suggestion of conditions being attached to 
Marshall aid. Quite clearly there are such suggestions. Clearly the Marshall 
plan is to help America get rid of its surplus production, thus avoiding the eco
nomic crisis which is on the way, and clearly it is to be used to promote Ameri
ca’s economic and strategic interests in Europe and the several European coun
tries.

Hr. Alsing Andersen could not find words to express his delight at Marshall 
aid, and particularly the fact that Germany is to have a share in it. The 
honourable member is welcome to that satisfaction. The tragic reality is that 
a very considerable part of Marshall’s millions, if they are ever paid out, will 
be devoted to the reconstruction of West German industry, and that the inten
tion is to make other countries go short in order to invest more in Germany.

Hr. Alsing Andersen says he assumes that there will be no question of 
rebuilding Germany’s arms industry. Here he speaks against his own better 
knowledge. He knows that the American plan is first and foremost to build up 
the Ruhr complex with its vital war industry. That is where the Americans are 
most anxious to invest their millions.



VL Discussion on European Union in Denmark 595

179. Frode Jakobsen: ‘Something Big is in the Wind for Europe’
17 May 1948

‘Der er noget stört i Gaere i Europa -  !’, Information, 17 May 1948 (in full).

Frode Jakobsen, a Social Democratic member of Parliament and one of the Danish partic
ipants at the Congress of Europe at The Hague, 7-11 May 1948, wrote favourably about the 
European idea after the CongressJ

Was the Hague congress a purely Utopian affair -  casual and dilettante, 
conservative and reactionary, a danger to peace? What kind of an alarming 
enterprise have we just taken part in?

There certainly were Utopians there. Some of them wanted to set up the 
United States of Europe this summer. Many were superficially briefed and 
poorly prepared. Many spoke haltingly for the first day or two. There were 
also conservatives and reactionaries, many of them in fact. I debated with one 
Greek delegate whom I would describe as semi-fascist, and there were anti- 
Communist speeches that could not have advanced the cause of peace. All 
quite true; yet one looks back on the Congress as an important and positive 
experience.

Private persons without a mandate
Let us not minimize the weaknesses. Firstly the casual and dilettante ele

ment. This appeared inter alia in the choice of delegates. We were not an 
authoritative assembly, but a collection of private persons without a mandate. 
Within limits, each country decided for itself how many delegates it would 
send: Denmark’s 30 seemed excessive in comparison to Norway’s 10. As each 
individual had a vote, different parts of Western Europe were not represented 
with equal strength. Moreover the choice of personalities from particular 
countries could be criticized.

Then there were defects of organization, e.g. a timetable which gave no time 
for discussion within the national delegations. The Congress had to work day 
and night, and in the late evening hours, with few delegates present, decisions

1 Frode Jakobsen was a member of the ‘liberation government’ of Vilhelm Buhl 
(May-November 1945). In his memoirs Jeg vil vaere en fugl for jed dor (Copenhagen, 
1979, pp. 51-8) he explains that the leaders of the Social Democratic Party, Hans 
Hedtoft, H.C. Hansen, and Alsing Andersen, were against his attending the Con
gress of Europe but agreed to his doing so in a private capacity. The party leaders 
saw the Congress as a Churchill meeting and were advised against participation by 
the British Labour Party. On the Congress see also Anker Kirkeby, ‘Til Kongres i 
Haag om Churchills Europa-Plan’, Politiken, 8 May 1948. Surprisingly enough, 
Frode Jakobsen opposed Danish membership of the European Economic 
Community in 1972.
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were taken by small majorities which sometimes did not pass muster in the cold 
light of day.

Shortcomings there certainly were; but from the people who were at San 
Francisco, at the foundation of the UN, I have the impression that 
international conferences often begin in a similar fashion. By degrees things 
took better shape, and the casual decisions taken at dead of night were all 
dropped before the end of the proceedings.

Churchill did not dominate
The other main objection, that the Congress was heavily biased in favour 

of the Right, does not seem to me justified. People have written of ‘Churchill’s 
congress’ as though it were dominated by his overshadowing personality. The 
fact is that he is president of one of the six organizations that convened the 
Congress, and not even the largest of them. The president of the largest is 
Georges Bohy, who is also head of the Social Democratic party in the Belgian 
parliament. Certainly Churchill was honoured, deservedly one must surely 
admit, but his contribution consisted more of ceremonial speeches than 
helping to formulate Congress decisions.

The political section of the Congress, on the other hand, was chaired by 
Paul Ramadier, the former socialist prime minister of France; and I doubt if 
any group exercised more influence than the 30 members of the British Labour 
Party led by the extremely able Ronald Mackay. No, as a Social Democrat I 
do not feel any apprehension about the political company at The Hague.

But was it all Utopian? Not entirely. There was in fact a contest between 
two schools of thought, Utopians and people with both feet on the ground; 
and it was the latter who won. The Utopians were chiefly French; the British 
were realistic and were supported by the Nordic representatives, who were if 
anything more matter-of-fact than they. We found that it was not a mere 
literary cliché to say that the French are inclined to go overboard for beauti
ful, distant ideals, while the British never forget the reality in which they 
stand.

An Assembly designated by parliaments 
The chief subject of debate between the Utopians and the realists was the 

question of a European parliament. The French, headed by Paul Reynaud, 
wanted the Congress to call for the immediate convocation of a genuine 
European parliament, not composed on a national basis but directly elected, 
with one member for every million of the population. In other words, the aim 
would no longer be a European federation but a single state. Against this, the 
realistic view prevailed. The Congress agreed to recommend something 
within the bounds of the possible: the convocation of an Assembly of members 
chosen by the national parliaments, with the sole task of examining and dis
cussing the situation and formulating proposals for greater European unity. 
Whether such an Assembly becomes a reality or not, the idea at all events is 
not a Utopian one.

How important will the Congress prove to have been? Many of Europe’s



VI. Discussion on European Union in Denmark 597

most experienced statesmen called it a milestone in European history, the 
introduction to a new era. I will be more cautious and say that whether it ful
fils the hopes placed in it or not will depend on what is expected of it. If it is 
seen as an organization that will weld together the fragments of Europe, then 
I believe its adherents will be disappointed. We must accept reality and be 
modest enough to recognize that we did not have the necessary authority or 
prestige for that purpose. If, on the other hand, the Congress is seen as the 
expression of a movement that is under way in Europe, more as a sign of 
things to come than an instrument for the present, then its language is clear to 
those who wish to listen.

The possibility of avoiding war
Something big is in the wind for Europe -  most clearly in Holland, Belgium 

and France. People have realized that Europe must unite if it is not to become 
politically insignificant compared to the two great powers, Russia and 
America. They realize that if Europe is to be raised to the same economic level 
as before there must be cooperation among all our countries. And finally they 
realize that the more closely and firmly the West European countries stand 
together the better chance they have, not primarily of winning a threatened 
war but of averting it. Those who can learn have learnt the lesson of the thir
ties. Although no one wants war, there are those who would like to become as 
powerful as they can without war; and this may lead to war if such plans are 
not opposed with firmness and unity.

We at The Hague were authorized by no one but ourselves. Those of us who 
were in the Resistance know that sometimes such self-appointed people may 
be lucky enough to do some good: the idea does not frighten us. But naturally 
we must now turn our minds to two objectives. Firstly, the movement no doubt 
is as yet primarily one of statesmen and intellectuals, and it must become one 
that is really felt by the peoples of Europe. Secondly, governments and parlia
ments, who are not merely self-appointed, must be won over, since after all it 
is they who will have to do the effective work.

Absolute neutrality is a greater risk
In Scandinavia, at any rate, there is no popular movement in favour of 

European union. Can it be created? or will our peoples always prefer Scandi
navian cooperation combined with absolute neutrality between East and 
West, rather than give up their neutrality and enjoy the greater strength that a 
West European link would bring them?

Paradoxically, it may be wondered at the present time whether absolute 
neutrality does not involve us in a greater risk of war than if we made up our 
minds now that if the worst came to the worst there would be no hope of 
remaining neutral. Is it not possible that an isolated Scandinavia may excite 
the ambitions of a great power, which might be deterred by the knowledge 
that we had good friends to back us ?

If there is no Scandinavian movement for European union, one had the 
impression that at any rate there is one in Holland and Belgium. This impres-
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sion was confirmed by a real campaign meeting in Amsterdam, where it was 
not the few delegates but the mass audience that expressed their feelings with 
cries of ‘One Europe! One Europe!’

What was already a beautiful dream for such men as Heine is becoming 
more than a dream for a few far-sighted people. It is not yet becoming a 
reality, but it is already a goal for experienced, sensible and influential 
statesmen in many countries. In some places it is close to becoming a popular 
movement; and time is moving on faster than ever.

180. Thorkil Kristensen: ‘After the Hague Congress’
21 May 1948

Excerpts from ‘Efter Haag-Kongressen’, Kobenhavn, 21 May 1948.

Professor Thorkil Kristensen, a former Minister of Finance (1945-7), a leading member 
of the Liberal Party and a member of Parliament, was another Danish participant at the 
Hague Congress in May 1948. Afterwards he wrote a newspaper article supporting increased 
European cooperation, including some limitation of national sovereignty. However; a fed
eral state, like the United States of America, was in his view unrealistic for Europe because 
of national differences.1

(...) How does the Hague Congress now appear to a participant trying to 
recover his impressions a week later?

One must first consider the background. In this century the European 
countries have fought two tremendous civil wars. They are called world wars, 
with some justification, but essentially they were European wars. They sprang 
primarily from European problems, and far the greatest burden of devastation 
and casualties fell on the European nations. And the destruction was much 
greater in the second war than in the first. The worst feature is no doubt that 
it is so hard to recover the political stability that is necessary for reconstruction. 
If reconstruction is not successful or if there is a third war, again with Europe 
as its centre, what will become of us? Many scarcely dare ask this question, 
and no one knows the answer.

That is one main feature of what may be called the background to the Euro
pean idea. The civilization which is more or less the common property of Euro
pean peoples seems to be endangered if we go on as before. But there is 
another side to the matter.

1 After the Congress Thorkil Kristensen became chairman of the Danish 
Committee of the European Movement (Europabevaegelsens Danske Rad): see the 
Chapter Introduction. Thorkil Kristensen was a leading spokesman of Danish 
membership in the EEC in 1972. In the mean time he had been Secretary General 
of the OECD.
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We live in an age of big units. Technology has created immense possibilities 
which call for large markets. A single country is often too small, and when 
frontiers are as rigid as they have been in the last 15-20 years a region that 
is so divided as Europe is bound to be less efficient than such large units as the 
US and the Soviet Union. The same is true in military matters and therefore 
in politics. Modern weapons operate in territories much larger than the 
average European country, and a future great war, like the two previous ones, 
would not be a matter of single states but of more or less closely united groups 
of states. A small country left to itself can hardly do more than submit to the 
first invader, and whether this is desirable from its point of view cannot be 
judged in advance.

Thoughts of this kind have led many to consider the question of greater 
unity in Europe. The idea has been taken up independently in many places, 
and many organizations have been formed, some headed by prominent states
men. The Eiague Congress was convened by six organizations of this kind, 
who formed a committee and contacted politicians and others in the different 
countries. In this way about 800 delegates took part in the Congress, the first 
to be held with the objective of bringing about closer European union. The 
selection of delegates was necessarily somewhat arbitrary, and they had no 
official mandate from their own countries. Clearly therefore the Congress 
could adopt no binding resolutions: this will require other conferences with 
wider powers. But the problem is now on the tapis, and the European nations 
must take account of it in the years to come. That is the importance of what 
was done at The Hague.

There is no reason to describe the Congress’s work in much detail. Those 
of us who attended for the three Scandinavian countries criticized the draft 
resolutions for being too detailed. It is too soon to dot the i’s of the future 
European constitution, and that must be done by more official bodies. What is 
valuable is that the debate has been started; it is less important what one may 
think of the precise content of statements made at the Congress.

The Congress began by forming three Commissions: for political, economi- 
co-social and cultural matters. Each of these prepared a resolution on the mat
ters within its domain, and the three resolutions were then endorsed at the 
final plenary meeting.

The main feature of the political resolution was the recommendation that 
before long a more authorized assembly should be called, with delegates to be 
appointed by national parliaments, though they need not be members of these. 
The Assembly’s task would be to discuss the possibilities of a closer union 
among European countries and the consequences this would have, and to 
propose further practical steps.

Clearly if this is carried out it will provide a forum for future discussion, to 
which the Congress’s resolutions provide an introduction. I hope we shall soon 
have them in their official wording, though, as I have said, too much attention 
should not be paid to the details. In reply to the Scandinavian objection on this 
point it was expressly acknowledged that participants were naturally not 
bound by every detail of the texts adopted.
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I will therefore merely say that the economic resolution consists mainly of 
calling for a currency and customs union and consequent measures. This is a 
very great problem, but one that is already under discussion by the sixteen 
Marshall plan countries.

What will be the upshot of all this?
Let us first be clear as to what can not be the result, for the present at any 

rate.
It must not be thought that Europe can, here and now, follow the example 

of the US. The historical and psychological background for such a federation 
does not exist. When the American union was formed it comprised a number 
of quite new, thinly populated colonial territories, more or less uniform in 
population and culture. Europe consists of a large number of states, each with 
a long independent history that has often been marked by wars with its neigh
bours. Each of the European peoples feels itself to be a nation, and for many 
years now national feelings have been more intense than ever. Among 
national symbols are the different languages and, in many countries, the 
monarchy, linked to a dynasty with a long past behind it and a strong hold on 
the national consciousness.

We cannot suddenly cease to be Danes and become Europeans pure and 
simple, nor do we wish to. What we want is to strengthen and preserve our 
Danishness by strengthening Europe. Moreover we are also Scandinavians 
before being Europeans.

What can be spoken of today is hardly more than cooperation among 
European nations, but of a kind that may have important consequences if it 
gets going properly. There are already signs of this. Firstly the Benelux coun
tries, which have becun to create an economic union among themselves, 
though they are still far from the goal. The question of a customs union has 
also been taken up by France and Italy and by the Scandinavian countries. 
Then there is the Brussels pact with Britain, France, Belgium, Holland and 
Luxemburg, and finally the Marshall plan embracing sixteen countries.

Thus the main emphasis has been regional, beginning with a limited number 
of countries. In the economic sphere particularly this is certainly the right way, 
and it is perhaps there that progress can best be made at present.

However, effective and far-reaching economic cooperation is only possible 
if the countries concerned coordinate their economic policy in several areas. 
This involves two conditions of a political kind.

In the first place it cannot remain purely a matter for governments. Unified 
tariff legislation requires coordinated measures by parliaments, and therefore 
the idea of involving parliaments in the proposed community is a correct one: 
it is already applied by Benelux. Secondly, any far-reaching cooperation in 
practice entails some restriction of national sovereignty: that is to say, sover
eignty must to some extent be exercised jointly by the states concerned. 
Members of a customs union must form a single unit for the purpose of con
ducting commercial negotiations with those outside. (...)
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23 May 1948
Europas Forenede Stater; Copenhagen, 1948.

Although the Social Democratic Party decided not to take part officially in the Hague 
Congress, while allowing Erode Jakobsen 3o go in his private capacity, the party could not 
avoid a discussion of the issue, which figured on the international agenda of the Social 
Democratic parties. After the latter's conference in Paris, 24-25 April 1948, the deputy 
chairman of the Danish party, Alsing Andersen, prepared a broadcast in which he gave fairly 
strong, albeit careful' support to the idea of a United States of Europe. He advocated a func
tional approach which would include some limitation of national sovereignty. The talk 
given on 23 May was later published in pamphlet form.1

The United States of Europe -  who will deny that these words denote an 
inspiring vision? And who will deny that the peoples of Europe are longing for 
an idea which will rally them and give them hope for the future? But is the idea 
of the United States of Europe more than a passing mood, a romantic notion 
unconnected with real life, or is it a realistic basis for the discussion that is 
under way? How much of it can become a reality within a foreseeable time, 
and how is it intended to transform ideas into reality?

It is my object this evening to describe how the Social Democratic parties 
of Europe see these questions. Close cooperation among nations has always 
seemed to Social Democrats an absolutely necessary condition of preserving 
peace, welfare and progress. This aspiration has always been the basis of our 
international congresses and conferences. It has been a feature of our May 
Day demonstrations. It made us natural supporters of the League of Nations 
after the First World War and the UN after the Second. Like others who 
shared the same aim, we have had disappointments. But we have never 
regarded the subsequent course of events as a proof that the aim was 
mistaken; it has only strengthened our will to go on working for a community 
of nations. And, within the world community, we regard it as more important 
than ever before in history to unite the forces of the European peoples.

This was clearly stated in the resolution adopted just a month ago by the 
European Social Democratic parties in Paris. But let me say at once that this 
resolution does not contain any ready-made indication as to how, in one or 
two further conferences, it may be possible to solve all the problems and set 
up a United States of Europe. There are plenty of problems, and our convic
tion of the rightness of the goal must not lead us to ignore the many great diffi
culties that lie ahead. If we do so, we shall miss the mark and only create illu
sion and disappointment.

1 The party history by Oluf Berthold, Ernst Christiansen and Poul Hansen, En 
Bygning vi rejser; Copenhagen, 1955, Vol. Ill, p. 325, mentions this discussion of the 
European idea without giving details.
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The first question that naturally arises is: how shall we begin? What is the 
first step? Many have thought that we shall have come a good way forward 
if we can establish as soon as possible a European parliament to adopt direc
tives for a common European policy. But there was disagreement as to 
whether its members should be elected by national parliaments or directly by 
the population. I do not think much time should be spent on such discussions. 
Other matters are much more important at present. We know how difficult it 
can be to achieve agreement on important measures in our own countries, 
simply because people have different views. We also know what opposing 
interests there can be between countries, e.g. in trade negotiations. If a Euro
pean parliament should try to solve such questions at the present time, I fear it 
would become no more than a debating society and would soon cease to com
mand attention. This could never be a benefit to the cause. I do not mean that 
such political cooperation is not desirable -  I shall come back to this point -  
but I believe it would be wrong to concentrate one-sidedly on this aspect.

Let me speak for a moment of Nordic cooperation. We in the North, per
haps more than anywhere else in the world, surely might be said to enjoy the 
natural conditions for true political cooperation, for instance by having a 
common Scandinavian parliament. The idea has indeed been discussed in 
detail, even to the question of where the capital city should be; but without 
any practical result. This is not because we in the North do not feel a sense of 
community or do not want to cooperate as closely as possible; but, among 
other reasons, people have realized that the raising of these problems would 
involve a whole lot of real and formal difficulties which might easily be 
harmful to the practical cooperation that is already going on in various fields. 
But the main reason why nothing came of the discussion is probably that the 
decisive precondition for a political community is lacking as long as people do 
not realize that strong common interests, especially of an economic character, 
must compel them to associate more closely in political matters also. It is also 
of importance that the negotiations which began just a month ago amongN 
experts from Norway, Sweden and Denmark are intended to find a basis for 
cooperation in matters of trade and production, beginning with practical pro
posals for the reduction or removal of tariff barriers among our countries and 
a joint tariff for the three countries in their trade with the rest of the world. 
(...)

The matter is also urgent for Europe as a whole, as the Social Democratic 
conference agreed. Europe is in a state of crisis. This is not only because mil
lions of people in Western, Eastern and Southern Europe, as well as many 
other parts of the world, are in a state of distress, as a result of the war, such 
that few people in our country can imagine. It is also because the war has 
caused such havoc to production and transport as to disorganize the economy 
of the European countries. Europe is so impoverished that it cannot, out of its 
own resources, raise itself out of poverty within a foreseeable time. We in Den
mark can see the effects of this as well, and without the Marshall aid that is 
now beginning Denmark would shortly have been exposed to a serious eco
nomic and industrial crisis: this would have had an immediate and tangible
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effect on employment and living standards, and its continuation would have 
given cause for grave alarm. That is why all the Social Democratic parties sup
ported the plan for Marshall aid.

But it may be asked whether Europe will not be over its troubles if Marshall 
aid is allowed to operate for two, three or four years. Can we not expect 
everything to sort itself out by then, provided each country makes a real effort? 
The Social Democratic parties, at least, are not prepared to trust to luck in this 
fashion, and fortunately there are many who think like them. This is shown 
by the ‘European’ trend of opinion which is at present spreading through wide 
circles in all countries. (...)

Marshall aid, like an economic blood transfusion, can rescue Europe from 
immediate danger. But it will last only a short time, and cannot by itself secure 
Europe’s future. Only the European countries can do that. And few would 
deny that it is not enough for each European country to try to do the best for 
itself. This would not simply mean competition, which is good in itself, but also 
harmful rivalry, with each country fending for itself, with the consequent 
waste of energy and collective resources. That would be disastrous for the 
future of Europe, while people elsewhere on the globe would be combining 
their efforts over larger areas and thus increasing their economic strength.

For such reasons as these the conference of European Social Democratic 
parties declared that the economic organization of Europe is a question of life 
or death. Some may think this an exaggeration; but is it not better to make 
people think than to lull ourselves and others into false security? The peoples 
of Europe are undoubtedly in a dangerous situation and must take serious 
thought for themselves. That is why the Social Democratic parties have 
addressed a separate appeal to the workers of Europe urging them to realize 
that they can best achieve their economic, social, political and cultural aims in 
a situation where peace is preserved by the United States of a free Europe, as a 
step towards the unity of the world. Such a united or co-ordinated Europe 
should not seek to be a self-sufficient or closed area, but should foster 
economic relations as far as possible with both West and East.

Thus we see in economic cooperation among European countries the 
natural basis for efforts towards European unity. The common economic 
interests of the European peoples, that are so clearly visible in the present situa
tion, can only tend to produce the necessary association, with the division of 
labour in Europe ensuring the full use of its workforce and capital resources.

For this purpose the individual countries must agree to take uniform 
measures in several important spheres. I have already mentioned the attempt 
in various parts of Europe to introduce common tariff legislation. It is clear 
that a reduction and eventual abolition of tariffs would make possible more 
effective cooperation in both trade and production, and this must be one of 
our objectives. But tariff reduction gives rise to other problems: it affects the 
finances of individual states, and hence their fiscal legislation, so these matters 
must also be considered. Tariff alterations will also affect production condi
tions in the different countries. Manufacturers in all countries will be afraid 
that lower tariffs will enable foreign products to be imported at prices they
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cannot compete with. One cannot ignore these difficulties. We must therefore 
wait until a decision by a European assembly can suddenly introduce far- 
reaching changes in the economic life of Europe. There would have to be a 
transition period -  no doubt a long one in many instances -  for the adaptation 
of the individual countries’ economies to new conditions. This applies not 
only to industry but also to agriculture. A firm initiative for the coordination 
of Europe’s economic life is a necessity: plans should be made and put into 
operation as soon as possible, always provided they can be carried out in a har
monious manner and without disrupting industrial life. The most important 
objective at present is to provide for the greatest possible increase of produc
tion in all countries.

It is therefore also an important European objective to achieve the most 
rational distribution of raw materials such as timber, iron and other metals, 
also coal and other sources of heat and energy, including transport. Electricity 
supplies can be increased and rationalized by building new power stations e.g. 
at waterfalls that are not yet exploited, or by transferring current from one 
country to another. There are many possibilities here that can be utilized for 
the common benefit of European countries, but can only be properly 
exploited on a basis of cooperation.

A stable financial system if of course a pre-requisite of such cooperation. 
If countries are to coordinate their production and trade they must be able to 
rely on stable rates of exchange. The most radical thinkers on this subject have 
talked of a common European currency. This may be a long-term objective, 
but what is necessary and possible now is to establish a sound, stable relation
ship between national currencies, which requires close cooperation in finan
cial policy.

Another important aspect is the proper deployment of the labour force, so 
that one country does not have an excess of manpower and another too little. 
Workers who are prepared to move to where their labour is needed must have 
more facilities for doing so and must be protected against any consequent loss 
of social security rights. This means that social legislation must be made a good 
deal more uniform than it is now, in fact it must be standardized on a Euro
pean basis.

I have given a few examples of the problems that require solution on a coor
dinated basis if we are to move towards the United States of Europe. Some lis
teners may be daunted by their difficulty, but they cannot be avoided and the 
question is how to tackle them. The Social Democratic parties point out that 
we must in the first place use the European organization that is now being 
created to carry out the Marshall plan. The experience thus gained will be an 
excellent basis for further continued cooperation. In addition there is the UN 
Economic Council for Europe, directed by the former Swedish trade minister 
Gunnar Myrdal, which is working on European economic problems in the old 
League of Nations city of Geneva. And there are other bodies concerned with 
European or international cooperation. (...)

Thus the solution of the problem of the United States of Europe will require 
a major effort of standardization in many important areas: tariffs, finance and
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fiscal matters, trade, industry and agriculture, monetary policy and social leg
islation. There must also be joint plans for the procurement of raw materials, 
fuel and electric power, and for transport and communications. But we do not 
have to start from scratch. In many areas a good beginning has been made on 
which future European cooperation can build.

But it would be a mistake if we were to set up a European bureaucracy or 
technocracy as the supreme authority. Consequently we Social Democrats 
have taken the line that industrial and workers’ organizations should be 
represented in the organs of economic cooperation, as well as parliamentarians 
from the various countries. Care must also be taken that we do not create a 
new system of capital combines using the European economic organization as 
a cloak for private interests. If we want true European union we must have the 
cooperation of ordinary citizens: the guideline must be the people’s need, not 
the private advantage of particular groups.

It is clear that all-round economic cooperation through common European 
institutions must involve political cooperation as well, and that this calls for 
a joint political institution. As I have already said, I am not sure that the right 
course is to create a European parliament as soon as possible. In my opinion 
we must first be clearer as to which practical tasks are to be tackled on a Euro
pean basis, and then create the most practical organs to promote political 
cooperation. The Social Democratic parties take the view that it will be best to 
set up a Council of free Europe to coordinate the efforts of existing bodies, 
especially the central authority established in connection with the Marshall 
plan. At the right time there should no doubt be a parliamentary assembly of 
the European states, but it seems clear to me that the most immediately impor
tant thing is to create an institution through which the responsible parliamen
tary governments can cooperate.

From this point of view both politicians and others must get accustomed to 
the thought that individual countries cannot maintain their sovereignty intact, 
that is to say the exclusive right to take decisions affecting themselves. If the 
United States of Europe is to be created, it will require common decisions on 
important matters to be taken by a common institution. In other words, the 
national parliaments and governments must surrender part of their authority 
to the European body. In principle there is certainly no disagreement about 
this; but we must realize that in practice there will often be serious difficulties. 
We must go to work carefully and try to achieve a natural development at a 
quiet pace. Otherwise we shall only discover once again that ‘the best is the 
enemy of the good’.

I hope listeners are not disappointed to hear that there are so many difficult 
problems to be solved before we can achieve a European union or federation. 
But we must realize that the dangers of falling back on the old system would 
be no less great. And we have a right to be encouraged by the thought of what 
the 250 million people in our part of Europe, including West Germany, have 
so far contributed to world history in the economic, social and cultural sphere. 
If our peoples can unite their forces, skill and endurance, there is no reason 
to doubt that the present discussions will lead to a practical outcome. Let us
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hope the peoples of Europe will be able to show by deeds that they are Euro- 
peans.

182. Thomas Hatt Olsen: European Federation or
World Federation? May 1949

Excerpts from ‘Hvad er disse Europabevaegelser for noget?’, Danmark, Vol. 8, 
No. 2 (May 1949), pp. 5-7.

' r

Thomas Hatt Olsen, a founding member of the Danish world federalist organization, Een 
Verden (One World), discussed European federation in 1949, claiming that only a world 
federation could guarantee world peace.1

The two principal movements: the European federalists 
and Churchill’s European Movement

Their heterogeneous character has so far prevented the different organiza
tions from merging into an all-European movement. Apart from the 
numerous organizations in individual West European countries, there are two 
main associations covering Western Europe as a whole: Churchill’s European 
Movement and the Union Européenne des Fédéralistes, which is dominated 
by advocates of the ‘Third Force’ idea. The UEF cooperates with Churchill’s 
movement in many respects, but has so far refused to give up its 
organizational independence.

The movement for European unity has come rapidly into prominence since 
the war. The UEF was founded by a number of national groups in October 
1946, and Churchill made his appeal for European union in February 1947. 
In May 1948 the great congress of all European federalists was held at The 
Hague: Denmark was invited to send a delegation, which included Prof. 
Thorkild Kristensen, editor Bogholm and Frode Jakobsen, member of the 
Folketing.

The Hague Congress aroused much interest, but the European governments 
remained non-committal. The British government advised Labour MPs against 
attending, though in fact about a dozen took part.

1 Een Verden was founded towards the end of 1946; its membership grew rapidly 
from about 40 in January 1947 to about 8,000 in July 1949. It was affiliated to the 
Movement for World Federal Government founded at Montreux in August 1947. Its 
aims were largely inspired by Emery Reves’ The Anatomy of Peace, which appeared 
in a Danish translation, Fredens Anatomi, Copenhagen, 1947. See for instance Helge 
Drewsen, ‘Arbejdet for en verdensregering’, Hojskolebladet, No. 41 (5 August 
1949), pp. 342-5; and Svend Erik Bjerre, ‘Een Verden’, Lederbladet, Vol. 9, No. 1-2 
(January-February 1949), pp. 11-13; also Thomas Hatt Olsen, ‘Hvad vil Een 
Verden’, Frit Danmark, Vol. 8, No. 11 (February 1950), pp. 19-22.
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The European parliament at Strasburg has 
no practical importance

After the Hague Congress the French and Belgian governments, and the 
Dutch to a somewhat less extent, came to support the idea of a European 
union and, as a first step, a consultative European assembly. This was of 
course not enough to satisfy the European federalists, but they accepted the 
idea as a step forward on condition that the assembly was representative and 
was allowed to discuss all matters of European concern.

The idea of European federation aroused much misgiving in Britain, which 
feared the effect on relations with the Empire of joining a European federation 
and surrendering a measure of sovereignty to it. But if the European parlia
ment was to be purely advisory the question of sovereignty did not arise; so 
Britain finally agreed to the plan, but only after it was laid down that the 
Assembly should not discuss economic or defence matters. It was also pro
vided that governments might nominate their countries’ representatives to the 
Assembly, which would thus not be directly representative of the population. 
A proposal that Churchill should be one of the British representatives was 
firmly rejected by the British government.

The conclusion must be that the European federalists, to whose agitation 
the European parliament owes its existence, have suffered a total defeat as far 
as its functions and composition are concerned: the Council that is about to 
meet at Strasburg does not display the slightest trace of federalist or repre
sentative principles. It is a hard saying, but it is scarcely unfair to call it a piece 
of 'window-dressing’.

A West European federation can scarcely be the answer
It is too soon to say what effect this temporary defeat may have on the 

European federalists. In any case they have obliged statesmen to recognize the 
strength of their movement. But in judging it it is important to realize that 
while the solution they advocate is based on sound principles, it may have won 
a hearing too late. A tolerable future for Europe depends on the maintenance 
of peace, and, while it is true that a European federation in Briand’s day might 
have prevented Hitler’s rise to power and the Second World War, it is quite 
improbable that a federation confined to the small group of states called 
Western Europe could by itself avert World War Three. Politics and 
technology develop quickly, and an organization that is to prevent wars 
between the continents must itself include all of them. If we make the more 
modest demand for an organization that can restore the threatened political 
equilibrium between Communism and the rest of humanity with all its quar
rels and divisions, a Western European federation is too small and weak even 
for that purpose. In any case, however much one may regret it, the idea of a 
European federation trying to keep the peace by setting itself up as an interna
tional 'third force’ is simply not in accordance with present political realities. 
Both the European federalist movements seem to suspect the truth of this 
when they state in their programmes that Europe’s problems can only be per
manently solved within a world federation.
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However, the European federalists regard the United States of Europe as 
so big an objective that they dare go no further. The question is whether, by 
limiting their aims to what they consider more or less easily achievable, they 
are not contenting themselves with less than is necessary to save Europe as well 
as the rest of the world.

183. Frode Jakobsen: The Council of Europe and Beyond
28 June 1949

Excerpts from speech in the Folketing, Rigsdagstidende: folketinget //(1948-49), cols. 
5194-5201.

The debate in the Folketing on the ratification of the Statute of the Council of Europe 
of 5 May 1949 became an important discussion of the European idea. Frode Jakobsen, 
speaking for the Social Democrats, saw the Council of Europe as a good synthesis of 
federalist and functionalist ideas. He believed that the organization could develop grad
ually.1

' r

(...) It is natural to entertain the idea of a United States of Europe. We 
Europeans have a common culture and a common history. The history of Den
mark cannot be understood without that of Germany, Germany’s without 
that of France, and so on. But the very fact that the European idea has been 
alive for centuries without becoming a reality suggests to some that it cannot 
be realized. To them I would say that the efforts of the past cannot be com
pared with those of the present time. The spirit that prevails today is 
altogether more serious. There are several reasons for this. In the first place it 
is an idea that springs from necessity. We find ourselves in a devastated and 
diminished Europe. Politically, there are today only two great powers in the 
world, the US and the Soviet Union; economically, Europe is sunk in poverty; 
and in a divided Europe we fear for our own security. Another reason why the 
European cause today cannot be compared with former times is that the move
ment has taken on far greater dimensions. At one time it was a matter for a few 
idealists, but today the idea is backed by leading statesmen in countries like Brit
ain, France, Belgium and Italy. In several states there is a clear parliamentary 
majority in favour of moving towards a United States of Europe: this is true of 
Italy, France, Holland and Belgium. In these countries and in Germany the

1 A number of newspaper articles discussed the European idea in 1949. See for 
instance V.K. Sorensen, ‘Europas enhed -  og fremtid’, Fyens Stiftstidende, 1 Sep
tember 1949; Hans Bolling, ‘Drommen om eet Europa’, Nationaltidende, 12 De
cember 1949; Johannes Hohlenberg, ‘Europas forenede Stater’, Nationaltidende, 
29 January 1949; and C. Johansen, ‘Den lange Vej til Europas Samling’, Jyllands- 
Posten, 7 September 1949.
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European Movement is becoming a mass movement, which unfortunately 
cannot be said of Scandinavia.

The third reason is that events are already developing our way. In the eco
nomic sphere we have the Marshall plan -  and let me remind you that the cor
rect term is not the ‘Marshall plan organization’ but the ‘Organization for 
European Economic Cooperation’: the idea is not that we simply sit and 
receive gifts from America, but that the European countries must submit their 
requirements in the form of a joint plan. Politically there is the Brussels pact 
system which began in the spring of 1948, not only for defence but for eco
nomic, social and cultural matters. One may also mention Nato, though it 
includes non-European states, since its primary object is to ensure European 
security. It is fortunate for us that no one is more strongly interested in Euro
pean cooperation than America. In my opinion it is also fortunate that Ameri
ca’s aid to Europe, whether economic or military, takes the form of helping us 
to help ourselves. This enables us to make sure that aid does not mean depend
ence, but that thanks to it Europe may become a third force alongside 
America and Russia.

The movement for a united Europe is under way; it is no longer merely a 
dream. But the proposal before the House today is not one for the establish
ment of a United States of Europe. In the first place it does not concern the 
whole of Europe but a much smaller area, the ten West European countries; 
and secondly it is not a proposal for a union but only for a fragile preliminary 
structure, an advisory Committee of Ministers and a Consultative Assembly. 
As regards the area covered, it is my belief, and I think that of the authors of 
the proposal, that a future more or less united Europe should in principle be 
open for all European states to join. But it is a question of a spirit as well as an 
area. The important Article 3 of the Statute states that a precondition of mem
bership of the Council of Europe is that a state should recognize human rights 
and fundamental freedoms and will cooperate sincerely and effectively with 
others to make them a reality. Thus the door is open, but only for democratic 
nations. Nowadays everybody calls themselves democrats, but we naturally 
mean the word in its Danish or rather its West European sense, including 
freedom of speech and assembly, the right to form political parties and 
criticize governments. (...)

It may sometimes seem as if the West European democracies lack a strong 
idea to rally them against the Communist dictatorship. The United States of 
Europe can provide such an idea, but only if it stands for a clearly democratic 
front.

What we have before us is not the United States of Europe, for it is not 
Europe and the states are not united. The Committee of Ministers is not a fed
eral government for Europe: it can only make recommendations to member 
governments, according to Article 15(b), and the governments remain fully 
sovereign. But it is reasonable to believe that if an overwhelming majority of 
the Committee supported a recommendation, it would be hard for govern
ments to ignore it.

More important perhaps than the Committee of Ministers is the Consultative
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Assembly. Foreign ministers have had meetings and discussions in the past; the 
European Assembly, on the other hand, contains the germ of something new 
and perhaps something great. It too is purely advisory, but here again if an 
overwhelming majority passed a resolution and stood by it, it could not fail 
to be of some significance. (...)

In this European Movement, in which all Danish democratic parties are 
represented, it has been discussed how far it is possible to go towards setting 
up a united Europe. It can be said that two basic concepts have confronted 
each other. One is that cooperation must be between independent states with 
no form of common government; no surrender of sovereignty whatever, no 
true union, but cooperation among states on a treaty basis. This idea of a 
united Europe is the one dominant in Britain. Against it is the idea of a true fed
eration with a federal government taking decisions in certain matters and 
leaving others to the individual countries: this is the view prevalent in France, 
Belgium and Holland.

I believe it can be said that the proposal we are discussing today was formu
lated as a compromise between the two views. The Committee of Ministers 
represents individual countries according to the British view, while the Consul
tative Assembly, in which members are not supposed to vote en bloc as 
national delegations, is a concession to the viewpoint of the Latin countries.

I believe the true Scandinavian line will be a synthesis between the two 
views. We should begin step by step, as the British propose, with cooperation 
among fully sovereign states, not wasting time on theories of a common 
European constitution; but I agree with the French that we should never lose 
sight of the larger aim.

The idea of beginning in the British fashion but, with the French, keeping 
a clear purpose in view is perhaps not exactly the same as the proposal we are 
debating today, but in any case it can very well be combined with it.

In my opinion the proposal before us is a good one. I think it is right to begin 
with a consultative assembly. A long road lies before us, and we must advance 
step by step. The goal may be a federal state, but the way leads through steadily 
increasing cooperation among existing states. We must not go so fast as to get 
out of our depth at any time. I think this is the best way in which we can serve 
the ideal. If we attempt something that proves beyond our powers, if the 
present experiment should prove a failure, the result would be a paralysing 
loss of hope in the whole venture.

184. Thorkil Kristensen: The Council of Europe and Beyond
28 June 1949

Excerpts from speech in the Folketing, Rigsdagstidende: folketinget I I (1948-49), cols. 
5201-6.

Thorkil Kristensen,, on behalf of the Liberal Party, also supported the Council of Europe
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and spoke of further integration including the surrender of some sovereignty to common 
European institutions. He regretted the slowness of Nordic integration.1

We live in an age of supranational institutions. In economic and military 
matters it is becoming more and more clear that it is hard for a single country 
to stand alone. Even the largest state can scarcely be self-sufficient, and for 
smaller states it is naturally harder still. Accordingly since the last war various 
states have had to associate together in both respects. In the economic sphere 
we have had Benelux and now the wider Marshall plan association of several 
European countries. In military matters there is the Brussels pact of five West 
European states and now the wider organization of Nato.

The proposal now being debated by the House is an element in this process 
of forming supranational institutions. It expresses the fact that a number of 
European states are resolved to work together towards a higher degree of 
unity than has hitherto been the case.

No one can doubt that the two so-called World Wars, which despite their 
name were primarily European wars, have greatly weakened Europe’s position 
in the world. That is why, when people now talk of ‘East5 and ‘West’, they gen
erally mean the two political systems situated outside what we nowadays call 
Europe. (...)

There is no need to make a long story here of what is intended, since it is 
first and foremost an experiment. What comes out of it must depend on the 
actual meetings in Strasburg. But it may be useful to ask the question: how 
high should we aim?

Some would like to see the United States of Europe set up before Easter, 
while others think we shall never get nearly so far. I do not believe we should 
try to lay down any hard and fast programme here. We should aim high in the 
long run, but we must proceed carefully and not take steps that are ill-prepared 
and lead to setbacks. It is right therefore to begin with a purely consultative 
assembly. The Europe that it comprises is for the present only part of Europe 
as a whole. We have to confine ourselves to the democratic countries of 
Western Europe, but this must not of course mean that we accept the Iron Cur
tain as a permanent institution. The eventual object must be to bring many 
other European states into the enterprise.

The decisive novelty in this proposal is not the Committee of Ministers. 
There have been many meetings of European ministers, and there is something 
like a permanent council of ministers under the Marshall plan organization. 
What is new is the Consultative Assembly, an advisory parliamentary body 
representing several European countries. I am glad its members are to be 
appointed by the national parliaments and not by governments. This will of

1 S ee  a lso  a r t ic le s  b y  T h o r k i l  K r is te n s e n :  ‘E u r o p a e is k  E n h e d ? ’, Nationaltidende, 
13 J u n e  1 9 4 9 ; ‘E u r o p a r a a d e t ’, Fremtiden, V o l. 4 , N o .  8 (A u g u s t 1 9 4 9 ), p p . 3 - 6 ;  
‘S a m a r b e jd e t  i E u r o p a ’, Fyns Tidende, 1 J a n u a r y  1 9 5 0 ; a n d  ‘A m e r ik a  o g  V e r d e n ’, 
Frit Danmark, V o l. 8, N o .  12 (M a rc h  1 9 5 0 ), p p . 4 -8 .
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course mean that the four representatives who go to Strasburg from Denmark 
will not take instructions from the government as to what they say or how 
they vote there. The fact that representatives to the Assembly are chosen by 
parliaments will ensure that they fulfil their primary purpose of being a mouth
piece of European public opinion.

It may be suggested that it is unwise to make a framework without having 
a better idea of what is to go into it. The only risk I can see in the present 
proposal is that the Assembly may find itself talking in a vacuum because it is 
on too small a scale for what is intended. I think therefore that this assembly 
and the future assembly of European countries should aim at something more 
far-reaching. The aim should be for the European countries gradually to 
transfer part of their sovereignty to the larger unit. That must be the conse
quence. One cannot have a collective body with any strength and authority 
unless the individual countries are willing to surrender part of their 
sovereignty to the community. You cannot retain full sovereignty and yet 
expect a number of countries to form a unit vis-à-vis the rest of the world. But 
this must of course come gradually, and one must identify the areas in which 
sovereignty can be transferred most easily and with least disturbance.

For this reason it is most important, especially in the impending first session, 
for the Council of Europe to discuss some concrete, tangible matter. It is not 
of course for us in Denmark alone to decide what that should be. Two exam
ples occur to me of matters which we might suitably recommend for discus
sion. The first is political, viz. the position of minorities in European coun
tries. If Europe is to form a closer unity, the sources of contention among its 
races must be resolved by degrees. We must find a way for European peoples 
to live together without wondering how best they can harm one another or get 
the better of their neighbours. It is a good thing therefore that we now have 
this larger forum in which matters of dispute can be ventilated. If a minority of 
European race lives within the borders of another European country it must 
be treated in a humane fashion and, if it is not so treated, have the right to 
appeal to the European Assembly, because it is a European interest that such 
disputes should be settled democratically and not by force. Everyone knows 
what particular question a Dane has in mind when he expresses such views as 
these.

The other question which I think the European Assembly should take up this 
very summer is that of freer trade within the European community. It has been 
a great misfortune for the world economy and thus indirectly for international 
political relations that trade is more and more regulated by bilateral agree
ments. It is not only economically harmful, it hampers initiative and produc
tion, and it also means that trade negotiations become a contest as to which 
country can score more points against the other.

Anything like a European currency and customs union lies far ahead, but 
it would not be so difficult to achieve general convertibility among European 
currencies, so that foreign trade can again function normally: i.e. so that a 
country with an excess balance vis-à-vis one trading partner can exchange 
valuta on the free currency market and use it for purchases in a third country
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within the community. If we can achieve this, and it is already being discussed 
by experts, we shall have taken a big step towards closer relations among Euro
pean countries. It may be said: Yes, but this is a matter for the OEEC, the Mar
shall plan organization. True, but the great defect of that organization at 
present is that it is a forum for experts without any popular dimension: so it is 
right that economic questions that come under the OEEC and similar bodies 
should also be examined and debated in the elected Council of Europe. 
Another reason is that these economic questions, even if they are for experts in 
the first instance, are of great importance to the whole standard of living of 
the European peoples, so the latter’s representatives ought to have a hand in 
discussing them. What I mean, and am glad to spell out, is that after 1952, 
when Marshall aid comes to an end, we should aim at having the OEEC subor
dinated to the Council of Europe. The OEEC is not merely an institution for 
the channelling of aid, but should be continued as an instrument of coopera
tion among European countries, and thus it naturally belongs under the 
Council of Europe. It will be an example of one sphere in which a portion of 
sovereignty can be transferred to the European community.

In conclusion I would say this. Glad as we are to have the Nato organization 
and now the Council of Europe, a representative of a small state cannot refrain 
from expressing some concern that, if we are not careful, these are areas in 
which small states may become even more dependent on large ones than they 
are now. I do not think this is the intention in either case, but any relationship 
of dependence between countries -  and cooperation is a form of dependence 
-  tends to become unequal when there are large countries on one side and 
small ones on the other. Hence it is important that the new democratic 
assembly should also provide an education in what I would call democracy 
among nations. In our own country we have universal suffrage, with no dis
tinction between rich and poor. We have tried to bring about what has been 
called the finest fruit of democracy, namely the principle that not only the 
majority but also the minority has rights that must be respected -  otherwise 
what you have is not democracy, but the dictatorship of a majority. In interna
tional society too it should be the case that small nations should be listened to, 
and it is important that they should express their opinions, not least when they 
are inconvenient to large states.

Here I would express my regret that the Scandinavian countries have not 
gone further towards cooperation and unity before the establishment of this 
larger European institution. It is very unfortunate that we have not had the 
Scandinavian defence pact, but we must not cease to work on for Nordic 
cooperation in other fields -  economic, cultural and political. It would have 
been well if we had created Scandinavian institutions before having these 
European ones. But in any case I believe the Nordic countries, in the Council 
of Europe as elsewhere, must stand together and try to form a union so as to 
show by example that if small countries speak with one voice they can com
mand attention in the assemblies of the great.
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185. Ole Bjorn Kraft: The Council of Europe and Beyond
28 June 1949

E x c e rp ts  f ro m  sp e e c h  in  th e  F o lk e t in g , R ig s  1 9 4 8 -4 9 ) ,  co ls . 
5 2 0 6 -1 4 .

Ole Bjorn Kraft (Conservative) regretted the reserve of the Scandinavian governments 
v is -à -v is  the European idea. He characterized the Council of Europe as a modest agreement 
and called for further integration, including limitation of national sovereignty.1

During these days when the parliaments of ten democratic countries are 
debating and ratifying the proposal for the establishment of a Council of 
Europe, a thought should be given to the European statesmen to whose fore
sight and clear judgement it is above all due that we have progressed so far. It 
will be the verdict of history that it was Britain’s leaders in the last great war 
who had the vision to see that Europe must unite if wars were not to recur 
indefinitely. It was Churchill’s speech at Zurich in September 1947 which gave 
voice to ideas that had long been alive in wide European circles, in such a way 
that they were heard and could give rise to a fruitful political initiative. (...)

The Zurich speech led to the Hague Congress -  a spontaneous demonstra
tion of how living these ideas were, how strongly they appealed to the demo
cratic peoples of Europe, and how the moment had come to put them into 
effect. (...)

The resolutions adopted at The Hague were submitted to the different 
governments. Their reception was somewhat varied. Unfortunately the Scan
dinavian governments did not respond in a very lively manner: it was rather as 
if they thought the subject no more, than an interesting topic which could be 
referred to interparliamentary assemblies for debate. If all governments had 
reacted in the same way, our Foreign Minister would not today be inviting us 
to ratify an agreement between the ten democratic states. If all had shown the 
same reserve and reluctance to take any initiative, the same suspicion of 
novelty, matters would not have got off the ground. Luckily other states, 
namely France and Belgium, seized the opportunity and took time by the fore
lock. Thanks to the initiative taken by these governments at the prompting of 
the European Movement, negotiations were started in which our country 
took part and which, as we know, led to the agreement concluded by the ten 
foreign ministers on 5 May. May that date be a fortunate omen for what is 
now under way. For this was what we dreamt of in Denmark after the German 
surrender, after the great war was over, that there would at last be coopera
tion among nations: all our minds were full of the hope that our sorely tried 
Europe might at last enjoy a time of security and peace. But in the years from 
5 May 1945 to 5 May 1949 not many positive steps were taken to bring about

1 S ee  a lso  K ra f t ,  Danmark skifter kursy p p . 6 1 -2 .
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the cooperation and fellowship on which the prosperous development of 
Europe depends, until this agreement was concluded by the ministers of ten 
democratic countries.

It is a cautious agreement that is laid before us, and like other speakers I 
believe it is right and sensible to proceed step by step, to build the house slowly 
but surely. The powers that are being conferred on the Council of Europe are 
not great. The council or committee of ministers has no authority to commit 
member states: it can only make recommendations to governments. Naturally 
such recommendations, if adopted more or less unanimously, will have great 
weight and a good chance of being adopted, as they will be the result of 
through discussion among responsible statesmen. However, restraint has been 
shown here, in the same way as the Assembly is only given advisory powers. 
Care has been taken not to infringe national sovereignty in any way. It is 
understandable that this should be so at first, but on behalf of my party I 
would say that we regard this as only a beginning. The object should be to 
create a cooperative community of democratic Europe which will gradually 
work towards a position where important common matters cannot be held up 
or obstructed by the barrier of sovereignty, but where the community pos
sesses the power and authority to take all necessary decisions. They say it is 
the first step that counts, and if so we may hope that a beginning has been 
made in the right direction. My hope is that it will be followed by a develop
ment that will soon bring some of the results that are needed if the cause of 
unity is to become a reality: for Europe needs a stronger and more living com
munity than has yet existed (...)

To me it appears that the question for Europe is ‘to be or not to be’. If 
Europe continues to be a collection of states at odds with one another, with 
innumerable obstacles to production and trade, with rigid frontiers and high 
tariff barriers, with different currencies and so on, then it will finally lose its 
position in the world and its peoples will be doomed to poverty. We must 
make an end of these hindrances. The object must not be to abolish 
differences or make all nations uniform, but to achieve a broad measure of 
cooperation among them. We must remove from their mutual relations all 
that prevents them from combining their forces to benefit and strengthen the 
European population as a whole. (...)

186. Kirsten Gloerfelt-Tarp: The Council of Europe and Beyond
28 June 1949

Excerpts from speech in the Folketing, Rigsdagstidende: folketinget //(1948-49), cols. 
5214-26.
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The representative of the fourth major political party, Kirsten Gloerfelt-Tarp of the Social 
Liberal Party, also supported increased European cooperationJ

A first step is now being taken towards the realization of an old ideal, which 
has been put forward again and again but has hitherto seemed almost 
impossible to put into practice. What is being done now is very sober, cautious 
and down-to-earth. In itself it does not appear very far-reaching, but in my 
opinion it points a long way into the future. We all agree that we want cooper
ation across frontiers: large nations want this, and small nations certainly no 
less. In many ways Denmark is already cooperating in such matters: in the 
UN, in the OEEC and many other places, and clearly we want to continue 
and extend this work. But is that enough? If we look at conditions today we 
must admit that we have not gone far as yet. While we can and should con
tinue on the existing lines, they can very well be supplemented by others. It is 
natural that countries situated close together, with common cultural features 
and common interests, should enter into closer cooperation so as to break 
down or lower the barriers between them: and it is at this point that we con
front the organization that is now being established, the Council of Europe.

I said that the step now being taken was a cautious and down-to-earth one. 
I am very pleased to note that it seems now that something practical is indeed 
going to come of it. Time will show how much; that will depend on our 
government and parliament, and also on all the individuals who take part in 
the work, support it and build it up.

It has been emphasized that countries forfeit none of their sovereignty by 
joining this organization; this is quite right, and in present circumstances it 
would probably be wrong to go further. But I agree with previous speakers 
who have declared that individual states which join the organization must not 
endeavour to hold on to their sovereignty at all costs and in every respect. 
There must be readiness to conform to community policy in areas where this 
appears desirable and defensible.

The Statute says that the Council shall not concern itself with military mat
ters. I myself believe this to be right. I believe that in this way the Council will 
be better able to work to reduce tension in the world, while doing its best to 
improve conditions and cooperation in the areas of its competence. (...)

As regards the composition of the Committee of Ministers and the Assem
bly, I am very glad that our government has left it to the parties to appoint our 
country’s representatives in the Assembly.

The combination of a committee of ministers and an assembly is an innova
tion and is, I believe, of special importance. There is certainly much danger in

1 So did Evald Christensen of the Single Tax Party (Retsforbundet). Inger Merete 
Nordentoft of the Communist Party opposed the Council of Europe: see 
Rigsdagstidende: folketinget //(1948-49), cols. 5216-22. For the views of Kirsten 
Gloerfelt-Tarp see also her article ‘Dristighed, mere dristighed, fortsat dristighed -  
og Europa er frelst’, Kvinden og Samfundet, Vol. 66 (1950), pp. 20-3.
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having a purely advisory assembly. The risk is that it will spread itself over too 
many subjects. I agree in principle with the speakers who have today 
expressed the view that the Assembly has too little competence because it 
cannot draw up its own agenda. I too feel misgiving at this, and when I express 
the hope that some good will come of this movement I link it with a warm 
desire that the Assembly will not discuss too many things at once and turn into 
a mere debating society. At the same time it is necessary that our representa
tives should not be bound by government views but express their personal con
victions, for only if they have complete freedom of speech can they reflect 
European public opinion.

It is a big decision that lies before us today, and on my party’s behalf I give 
my warm support to the motion before the House.

187. Frode Jakobsen: Between Federalism and Functionalism
early 1950

Excerpts from Europabevaegelse og Europarad' Copenhagen, 1950.

After the first meetings of the Consultative Assembly and Committee of Ministers, Frode 
Jakobsen wrote a brochure for the Danish Council of the European Movement in which he 
discussed the situation as he saw it in the winter of 1949-50. He described the position of 
the Danish members of the Assembly as a ‘synthesis' of continental European federalism and 
British functionalism.1

(...) What happened at Strasbourg? The proceedings began with a general 
debate on the problems of Europe, which, one may say, divided the Assembly 
into three groups, with all possible shades of opinion in between.

On one wing were the federalists, for whom the great question was that of 
the constitution. They wanted states immediately to surrender part of their 
sovereignty to a European federal government and parliament, on the model 
of the USA or Switzerland. Practically all the Italians, Greeks, French and Bel
gians took this line. It can be seen that it is most popular in the countries that

1 The Danish representatives at the Consultative Assembly’s first session were 
Frode Jakobsen (Soc. Dem.), Ole Bjorn Kraft (Con.), Thorkil Kristensen (Lib.), and 
Hermod Lannung (Soc. Lib.). See also Frode Jakobsen, ‘Kan Europa sejre?’, Infor
mation, 24 September 1949; ‘Det svage Europa finder kun sin Styrke igen under 
faelles politisk Magtorgan’, Berlingske Tidende, 17 August 1949; ‘Ökonomien Vejen 
til det europaeiske Samarbejde’, Berlingske Tidende, 25 August 1949; ‘Thorkil Kris
tensen kraever Europas Valutaer tilpasset’, Berlingske Tidende, 3 September 1949; 
and N.J. Haagerup, ‘En vanskelig, men ikke uheldig start for Europaraadet’, Aal
borg Amtstidende, 18 August 1949. See also Kraft, Denmark skifterkurs, pp. 69-73.



618 Documents

are worst off; and it is understandable that the countries in greatest need 
should favour the most urgent solutions.

On the opposite wing were the moderates, especially the majority of the 
British Labour delegates, who aimed at no more than improved cooperation 
among fully sovereign states. They argued that we should not try to set up any 
kind of European organs but rely on a series of agreements among states that 
would remain in principle wholly independent. They pointed out that the 
British Empire is not united by any written constitution and its members are 
not even bound to fight together in time of war, yet it constitutes a single whole 
and a political reality.

These two approaches have been called respectively ‘federalist’ and ‘func
tionalist’, or alternatively ‘contractual’ and ‘evolutionary’.

The federalists’ main point is that economic and social cooperation will 
never become a reality unless a political authority for Europe is first created 
with the power to give effect to its decisions. Hence the first question is that 
of the constitution.

The functionalists hold that it will be impossible to get the nations of Europe 
to give up part of their sovereignty to an authority that cannot be known in 
advance: so that we must begin with practical cooperation in all possible 
spheres -  economic, social and cultural -  and see what comes of this.

It can be said that the Danish representatives, and probably a majority of 
all the others at Strasburg, took a middle view which can be called a synthesis 
of the British and French positions. On this view it would be right to begin 
gradually, as the British propose, with cooperation among sovereign states, 
and not waste time on theories of a European constitution: this in fact is the 
only way in which a beginning can be made. But at the same time, as the French 
argue, we should never lose sight of the greater goal, and this must involve 
nations surrendering part of their sovereignty to a European authority. Only 
when a common political authority has been set up for Europe can coopera
tion in economic, social, cultural and legal matters function rapidly and relia
bly. Until that happens there will always be the danger that nations will come 
together in bad times but drift apart again when the pressure seems to lighten.

The Strasburg assembly soon divided along these lines, according to 
opposing views of the purpose and tempo of work towards European unity: at 
times these corresponded to national divisions and at other times to 
differences of economic outlook, i.e. mainly between socialists and non-social
ists. The way in which the division manifested itself varied from one subject to 
another. (...)

The Assembly’s decisions could for the most part only be recommendations 
to the Committee of Ministers. What became of them after Strasburg? The for
eign ministers met in Paris at the beginning of November to discuss the 
Assembly’s recommendations. There is no reason to conceal that for those 
who were at Strasburg this meeting was something of a disappointment. That 
was made clear at the meeting of the Standing Committee which took place 
immediately afterwards, also in Paris. (...)

The Paris meetings of November 1949 thus brought to light a certain



VL Discussion on European Union in Denmark 619

opposition between the Committee of Ministers and the Consultative Assem
bly. There has been a tendency to dramatize it. People have spoken of a nas
cent constitutional dispute between the two organs of the Council of Europe. 
Firstly, there is no need to fear any such tension if the Assembly remains firm 
and continues to be realistic. Secondly it must be remembered that the Council 
of Europe does not consist of either the Assembly or the Committee of Minis
ters, but of both together. Anyone who wants to strengthen the Council of 
Europe can have no interest in a split between its two parts. (...)

But if the development is really in the direction of a united Europe, what 
then? The German problem exists, and its only solution is a united Europe. 
Germany must not be outside or against the rest of Europe but an integral part 
of it, committed to the same foreign policy and, in due time, the same defence 
policy.

The discussion whether the defence line of the Atlantic union should be on 
the Elbe or the Rhine cannot be indifferent to us in Denmark, since it means 
we shall be either on the right or the wrong side of the line. But this again 
comes back to the question whether Germany is to be a part of united Europe 
or not. In this way the fate of Denmark is interconnected with that of Ger
many.

Is it safe to include Germany? That would solve the German problem, at 
least if Britain is also a member. But it is no use ignoring Britain’s cautious atti
tude, due to concern for the Empire. A Europe which included Germany and 
not Britain would cause much alarm to Germany’s neighbours. It would be a 
Europe with Germany as the strongest single state, with the danger that Ger
many would dominate Europe.

All the British, even the keenest Europeans among them, say: ‘If we have 
to choose between the tried system of the Commonwealth, to which we 
already belong, and the uncertainty of a new European union, we shall opt for 
the Commonwealth.’ But the more constructive ones add that they do not 
think the choice will be necessary.

Without Germany, Europe will not be what we want. But we shall not be 
safe with Germany and without Britain. Therefore we must make every effort 
to carry the British with us. The European cause today is confronted by a 
British problem no less than a German one. (...)

Many great movements have come to Denmark from Europe; we have gen
erally been among the last affected by them. They are so different that it is 
almost blasphemous to mention them in one breath. Christianity and the 
Reformation; the French Revolution with its ideas of freedom; the socialist 
workers’ movement, and now the call to European unity.

The very fact that all these movements have come to us from Europe shows 
how profound our debt to the continent is, and how closely we all belong 
together. Our history and culture cannot be understood without Europe: it is 
that which offers us the hope of a European mentality, not only a Danish one.

The European idea is sweeping victoriously over Europe. It is felt least 
strongly in Scandinavia. The movement is the result of a war, and that war has 
brought us to where we now stand. We may expect that the next war will either
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destroy us or create that union. And perhaps it is only by uniting that we can 
prevent a war. (...)

The object today is to save Europe -  to save a democratic Europe. This is 
a more modest aim for socialists than to create a ‘United Socialist States of 
Europe5 as some have proposed. But a united democratic Europe means a 
Europe in which socialists and non-socialists can both fight for their ideas. 
Hence the question of uniting Europe has nothing to do with that of socialism 
versus non-socialism.
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VII. Great Britain: Political Parties and Pressure
Groups in the

Discussion on European Union

C lemens A. W urm

/

Britain’s policy towards Europe and her attitude towards European union 
after the Second World War were marked by readiness for international 
co-operation, but by a firm refusal to give up sovereign rights. The British 
government worked vigorously for the economic recovery and collective 
defence of Europe within the framework of an Atlantic community and a 
close alliance with the US. Ernest Bevin, the Foreign Secretary, was one of the 
chief initiators of the five-power Brussels pact (Western Union) and the 
North Atlantic treaty organization (NATO), which were designed to ensure 
the security of Western Europe. The British government welcomed the Marsh
all plan and regarded the European Recovery Programme (ERP) as the right 
way to promote political and economic co-operation in Europe. In April 1948 
the Labour Party organized a conference to ensure the support of the West 
European socialist parties for the Marshall plan. However, the Organization 
for European Economic Co-operation (OEEC), set up to give effect to the 
plan, was, owing in large measure to the British attitude, given the character 
of an intergovernmental agency and deprived of political functions that might 
have turned it into an instrument of European federation. Again on British 
insistence, the Council of Europe was set up as a mere forum of discussion and 
has continued to be so. When the French foreign minister, Robert Schuman, 
proposed the creation of a supranational High Authority for the coal and steel 
industry, the British were unable, thanks to French determination, to prevent 
the project going forward, but they refused to take part in the negotiations or 
to join the resulting European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC).1

1 Cf. A. Bullock, The Life and Times of Ernest Bevin, vol. Ill: Foreign Secretary 
1945-1951; London, 1983; John W. Young, Britain, France and the Unity of Europe 
1945-1951, Leicester, 1984; A.S. Milward, The Reconstruction of Western Europe 
1945-51, London, 1984; G. Warner, T he Labour Governments and the Unity of 
Western Europe, 1945-1951’, in R. Ovendale (ed.), The Foreign Policy of the British 
Labour Governments, 1945-1951, Leicester, 1984, pp. 61-82.
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Thus the British attitude towards European union, compared with that of 
other West European nations, was marked during this period by a curious 
‘ambivalence5 or ‘half-heartedness5.2 The roots of this attitude go back a long 
way into the past. They are related to the geographical separation of the 
British Isles, the peculiarities of the country’s political system, its parliamen
tary tradition and political culture, its unique position in relation to the world 
economy and world politics, and mental habits that are slow to change, being 
the effect of history and formative national experience. In the past, and in the 
tradition of maintaining the ‘balance of power5, Britain had rather aimed at 
disuniting than at uniting Europe. She had repeatedly organized coalitions 
against whichever Continental state appeared most dangerous for the time 
being, since a united Europe was seen as a threat to the security and independ
ence of the British Isles. This attitude changed after the Second World War: 
the British government devoted itself thereafter to strengthening Europe po
litically, although the Continent enjoyed a lower priority in British eyes than 
the Empire and Commonwealth or the ‘special relationship5 with the US. Brit
ain worked consistently for ‘co-operation with Western Europe in particular, 
closely defined and specific matters53 such as defence, currency and customs 
tariffs, but held out firmly for the maintenance of national sovereignty. To the 
Continentals5 ‘federal approach5 towards European union, the British govern
ment opposed the ‘functional5 method. In accordance with British political 
ideas, and in contrast to the West Europeans5 supranational proposals or 
advocacy of a written European constitution, the British preferred a 
pragmatic policy of developing intergovernmental co-operatin in the solution 
of practical problems, which they believed would gradually lead to a closer 
knitting together of the European nations.

II

The general election of 5 July 1945 resulted unexpectedly in a Labour 
landslide. From then until 1951 the nation’s fortunes were controlled by the 
Labour government headed by Clement R. Attlee, which played a key part in 
defining the British attitude towards European union. Committed to an ambi
tious programme of domestic reform -  the welfare state, nationalization, full 
employment -  the Attlee government has been described as a ‘landmark in the 
history of modern Britain5 and ‘perhaps amongst the most effective of any 
British governments since the passage of the 1832 Reform Act5.4 This com-

2 F.S. Northedge, ‘Britain and the EEC: Past and Present’, in R. Jenkins (ed.), 
Britain and the EEC, London, 1983, pp. 19 ff. (quotation, p. 19); also relevant to fol
lowing Note.

3 A. Bullock, ‘Föderation oder Kooperation. Die Zukunft der nationalen Eigen
staatlichkeit’, in Europa-Archiv 4 (5 Feb. 1949), p. 1849.

4 K.O. Morgan, Labour in Power 1945-1951, Oxford, 1984, pp. 500, 503; cf. also 
H. Pelling, The Labour Governments, 1945-51, London, 1984. A generally favoura
ble, though much more restrained appraisal in A. Cairncross, Years of Recovery. 
British Economic Policy 1945-51, London, 1985.
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ment relates primarily to home affairs, but many British authors take the view 
that the foreign policy of the two Attlee governments (1945-50 and 1950-1), 
including their European policy, was also ‘a considerable achievement’.5

The Labour government’s attitude towards Europe went through several 
phases:6 it was to a great extent a reflection of Anglo-Soviet and Anglo-US 
relations, the state of the cold war,7 and internal factors. In 1945-6 the main 
objective was ‘Big Three’ co-operation. With the signature of the Anglo- 
French treaty of Dunkirk (4 March 1947) and, as the East-West conflict 
intensified, the Marshall offer of 5 June 1947, the idea of a ‘Western Union’ 
gained ground -  a broadly conceived, loosely defined association within the 
framework of an Atlantic community. This aim was set forth in Bevin’s speech 
in the House of Commons on 22 January 1948.8 The signature of the Brussels 
pact on 17 March 1948 and the creation of the OEEC (16 April 1948) were 
important further stages. Only for a short time, until March or April 1948, 
was the possibility considered in Britain of creating a common market of all 
West European countries, including their overseas possessions, so as to 
increase Britain’s political independence of the US.9 From about mid-1948 
onwards the European policies of Britain and the Continental states clearly 
diverged from each other. The British government held fast to its conception 
of loose inter-state co-operation and remained aloof from, or even hostile to, 
the European movement and the creation of supranational institutions, as 
shown by its attitude towards the Council of Europe or the Schuman plan.

The bulk of the Labour Party, with few exceptions, firmly supported the 
government’s line. Compared to earlier and later periods, the party was unusu-

5 Thus Ovendale in the Introduction to Foreign Policy (op. cit., n. 1), p. 18. During 
the negotiations for British entry into the EEC in the 1960s and 70s it was widely 
thought in Britain and elsewhere that British policy towards Europe had consisted 
of a succession of missed opportunities, and that a historic chance had been missed 
over the Schuman plan in 1950. Recent British research has largely discarded this 
view, which is either mentioned with reserve or completely rejected. Cf. Bullock, 
Bevin, op. cit., pp. 783-90; Young, Britain, op. cit., passim; Milward, Reconstruction, 
op. cit., pp. 406 f.; G. Warner, ‘Die britische Labour-Regierung und die Einheit 
Westeuropas 1949-1951’, in VfZG 28 (1980), pp. 310-30; id., ‘Labour Govern
ments’, in Ovendale (ed.), Foreign Policy, op. cit., pp. 61-82; Morgan, Labour in 
Power, op. cit., pp. 387 f. Not all authors, however, share this optimistic or revisionist 
view: e.g. criticism of the Labour leadership in M. Newman, Socialism and European 
Unity. The Dilemmas of the Left in Britain and France, London, 1983.

6 Cf. Young, Britain, op. cit.; Warner, ‘Labour Governments’, in Ovendale (ed.), 
Foreign Policy, op. cit.

7 On British policy in the East-West conflict see V. Rothwell, Britain and the Cold 
War 1941-1947, London, 1982; E. Barker, The British between the Superpowers, 
1945-1950, London, 1983.

8 Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 446, 22 Jan. 1948, cols. 
383-409.

9 Milward, Reconstruction, op. cit., ch. VII; id., ‘Entscheidungsphasen der Westinte- 
gration’, in L. Herbst (ed.), Westdeutschland 1945-1955. Unterwerfung, Kontrolle, 
Integration, Munich, 1986, p. 238.
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ally dominated by the Cabinet between 1945 and 1951 ;10 the government 
enjoyed close co-operation from the trade unions, which were its solidest sup
porters. This was true of affairs in general, including foreign affairs.11 The 
National Executive Committee (NEC) and the leaders of the Parliamentary 
Labour Party (PLP) saw it as their main task to support the government and 
defend it against criticism. Those who opposed or criticized the European 
policy of the government and party leaders consisted of a ‘small band of feder
alists’ led by R.W.G. Mackay;12 the present and past members of the 
Independent Labour Party (ILP) who advocated a ‘United Socialist States of 
Europe’; and, for a time, leading members of the ‘Keep Left’ group. All these 
together constituted a marginal element in the Party, whether in or outside 
Parliament; they were divided among themselves and commanded little politi
cal influence.13

The party line and that of its leaders with regard to European union was 
formed to some extent by Morgan Phillips, the party’s energetic and sometimes 
autocratic secretary. Those mainly responsible, however, were Hugh Dalton, 
who for most of the period was chairman of the International Sub-Committee 
of the NEC,14 and Denis Healey, the gifted and ambitious secretary of the 
International Department of the Labour Party from February 1946 onwards. 
Healey soon developed into the chief foreign policy expert at Transport 
House; he stoutly defended Bevin’s line against left-wing critics,15 and had 
important influence on European policy also. In close agreement with Dalton 
and the NEC, he produced drafts of the party’s two important statements con
cerning Europe, Feet on the Ground. A Study of Western Union (September 
1948) and European Unity (May-June 1950).16 Like Dalton’s own statements17 
and the party’s comments on the ERP,18 these two pamphlets were in close 
agreement with the government’s policy. While there might be differences of 
emphasis between Transport House and Whitehall as regards the motives 
behind their attitude to Europe,19 there was essentially complete agreement 
between the NEC and the government on basic European questions. Both 
were convinced that British interests and those of the British labour movement

10 Morgan, Labour in Power, op. cit., ch. 2.
11 Bullock, Bevin, op. cit., passim, esp. pp. 58 f., 499, 550 f., 556. Bevin was no 

doubt the chief connecting link between the cabinet and the trade union movement.
12 Newman, Socialism|  op. cit., p. 140.
13 Similarly J.T. Grantham, The Labour Party and European Unity 1939-1951, 

Ph.D. thesis, University of Cambridge, 1977, passim, esp. pp. 158-60, 178.
14 B. Pimlott in Hugh Dalton, London, 1985, regards him as a Very sober Euro

pean’, while Morgan (Labour in Power; op. cit., p. 395) describes him as ‘notoriously 
amongst the most prejudiced and anti-European of all the Labour ministers’. New
man’s view is similar to Morgan’s: Socialism, op. cit., pp. 121 ff.

15 See e.g. Bullock, Bevin, op. cit., pp. 396-9.
16 Cf. docs. 212 and 227.
17 Cf. docs. 208 and 223.
18 Doc. 203.
19 References in Bullock, Bevin, op. cit., pp. 782, 786.
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would be best served if the government kept control over vital policy decisions 
and refused to let them be taken over by supranational institutions. The NEC, 
like the government, favoured a practical course of gradual, ‘functional’ 
co-operation and decisively rejected the idea of creating a strong independent 
political structure of Europe, let alone a European federation -  on this point 
the NEC was even more uncompromising in its statements than the govern
ment.

The Labour Party’s attitude towards European matters may be ascribed to 
four main reasons:

( 1) When the theme of ‘Europe’ became a political issue in 1946-7 as a result 
of the breakdown of Big Three co-operation, it was in a sense taken over by 
Winston Churchill, leader of the Conservative opposition. It was in fact mainly 
Churchill’s doing that Europe became an issue of British policy at all, either 
in domestic or foreign affairs. Churchill’s pro-European campaign from May 
1946 onwards20 seemed to the Labour Party to be clearly directed towards the 
creation of an anti-Soviet Western bloc, at a time when Labour was still en
deavouring to co-operate closely with the USSR. In addition Churchill, with 
his high prestige on the Continent, was suspected, not altogether unjustly, of 
trying to use the European movement and the theme of European unity for 
domestic political ends, as a weapon against the Labour Party.21 Another 
reason for suspecting his motives was that Churchill seemed no more pre
pared than the Labour Party and government to surrender British sovereign 
rights to a federal authority, as was proposed e.g. at the Congress of Europe at 
The Hague in May 1948.22

(2) The Labour leaders were no less conscious of Britain’s role as a world 
power than were leading Conservatives and other persons of influence in for
eign affairs; they too considered it self-evident that the UK should sit at the 
table of the ‘Big Three’. If Britain were to join in the process of European inte
gration it would reduce her to the status of a regional power of the second 
rank. Labour indeed shared the view that without vital US aid it would be 
impossible to defend Europe militarily, set it on its feet economically or 
stabilize it politically; but the government none the less resisted US pressure 
towards greater European integration and the eventual pooling of 
sovereignty. What it aimed at was a privileged partnership with the US, out
side the ‘European queue’,23 within the framework of the ‘special relationship’

20 R.V. Harrison, Winston Churchill and European Integration, Ph.D. thesis, Univ. 
of Aberdeen, 1985, ch. III.

21 However, N. Ashford (The Conservative Party and European Integration 
1945-1975, Ph.D. thesis, Univ. of Warwick, 1983, p. 46) considers that it was 
Churchill’s ‘intense desire to make the issue a national and all-party one, and not 
a partisan issue’.

22 On this account Warner (‘Labour Governments’, in Ovendale (ed.), Foreign 
Policy, op. cit., p. 37) describes the Conservative attitude as ‘not only irresponsible 
but also hypocritical’.

23 Sir O. Franks, ambassador in Washington, to E. Bevin, 19 Sept. 1949, apropos 
of the Washington talks during that month on devaluation of the pound and the ster-
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-  a policy which, though this was not intended, made the government increas
ingly subject to US hegemony.

(3) Like the other political parties, Labour attached decidedly higher 
importance to Commonwealth ties than to membership of a united Europe. 
This attitude was dictated by historical, cultural and sentimental links -  blood, 
language, and so forth -  and by consideration of power politics (the Common
wealth as the foundation of Britain’s world role). The Labour Party had little 
tradition of contact with the socialist parties of the Continent. The Common
wealth was regarded as the potential nucleus or cornerstone of a new, progres
sive world order. Moreover -  and this aspect, unlike that of worldwide politi
cal influence, has hitherto been to a large extent overlooked -  the Common
wealth played a key part in the government’s home policy; for the latter’s 
ambitious programme of reform postulated a massive increase of exports,24 
such as was facilitated by preferential tariffs in Commonwealth countries. Still 
more important, the sterling area was to protect the UK against fluctuations 
in the world economy and relieve the deflationary pressure due to the dollar 
gap, with its adverse effects on employment in Great Britain. Only thus could 
the government achieve its cardinal aim of maintaining full employment in the 
UK. The Economic’ ministries (Treasury and Board of Trade) believed that 
membership of a closely knit European community or a European customs 
union would endanger the sterling area and imperial preferences.25 Contrary 
to the opinion of Labour Party federalists like Mackay, and to the arguments 
urged by Conservatives and Liberals, Dalton believed that privileged relations 
with the Commonwealth were incompatible with participation in the Euro
pean integration process,26 and that a clear-cut choice was necessary between 
two mutually exclusive policies.

(4) Finally, faith in the British state, and conviction as to the superiority of 
its political system, were obstacles to any supranational merger. This state of 
mind was confirmed not only by the victorious outcome of the war -  as is often 
and no doubt rightly pointed out -  but also by the undeniable achievements 
of the Attlee government in the way of social reform. The abdication of sover
eign rights would have deprived the British labour movement of control over 
part of the state apparatus which had been used to bring about social progress 
since 1945. In an essay of 1951 Healey wrote that ‘the nation state is by far the

ling-dollar accommodation; quoted from S. Newton, ‘The 1949 sterling crisis and 
British policy towards European integration’, in Review of International Studies 11 
(1985), p. 177.

24 Also emphasized indirectly by Milward, Reconstruction, op. cit., p. 403.
25 S. Newton, ‘The sterling crisis of 1947 and the British response to the Marshall 

plan’, in Economic History Review 37 (1984), pp. 391-408; id., ‘The 1949 sterling 
crisis’, op. cit.; id., ‘Britain, the sterling area and European integration, 1945-1950’, 
in Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History 13 (1985), pp. 163-82.

26 H. Dalton to R.W.G. Mackay, 7 Nov. 1949 (Mackay papers, 8/1) and Mackay 
to Dalton, 9 Nov. 1949 (Mackay papers, 13/7b). Mackay asked if it might not be 
possible ‘to bring Strasburg Europe into the sterling area’. Cf. also doc. 204.
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most important political entity in world affairs’. With pointed reference to the 
labour movement, he added: T o  the extent that the internal structure of a 
given state satisfies the need of the workers within it, to that extent its socialist 
party will tend to put the national interest before international solidarity. It is 
no accident that in their approach to European unity since 1945 the socialist 
parties of Britain and Scandinavia have been most conservative -  for they have 
most to conserve.’27 In its arguments with the Continental socialist parties the 
Labour Party had stressed this point aggressively, to the detriment of ‘interna
tionalism’ -  a principle which it also defended in theory, but to which it was 
harder to give practical shape. It is not clear whether these socialist arguments 
were in fact a rationalization of strategies defended by pro-capitalist interests. 
At all events the Labour leaders, Dalton and Healey above all, were firmly con
vinced that they must defend British democratic socialism against Continental 
‘reactionaries’, including those of the European Movement.28

While for these various reasons the Labour Party gained the reputation of 
being ‘anti-European’, the Conservatives succeeded in presenting themselves 
as the ‘European party’.29 They placed the idea of European unity in a fa
vourable light, and encouraged their supporters to take a more positive view 
of European integration. From 1945 to 1950 the Conservatives advocated 
European union, first and foremost as a bulwark against the Soviet Union, but 
also as a means of reviving the European economy and eliminating Franco- 
German enmity. Despite differences as to the form of European union or the 
part Britain should play in it -  such differences always arose when specific 
questions such as the Schuman plan or the European Defence Community 
(EDC) were under discussion -  there was a broad consensus among party 
leaders as to the general objective and the desirability of union. Admittedly the 
commitment was closely circumscribed: European union and co-operation 
with Europe must not jeopardize Britain’s ties with the Commonwealth or the 
US.30 Nor did the Conservatives believe in supranationalism or federalism: 
co-operation with Western Europe should be on intergovernmental level. 
Many Conservatives, especially the ‘Europeans’ among them, were convinced 
that a united Europe was only possible if Britain were part of it, that the UK 
would play a leading part in bringing it about and would be able to determine 
the nature of its institutions. British influence in the world, they argued, 
would be increased by European union; sceptics in the party, on the other 
hand, feared that Britain’s power would be diminished and that she would be 
reduced to only one of the ‘three circles’ of her worldwide interests.31

27 D. Healey, ‘Power Politics and the Labour Party’, in R.H. Crossman (ed.), New 
Fabian Essays (London, 1952), pp. 168 and 167-8. Cf. also docs. 212 and 227.

28 Cf. also Newman, Socialism, op. cit., p. 149.
29 On the Conservative attitude cf. J. Jansen, Britische Konservative und Europa. 

Debattenaussagen im Unterhaus zur westeuropäischen Integration 1945-1972, 
Baden-Baden, 1978; Ashford, Conservative Party, op. cit.

30 Cf. does. 218 and 222.
31 On Churchill’s concept of the ‘three circles’ and its significance for British policy 

cf. doc. 214 and the introduction to it.



V I I .  G r e a t  B r i ta in :  P o li t ic a l  P a r t ie s  a n d  P re s s u re  G ro u p s 635

The principal formulators of the Conservatives5 European policy were 
Winston S. Churchill, his son-in-law Duncan Sandys (whose influence on the 
various pro-European organizations and pressure groups has been somewhat 
underrated), members of the shadow cabinet such as David P. Maxwell Fyfe, 
Harold Macmillan, Oliver Stanley and Leopold S. Amery, and MPs such as 
Robert J.G. Boothby, David Eccles and Sir Peter MacDonald. On the other 
hand Sir R. Anthony Eden, the shadow foreign secretary, was inclined to be 
a ‘sceptic5, with little enthusiasm for European union.32

The dominant figure among the Conservatives was Winston Churchill,33 
who largely exercised a free hand in foreign affairs and whose pro-European 
ideas had been fairly consistent since the inter-war period.34 Despite his ad
vocacy of union and his frequent, spectacular pro-European speeches, his 
main concern continued to be the maintenance and strengthening of Britain's 
position as one of the ‘Big Three5 and the leading power of the Common
wealth. He saw Britain not as a member of a future united Europe, but as its 
sponsor.35 He did not wish to compromise the independence of his own 
country and, while broadly committed to the European idea of European 
union, avoided putting forward concrete proposals as to its political structure. 
The formulation of broad aims was congenial to his political style and also tac
tically convenient: only thus could he appeal to the most diverse forces and 
groups (Continental pro-Europeans, back-benchers and sceptics in his own 
party) and avoid controversy among his followers as to the British role in a 
future Europe.36

Among Conservatives particular mention should be made of Robert W.G. 
Boothby, one of the first and most fervent advocates of union in or outside 
parliament, who actually spoke of the ‘political, cultural and economic inte-

32 Ashworth, Conservative Party; op. cit., pp. 54-7.
33 Docs. 193, 198, 214, 224.
34 Emphasized by Harrison in Churchill\ op. cit. On the views of Churchill, Sandys 

and Macmillan see also R. Morgan, ‘Weltreich und Europa: Winston Churchill, 
Duncan Sandys, Harold Macmillan’, in J. Jansen and D. Mahncke (eds.), Persönlich
keiten der europäischen Integration. Vierzehn biographische Essays, Bonn, 1981, 
pp. 125-46.

35 Cf. doc. 193, also his speech in the House of Commons, 27 June 1950: ‘. .. we 
should help, sponsor and aid in every possible way the movement towards European 
unity’: Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 476, 27 June 1950, col. 2159.

36 There have always been wide differences of opinion as to Churchill’s real atti
tude, and these persist in the most recent literature. According to Ashford, Conserva
tive Party, op. cit., pp. 43-5, Churchill had no idea of confining Britain’s role to that 
of a mere ‘supporter’ of united Europe, but saw Britain as a member of it in the 
middle or long term at least. Harrison, on the other hand, in Churchill, op. cit., main
tains that Churchill, as an advocate of ‘incremental federalism’ (Harrison’s term), 
was in favour of ‘the progressive transfer of the national sovereignty of Continental 
[present author’s emphasis] states to an ultimately fully federal United States of 
Europe’ (p. 1), but never envisaged British membership of a federal European struc
ture.



636 Clemens A. Wurm

gration of Western Europe’.37 He was also one of the few Conservative MPs 
to have made a theoretical study of the problems of integration. He sought to 
discover a middle way between laissez-faire capitalism and central planning 
or Communism, and believed that the era of the nation state was past. Origi
nally his ideas included the notion of Europe as a third force between the US 
and the Soviet Union, but as the cold war grew in intensity this was overshad
owed by anti-Communist and anti-Soviet objectives.38

According to Andrew and Frances Boyd, writing in 1948, of all the three 
main parties the Liberal party had moved farthest in the direction of West 
European unity.39 The Liberals had cautiously advocated regional unions in 
1945, and at their Assembly in Bournemouth in 1947 they called for concrete 
measures to bring about the unity of Europe ‘by the method of functional 
approach’, in the expectation that European institutions and co-operation in 
selected areas ‘may ultimately lead to a confederation of all European states 
within the framework of the UN’.40 In general the compatibility of the UN 
and European union was a major concern of the party’s. At its 1948 assembly 
the delegates spoke in closely similar terms to the motion of the All-Party 
Group in the House of Commons for the creation of a West European politi
cal union and democratic federation of Western Europe.41 Liberal politicians 
played an important part in Federal Union (FU) and the British Section of the 
European League for Economic Co-operation (ELEC), which drafted 
practical proposals for joint economic measures.

The Liberal party in the Commons did not put forward any major or 
original proposals for European union. In any case its political weight was 
slight: although it gained 9% of votes in the 1945 election, it secured only 12 
parliamentary seats. As with the other parties, Europe came rather low on its 
list of priorities. Liberal spokesmen conformed more and more to the line of 
pro-European Conservatives, marked by relative detachment and satisfaction 
with the status quo, especially after the creation of the Council of Europe in 
1949. The Liberals’ election manifesto in 1950 indeed called for ‘quicker 
action in developing the Council of Europe’, the early convertibility of curren
cies, free intra-European trade and more commercial exchanges with the 
Communist countries, and deprecated the idea of Western Union as ‘an exclu
sive anti-Communist alliance’, while at the same time assigning to Britain a 
special role in the European integration process. The Liberal party, like the 
Conservatives and Labour, saw Britain in a ‘unique’ position separate from 
and superior to that of the Continental countries, in view of its close relations 
with the US and the Commonwealth as well as Western Europe. It too

37 Cf. doc. 192, n. 4.
38 Cf. doc. 204 and n. 4 thereto. On Boothby’s views see also Ashford, Conserva

tive Party; op. cit., pp. 62-4.
39 A. and F. Boyd, Western Union (London, 1948, and Washington, 1949), p. 87.
40 Resolution of 24 Apr. 1947; quoted from Britain and Europe since 1945, 

Brighton, 1973 (Harvester Microfiches collection).
41 Cf. docs. 206 and 207.
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avoided the question of key importance to the Continent and to European 
unity by stating in its manifesto that Britain should develop its association 
‘with all of them [sc. the US, the Commonwealth and Europe]. There need be 
no choice for Britain between Europe and the Commonwealth. (...) Europe 
does not want partnership with a Britain which has weakened the links with its 
own family-nations.’42

I l l

Besides the political parties, whose attitude to European union was part of 
their general programme, there were various pressure groups -  associations, 
British sections of transnational groups, parliamentarians -  who placed Euro
pean union in the forefront of their activity. Their ideas of union ranged in a 
broad spectrum from federalism to pragmatic co-operation.

1(A) A group dating from before the outbreak of World War II was that 
known as Federal Union (FU),43 which reached the peak of its activity in 
1940-1 under such eminent personalities as Lionel Curtis, Lord Lothian, 
Wickham Steed, Barbara Wootton, Sir William Beveridge, C.E.M. Joad and 
Arnold Toynbee. It had expanded rapidly (225 local associations with 12,000 
members by June 1940) and published a number of careful studies on 
federalism and problems of war and peace. Its basic principle was that peace 
and welfare could only be ensured if nations would consent to a far-reaching 
limitation of their sovereignty and to a federation of peoples. Inter-state 
co-operation was not enough, as the failure of the League of Nations had 
shown. Federal Union aimed at the creation of a supreme authority 
comprising an upper house representing states, a directly elected legislature 
with power to elect and dismiss a federal executive, and a court of justice.

Federal Union was non-party and aimed to be a mass movement, 
propagating its ideas by means of mass meetings, publicity, pamphlets, resolu
tions, educative work and propaganda at election time,44 and co-operating 
with other like-minded movements at home and abroad. It published a 
monthly Federal News edited by Miss F.L. Josephy, who from August 1941 
onwards was also chairman of the Federal Union executive; this carried 
regular reports of the activity of Federal Union and federalist movements in 
other countries.

42 Quoted from F.W.S. Craig (ed.), British General Election Manifestos 1900-1974\ 
2nd edn, London, 1975, pp. 166 f. For Lord Layton’s view cf. his United Europe. The 
way to its achievement, London, 1948, and Western Union. The Ramsay Muir Me
morial Lecture, London, 1948.

43 The following is based on the fundamental research into Federal Union by W. 
Lipgens in A History of European Integration, vol. 1 , 1945-1947\ Oxford, 1982, 
pp. 142 ff.; for Federal Union’s ideas cf. docs. 188, 200, 217, 228.

44 According to Miss Josephy, chairman of the FU executive, ten ‘federalist’ MPs 
were returned in the election of 5 July 1945: Josephy Report, p. 51 (=  History of Fed
eral Union, 1938-1948); Josephy archives.
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Federal Union took part in the numerous international federalist 
conferences from 1946 onwards and was a member of the Union Européenne 
des Fédéralistes (UEF), founded on 15 December 1946. Through that mem
bership it was affiliated to the umbrella organization, the Joint International 
Committee of the Movements for European Unity, and later to its successor 
organization, the European Movement (EM).

Federal Union also sought contact with the British pro-European groups 
founded from 1947 onwards, such as the British Section of the European 
League for Economic Co-operation (ELEC) and the Europe Group of the 
Parliamentary Labour Party, founded by R.W.G. Mackay, who in 1940-1 had 
been chairman of the Executive Committee of Federal Union. Relations with 
the United Europe Movement (UEM) were more difficult to establish, de
spite various personal links,45 chiefly because the two associations differed 
considerably in their notions of Europe, its political structure and the part it 
should play in the world. Federal Union was a founder member of the UK 
Council of the European Movement,46 formally set up on 16 February 1949 
as the coordinating body for pro-European movements in Britain.

Like the international federalist movement as a whole, Federal Union was 
divided into world federalists and European federalists; among the keenest 
champions of world government at an early stage were members of Federal 
Union such as the Labour MP H. Usborne. The conflict between the two 
schools of thought pervaded the whole of Federal Union’s activity and 
weakened its influence. Its scope and opportunities were further reduced by 
declining membership (‘under 2,000’ paid-up members in June 1950),47 finan
cial difficulties and a lack of response from the public and government circles.

(B) The United Europe Movement (UEM) founded at the beginning of 1947 
and closely associated with the name of Winston Churchill48 had three main 
objectives. In Britain it distributed information about European matters and 
preached the gospel of European unity. On the Continent it sought to co-op
erate with like-minded associations and enlist the aid of prominent figures in 
political, economic, cultural and intellectual life. Thirdly, pressure was to be 
exerted on the British government to bestir itself in European matters.49 The 
way having been prepared by Churchill’s Zurich speech of 19 September 
194650 and the foundation of all-party Provisional British United Europe 
Committee, the UEM was formally established under Churchill’s presidency

45 Thus Miss F.L. Josephy, the Rev. Gordon Lang, Evelyn King and Stephen 
King-Hall, all of Federal Union, were also members of the UEM executive.

46 Cf. doc. 216.
47 Minutes of meeting of the National Council of Federal Union, June 24th-25th, 

1950: Federal Union Archives.
48 On the UEM see N. Forman. The European Movement in Great Britain 

1945-1954, Ph.D. thesis, Univ. of Sussex, 1973; Harrison, Churchill' op. cit., 
pp. 207-10; Lipgens, History, op. cit., pp. 323-34.

49 United European Movement, Speakers' Notes, no. 3, 6th Oct. 1948.
50 Doc. 193.
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on 14 May 1947.51 The inaugural meeting in the Albert Hall itself constituted 
a peak in the history of the UEM, which provided a home for all those who did 
not share the desire of Federal Union for a federation but preferred a looser 
union of alliance of states.

Unlike Federal Union, the UEM was not a membership organization; it did 
not carry on a recruiting policy, but regarded itself as an association of 
selected influential figures in public life. Also unlike Federal Union, it was 
comparatively well off financially, thanks largely to Lord McGowan, the 
chairman of the giant concern Imperial Chemical Industries, who was a 
member of its Council.52 Although the UEM, like Federal Union, emphasized 
its own all-party character, it was in practice predominantly Conservative, not 
least because the Labour Party enjoined its own members to keep clear of it.

The UEM aimed to recruit support by meetings, resolutions, conferences 
and the distribution of pamphlets. In March 1948 it launched United Europe: 
News-Letter of the United Europe Movement with an initial circulation of 
2,000; it also published Speakers’ Notes containing propaganda and news of 
important events in the movement. Though regarded abroad as one of the 
most prominent European groups, it had little influence on the British 
government.

The UEM was in favour of inter-state co-operation and is to be described 
as a ‘unionist’ movement. It advocated union on economic and security 
grounds, but was vague as to the form it should take. Expressions like ‘Con
federation’ or ‘European Commonwealth’ were used alongside each other 
without closer definition, and in particular it was not clear what part Britain 
was to play in the unifying process.53

2(A) the European League for Economic Co-operation (ELEC) was 
founded at about the same time as the UEM.54 Like the UEM, it did not aim 
to be a mass organization, but was a study group and association of experts 
formulating plans for European co-operation in various fields. It produced 
excellent reports and analyses of specific subjects such as the Marshall plan or 
the dollar gap. It advocated liberal measures in the economic sphere sucq as

51 Docs. 195 and 198. The Provisional Committee consisted of W.S. Churchill, L.S. 
Amery, S. Berry, R.J.G. Boothby, E. Brown, Lionel Curtis, George Gibson, Victor 
Gollancz, Miss F.L. Josephy, Evelyn King, Stephen King-Hall, Gordon Lang, Sir 
Walter Layton, Lord Lindsay of Birker, J.J. Mallon, David Maxwell Fyfe, Prof. Gil
bert Murray, Lady Rhys-Williams, Earl Russell, Duncan Sandys, Oliver Stanley: list 
from Federal News, no. 143 (Feb. 1947), p. 1.

52 Cf. the vivid account by E. Beddington-Behrens, member of ELEC and 
promotor of the UEM: Look Back - Look Forward\ London, 1963, pp. 179 f.: when 
either body came to be short of money, ‘Lord McGowan . ..  would gather together 
leaders of British industry at a luncheon in Sir Winston’s honour, and would then 
ask for generous donations for the European cause. This was readily given in 
homage to the greatest Englishman of our time.’

53 Harrison, Churchill\ op. cit., p. 208.
54 On the origins and first phase of ELEC see Lipgens, History, op. cit., pp. 334- 

41.
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the reduction of tariffs and the convertibility of currencies; it also drafted the 
economic resolution adopted by the Hague Congress in May 1948, and pro
vided material for the economic conference of the European Movement held 
at Westminster in April 1949.55

ELEC was a transnational association founded on national committees. The 
British section was one of the liveliest, and in the first years largely gave its 
character to the work of ELEC as a whole. It comprised about 30 members 
including Sir Harold Butler, former director of the International Labour 
Office, Edward Beddington-Behrens, Lord Layton and Sir J. Arthur Salter, 
with Lady Rhys-Williams as secretary. As it confined its attention to concrete 
problems of economic co-operation among West European states -  including 
Britain, but expressly leaving aside the question of the political structure of 
Europe -  its activities fitted in well with the UEM. While Churchill was unable 
in 1947 to bring about a fusion between the economic sub-committee of the 
UEM and the British section of ELEC,56 the two organizations maintained 
close connections which were strengthened by personal links (a frequent phe
nomenon among the pro-European movements): leading members of the 
British section of ELEC, such as Sir H. Butler, Harold Macmillan, Lord 
Layton and Sir A. Salter, were also on the Council of the UEM.

(B) The International Committee of the United Socialist States of Europe 
-  renamed in November 1948 the Socialist Movement for the United States 
of Europe -  was founded in February 1947 on the initiative of members of the 
Independent Labour Party (ILP), including some who had left it for the 
Labour Party. Unlike France, where the emphasis was on security considera
tions, left-wing socialists in Britain saw European union primarily as a means 
towards the socialist transformation of society.57

The British section of USSE/SMUSE (in French MSEUE), like the associa
tion as a whole, held to the ‘Third Force5 concept of Europe. They saw a 
united socialist Europe as a synthesis combining the political freedoms of 
liberal democracy with the Soviet principle of economic equality and organiza
tion, and as a political factor which, they hoped, would ensure peace between 
the Soviet Union and the US.58 The section was headed by Robert (‘Bob5) 
Edwards, chairman of the ILP and secretary-general of the Chemical 
Workers5 Union. Its representatives took part in the Hague Congress, where 
Edwards, who was also a member of ELEC, unsuccessfully advocated the par
ticipation of workers and their organizations in the European bodies to be set 
up. The British members of USSE wished to see Britain as part of a socialist

55 On this conference see Forman, European Movement, op. cit., pp. 239-46.
56 Harrison is thus incorrect in Churchill, op. cit., p. 209.
57 W. Loth, Sozialismus und Internationalismus. Die französischen Sozialisten und die 

Nachkriegsordnung Europas 1940-1950, Stuttgart, 1977, 164. In contrast to ELEC, 
where the British section was dominant, and although SMUSE owed its origin to a 
British initiative, the latter’s work derived its main character from the French group.

58 Grantham, Labour Party, op. cit., pp. 181 f.; Newman, Socialism, op. cit., 
pp. 141 f.
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Europe, though, like the other British groups, they had no conclusive answer 
to the question how a British option for Europe was to be reconciled with the 
country’s Commonwealth ties and other worldwide interests.59

The ideas of the British section of USSE appeared too utopian to command 
much support; they were rejected by the government and the Labour Party 
executive.60 Within the Trades Union Congress (TUC) Edwards had little suc
cess in pleading for a more favourable reaction to the Schuman plan.61 Unlike 
the situation in France, the group in Britain represented only a small minority.

3. Groups of members of national parliaments played an important part in 
the European movement. At the end of 1947 R.W.G. Mackay, the most con
stant and active champion of federalism in the Labour Party and in the House 
of Commons, founded two such associations, the Labour Europe Group and 
the All-Party Group for European Union.

(A) The Labour Europe Group aimed to promote the ‘political and 
economic integration of Europe’ and a ‘socialist foreign policy’ on the basis of 
European union; it rejected co-operation with Churchill’s UEM.62 In 
February 1948 it claimed a membership of over 80, a mixed collection of MPs 
of widely different political views. The nucleus was a small band of federalists 
headed by Mackay, together with members of the Keep Left Group. Some 
leading figures in the British Committee for a USSE also sought to align their 
policy with the new group.63 The Labour Europe Group included left-wing 
MPs such as W.N. Warbey, S. Silverman, R.H.S. Crossman, M. Foot and I. 
Mikardo, and right-wing Labourites such as J.B. Hynd, R.T. Paget and A. 
Crawley. Mackay himself was by no means a Labour left-winger. He differed 
from the party leadership chiefly by his belief in federalism, the conviction 
that Britain was part of Europe and should accept the consequences of that 
fact, and the expectation that federalist European institutions could later be 
transformed into instruments of socialism.

The group addressed letters to the party chairman, E. Shinwell, and the for
eign secretary, E. Bevin, pleading for a more positive attitude towards Euro
pean union.64 However, split as it was between ‘federalists’, ‘functionalists’ 
and ‘fundamentalists’, it was unable to agree on consistent strategy in pursuit 
of its aims.65 Its members in fact differed widely in the degree of their genuine 
commitment to Europe, their views as to the necessity of British participation,

59 Doc. 221.
60 Cf. Dalton’s reply, on behalf of the Executive, to Fenner Brockway’s speech at 

the Labour Party’s annual conference on 17-21 May 1948: doc. 210 and note 2 
thereto.

61 Report of Proceedings at the 82nd Annual Trades Union Congress held at the 
Dome, Brighton, Sept. 4th to 8th, 1950, London, 1950, pp. 397-402. On the attitude 
of the secretary-general of the Iron and Steel Trades Confederation to the Schuman 
plan cf. doc. 226(B).

62 Cf. introductions to docs. 201 and 202.
63 Cf. Newman, Socialism, op. cit., pp. 138 ff.
64 Doc. 201 (with introduction and notes).
65 Doc. 202 (with introduction and notes).
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and their conception of the institutional framework of European union. 
Leading members of the Keep Left Group, such as Crossman or Michael Foot, 
were evidently less drawn to the Labour Europe Group by a sense of Euro
pean commitment than by general dissatisfaction with the government’s for
eign policy.66 Several factors combined to reduce this dissatisfaction by the 
beginning of 1948. Bevin’s ‘Western Union’ speech of 22 January 1948 re
stored the government’s initiative in European matters. International develop
ments in 1947-8 greatly diminished the plausibility and attractiveness of the 
Third Force’ idea,67 which for a time in 1947 had enjoyed considerable popu
larity in left-wing circles; and a remarkable change took place in the attitude 
of leading members of the Keep Left Group towards the US. As a result, from 
early in 1948 the individuals concerned fell increasingly into line with the 
government’s foreign and European policy.68

The Labour Europe Group continued to exist, but carried on no activities 
of note after March-April 1948. In July 1948 W.N. Warbey, dissatisfied with 
Mackay’s group, of which he had been a member, founded the Socialist 
Europe Group of the Labour Party, which at the beginning of 1950 claimed 
about 35 members.69 Mackay endeavoured, but in vain, to prevent the frag
mentation of the support for European unity among Labour MPs, which was 
weak in any case, and to coordinate the activities of the groups concerned, 
including the party’s Foreign Affairs Committee.

(B) The All-Party Group for European Union, also under Mackay’s chair
manship, was founded at the end of 1947 or beginning of 1948 to provide 
wider support for Europe in the Commons. Its main achievement was the 
motion, tabled by Mackay and signed by nearly 200 MPs, calling for the early 
convening of a European constituent assembly and the creation of a ‘demo
cratic federation of Europe’.70 The All-Party Group became the British sec
tion of the European Parliamentary Union (EPU), but this relationship ran 
into difficulties. Differences developed between Conservatives and the EPU 
as to the political structure of a future Europe; and rivalries arose between, on 
the one hand, Duncan Sandys and the European Movement, which claimed to 
be the umbrella organization of pro-European associations, and, on the other 
hand, the EPU organized by Count R. Coudenhove-Kalergi, who maintained 
his own claim to leadership and refused to join a coordinating committee. 
Ffence, at the beginning of 1949, the All-Party Group severed its connection

66 Grantham (Labour Party, op. cit., 178) says tersely of the Labour Europe Group: 
‘Their common characteristic was dissatisfaction with the government’s foreign pol
icy, combined with minimal political influence.’

67 Cf. docs. 196, 197, 202.
68 J. Schneer, ‘Hopes deferred or shattered: the British Labour Left and the Third 

Force movement, 1945-49’, in Journal of Modem History 56 (1984), pp. 218 ff. 
According to B. Levy, a member of Keep Left and co-founder of the Labour Europe 
Group, by the beginning of 1948 the whole ‘Third Force’ movement in Britain was 
dead: cf. his letter of 25 March 1948 to S. Silverman in Levy papers, file 64.

69 Docs. 213 and 219.
70 Docs. 206 and 209.
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with the EPU and resolved to join the European Movement. The Group, 
which met very irregularly, included federalists, unionists, and advocates of 
closer inter-state co-operation. Apart from the motion of March 1948 it pro
duced no noteworthy political initiatives or suggestions concerning the struc
ture of Europe or the promotion of European union.

IV

The pro-European movements in Britain were internally divided and weak 
compared with those of the Continent. They made little impact on the govern
ment or on public opinion, and were unable to create a widespread ‘European’ 
consciousness. Europe never became a salient issue with the electorate. FU 
reached the peak of its effectiveness at the beginning of the War, and 
remained split between world and European federalists. The aims of the 
UEM, like those of the Conservatives generally, differed little from govern
ment policy as regards Britain’s part in the integration process. Within the 
Labour Party, whose leaders were sceptical, indifferent or downright hostile 
to the European movement, such little support as it enjoyed was divided 
among rival groups. Only for a short time at the end of 1947 and beginning of 
1948 did there seem to be any wider British support for European initiatives of 
any magnitude. At the beginning of 1949 the UK Council of the European 
Movement was set up as a coordinating body of British pro-European move
ments, but it produced no notable initiatives in the direction of European 
union or the devising of a political structure for Europe.

Opposition to supranationalism was not a party issue in Britain, and all par
ties agreed in placing Europe lower on their list of priorities than the Empire 
and Commonwealth or the US. Almost everyone thought that an institutional 
link with Europe would be too cramping; nearly all sought after wider group
ings, if any, which would take better account of Britain’s worldwide interests. 
Only a small fringe of federalists around R.W.G. Mackay and FU pleaded for 
full British participation in an integrated Europe. The other adherents of the 
European movement were not prepared to go beyond British support for Con
tinental initiatives of limited scope. Once the Council of Europe was set up, 
their leaders for the most part were satisfied to accept the status quo.

Despite all party polemics, there was in Britain a wide consensus in 1945-50 
on the main lines and basic problems of policy towards Europe. Mental habits 
rooted deep in history and national experience were slow in changing. They 
began to do so as Britain declined, and was seen by its inhabitants to decline, 
from world power status to that of a regional power of the second rank, and 
as its role in the international division of labour underwent a gradual change. 
A combination of several factors finally induced British ruling circles to look 
more favourably on the European option.71

71 For the Labour Party see C.A. Wurm, ‘Sozialisten und europäische Integration: 
die britische Labour Party 1945-1984’, in G W U (1987), pp. 280-95.
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In compiling this chapter I have been able to draw on extensive preliminary 
studies by the late Prof. Walter Lipgens, who was prevented by sudden death 
from editing this part of the work as he had planned. The first eight documents 
were selected by him.

188. Federal Union: Brains Trust on ‘A United States of 
Europe?’ 12 March 1945

From H.M.L. Newlands (Hon. Press Officer to Federal Union), Tun with the 
“Brains” ’, in Federal News no. 122, April 1945, pp. 9-13 (10-13 unabridged).

Federal Union was a private, non-party association of British federalists, founded in 
November 1938. In 1945-50 it continued vigorously to advocate the convictions that had 
prevailed among British political thinkers between mid-1939 and mid-1940: viz. that peace 
and prosperity could only be ensured by a federation of nations, as had been shown by the 
failure of mere co-operation under the League of Nations system.1 From 1942 to 1944 there 
was controversy within the association as to whether the federation of Europe was a neces
sary first step. This principle, however, was reaffirmed at the annual general meeting on 
24 September 1944 at the instance of the chairman of the executive, Miss Frances L. Josephy, 
which defined 'world federation as the long-term aim; (...) immediate aim the promotion of 
a democratic federation of Europe as part of the postwar settlement.’2 In support of this aim 
the association organized numerous meetings, lectures and discussions; its paid-up member
ship at this time settled to around 3,000, while the monthly Federal News had a circulation 
at least twice as large.3 A t meeting on 12 March 1945 in the hall of Friends’ House, Euston

1 Cf. the account of Federal Union from 1938 to 1945 in W. Lipgens, History of 
European Integration 1945-1947, Oxford, 1982, pp. 142-54; also R.A. Wilford, T he 
Federal Union Campaign’ in European Studies Review 10 (1980), pp. 101-14. For 
a systematic selection from the amazing output of Federal Union cf. John Pinder, 
‘Federal Union 1939-41’ in vol. 2 of the present work, ch. I, docs. 1-59; on the 
dominance of the issue among the British intelligentsia cf. P.M.H. Bell, ibid., ch. II, 
esp. docs. 60-72.

2 Cf. Lipgens, History, op. cit., pp. 147 f.; also vol. 2 of the present work, ch. II 
(1942-5), docs. 81, 84 and 96, and the chapter ‘Transnational Groups’ by W. Lip
gens, docs. 279 and 280 (European Committee of Federal Union). Also pamphlets: 
F.L. Josephy, Europe - the Key to Peace, London, Oct. 1944 (p. 16); Federal Union, 
Federation -  Target for Today, London, Nov. 1944 (p. 16). ‘The future of Europe as a 
whole can be safeguarded only within the framework of a federation which includes 
Britain’ ( Target for Today, p. 10).

3 Cf. Lipgens, History, pp. 147 and 152 (with figures). Federal News, no. 121, 
March 1945, p. 8, reproduced a motion by Lord Huntingdon (vice-president of Fed
eral Union) in the House of Lords asserting the need for a federal union of all Euro
pean states including Britain, on the model of the USA, together with the answer by 
the government spokesman: ‘I am bound to say that Lord Huntingdon’s proposal 
for an immediate federation of European democracies seems to me to be so far from
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Road' London, under the chairmanship of Leslie Mitchell, questions handed up from the 
audience were answered by B. Baxter (a Conservative MP), Lord Strabolgi (Labour), Sir 
W. Layton (Liberal), Prof C.E.M. Joad and Miss Josephy. The answers from the Federal 
Union point of view’were summarized in systematic fashion in a subsequent number of F e d 
e ra l  N e w s .

Of the 100 odd questions sent in to the Brains Trust, it was possible to 
answer only about a dozen. Once again, most of the others can be grouped 
under common headings. The following are composite replies from the Fed
eral Union point of view to these groups of questions.

Group I. How Federation Works
It is suggested that the people of the federating states should elect their 

representatives to the Federal Parliament on a proportional basis, say one 
member per million of population. Since these members would be elected by 
the peoples, those from any one country would not all be of one Party but 
would represent the political strength of the different Parties in that country. 
Since politically like-minded people inevitably drift together this would lead 
to the formation of Federal Parties, and what would matter would not be the 
total number of members elected by any one State, but the total number of 
representatives of a particular Party elected by the peoples of all the States. 
This eliminates the fear of domination of the Federal Parliament by a State 
with a large population.

The essence of federation is that the Federal Parliament, in contradistinction 
to the League of Nations or any other possible League, has executive authority 
in its own sphere. What happens in practice is that the people of each 
federating state elect two sets of Members of Parliament -  one to the home 
parliament to deal with matters of purely national concern, such as housing, 
health services and marriage laws; the other to the Federal Parliament to deal, 
in conjunction with the members from all the other federating states, with mat
ters of common concern to all the peoples, such as control of armed forces, 
foreign policy and trade relations. The questions of common concern would 
be taken entirely out of the hands of the national Parliaments, but each 
country would retain complete control of its purely internal affairs.

Federal Union is not concerned with the home policy or form of government 
of the countries in the federation. The only proviso made is that the federating 
countries must be democracies in the sense that they must allow free elections 
of members to the Federal Parliament and, must be in a position to accept the 
Charter of Political and Economic Rights on which the federation must be 
based.

th e  r e a lm  o f  r e a l i ty  t h a t  I  f in d  c o n s id e ra b le  d if f ic u l ty  in  f r a m in g  a  g o v e rn m e n t  re p ly  
to  it. ( . . . )  W e  s h o u ld  n o t  ru le  it o u t  as a n  e x tre m e ly  lo n g - te r m  p o l i c y /  M o s t  o f  th e  
B ritish  p u b lic  w o u ld  p ro b a b ly  h a v e  a g re e d  w ith  th e  g o v e r n m e n t ’s a s se s sm e n t a t  th a t  
tim e .
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Undoubtedly it will not be possible for all the states of Europe to join a 
democratic federation immediately. Wider education and democratic develop
ment will be necessary in some cases. But it has never been suggested that the 
European Federation could be set up all at once. The first stage should be a 
union of the existing democracies; the second the adherence to that union of 
the other European states as they become democracies; the third stage will be 
the incorporation of Germany when she too has a democratic government. 
Far from stultifying the cultural development of the federating states, federa
tion would give those states much greater opportunities for developing their 
own national cultures, since they would no longer be forced to spend all their 
substance on defence.

Federation certainly entails a transfer of sovereignty since certain functions 
of government are, as described above, taken from the national parliaments 
and delegated to the Federal Parliament. It is undesirable that a member state 
should have the right of secession, and in any case it would be extremely diffi
cult for a member state to secede since it would have no forces of its own.

The most desirable form of federation would be the American rather than 
the Canadian, since the American form gives specific powers to the Federal 
Parliament, leaving all the other powers in the hands of the National Parlia
ments. It is probable that the President of the Federation would be elected by 
the Federal Parliament, but this is a matter of detail to be decided when the fed
eration is set up. The same is true of the geographical situation of the federal 
capital.

Group II  Federation and War
Federalists have never suggested that federation will prevent war except 

within the area federated. That is why their ultimate objective remains World 
Federation. European Federation is proposed merely as the first necessary 
step.

Federation is more likely to produce peace than a League because, while a 
League consists of representatives of governments who have no executive 
power, a Federation is governed by a Federal Parliament elected by the feder
ating peoples whose representatives have executive authority. Membership of 
a League leaves the member states with their own national armed forces, but 
in a Federation a state loses its armed forces and instead contributes to a 
federal armed force whose members owe their allegiance not to their state of 
origin, but to the Federation. Since the divisions in the Federal Parliament 
would be political and not national divisions, there would be no place for alli
ances within the federation. On the face of it there is nothing to prevent war 
between regional federations whether small or large, but Federal Union’s con
tention is that the world organisation, which for many years to come can prob
ably be nothing better than a League, will have a greater chance of 
functioning if the great powers on whom it mainly rests are not torn asunder 
by European disputes leading to world war.
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Group III. Steps to Federation
There is no need for Europe to wait for federation until all the states are 

able and ready to federate. In fact, this is not suggested (see answer to Group 
I). Regional Federations might be a first step in the direction of European 
Federation. There is no objection to these so long as they are open, and not 
closed, federations, i.e., so long as they are set up with the object of expanding 
at the earliest practicable moment and with an open invitation for other states 
to join.

Group IV  Position of Britain
Yes, Great Britain is an essential member of a European Federation, if only 

from her own point of view. What happens on the Continent -  as V-weapons 
have proved -  is of intimate concern to Britain. If Europe federated without 
her she would always be in danger from a potentially hostile Continent. From 
the point of view also of the smooth working of the Federation on a democratic 
basis, Britain, as one of the oldest democracies, has a big part to play. She and 
France together can be of material assistance in leading the rest of Europe on 
the right road. Incidentally, since it is suggested that colonial possessions of 
federating states should be administered subject to the requirements of a Fed
eral Mandates Board, Great Britain, as one of the largest colony-owning 
nations, could hardly expect other countries to do what she was not prepared 
to do herself.

Her position as a member of the Commonwealth would not be affected. The 
Dominions would decide for themselves whether they wished to become 
members of the European Federation because Britain was a member, or 
whether for defence and economic planning they would prefer to be attached 
to some other world unit. In any case the loose organisation known as the 
Commonwealth would still be bound together by its present ties.

A Commonwealth Federation would solve no problem. Federation is 
needed to prevent war, and war is not a danger within the British Common
wealth.

Group V. Position of Russia
It is highly unlikely that Russia would wish to be a member of a European 

Federation since the basis of her economy is quite unlike that of most of the 
States of Europe. At the same time no European Federation could or should 
be set up, or could function effectively, without the blessing and active co-op
eration of the Soviet Union. Provided that she is assured at the outset that the 
Federation will have the closest ties with her, and realising as she must that fed
eration is the one method of permanently controlling Germany, Russia should 
have no reason to fear, and every reason to welcome, a federated Europe. 
Since in the world of to-day small nations are a danger to peace through their 
inability to defend themselves if attacked, no small European nation can be 
left unattached to a larger unit. The states of Eastern Europe should therefore 
be asked to opt for membership either of the European or of the Soviet Union. 
Such option must be exercised in conditions which ensure a free vote being given.
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Group VI. Germany
Germany should be invited to join the Federation so soon as the German 

people are in a position to elect their members to the Federal Parliament, and 
so soon as she can genuinely accept and maintain the Charter of Rights. Until 
that time occupation of Germany will have to continue, and during the period 
of occupation steps must be taken to promote the introduction of democratic 
forms of government in Germany and education of the German people for 
democracy. The real danger is that if no federation is set up, occupation will 
peter out and the Germans will be free to start their old game again.

Group VII. The Economic Basis of Federation
The economic basis of a Federal Europe is a matter which will be decided 

by the relative strengths of the parties in the Federal Parliament. It is not 
essential that all the federating states should have the same type of economy at 
home. What will be required of each of them will be acceptance and mainte
nance of the conditions laid down by the Charter of Rights, which will include 
a minimum standard of living. How this standard is maintained for any 
specific people is a matter for its own national government. The question of 
private or common ownership of resources therefore, does not arise. What is 
essential is that arms production must be in the hands of the federal govern
ment and not in those of the national governments -  certainly not in private 
ownership.

Unfortunately we cannot wait until Socialism is adopted by every nation 
before setting up an organisation to prevent war, even if Socialism in itself 
were a means of preventing war, which does not necessarily follow. Socialist 
solidarity up to now has never stood the test of war. The Socialist Party in 
each country, instead of maintaining the Socialist International and refusing 
to fight, has joined hands with the other Parties in the countries concerned for 
the more efficient prosecution of the war.

Group VIII. [How Federal Union will he achieved] (...)
In the summer of 1943 representatives of eight European Resistance move

ments and of an Anti-Nazi group in Germany met in a town in occupied 
Europe and produced a manifesto demanding European Federation. They 
also set up a committee for the purpose of organising a European Federalist 
Congress as soon as possible. There is a Federal Union organisation in Swit
zerland, and before the war there was one in France (now being revived).5 A

4 According to the account by H.M.L. Newlands in Federal News, no. 122, Apr. 
1945, pp. 9 f., the answers by the Conservative and Labour representatives frequently 
diverged on party lines. The account on pp. 10-13, which shows the hand of F.L. 
Josephy, editor of Federal News, is unabridged except for the omission of the 
wording of questions preceding each paragraph, and a few details at the beginning 
of ‘Group VIIF concerning ‘education in internationalism’.

5 Cf. vol. 1 of the present work, docs. 211-16 (Geneva conference of resistance 
fighters), 238-40 (Swiss Europa-Union), 108 (Comité français pour la Fédération 
européenne). For the Italian Movimento Federalista Europeo see ibid., docs. 161, 
162, 167 and 169.
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European Federalist Movement has been started in Italy, and similar move
ments in other countries are in process of organization.

Federal Union will be achieved only by the power of public opinion. There 
are too many vested interests concerned for it ever to be offered from the top. 
The best way to make public opinion effective will be in the General Elections 
to be held all over Europe when the war is over, and in this country in the near 
future. When these elections are held it will be for those who believe that fed
eration is necessary for the winning of the peace to ensure that only federal- 
minded members are returned to Parliament.

189. Allan Flanders: Concluding speech at the Annual Conference 
of the Socialist Vanguard Group 21 April 1945

Excerpts from A. Flanders, ‘European Unity -  an Alternative to Power Politics’, in 
Socialist Commentary (incorporating Socialist Vanguard), Monthly Journal of the Socialist 
Vanguard Group (affiliated to the Militant Socialist International), London, vol. X, no. 5, 
May 1945, pp. 88-92.

Apart from Federal Union, it was chiefly some left-wing socialist groups in Britain that 
continued after the war to uphold the objective of a free federation of European peoples. The 
Socialist Vanguard Group was the British Section, dating from 1927\ of the Militant 
Socialist International founded by Prof Leonard Nelson; it maintained a separate existence 
within the Labour Party with its own monthly journal' and proclaimed at its Easter confer
ence in 1942 that ‘The future order of Europe should not be based on national sovereign 
states... A Federation should be established to secure economic and political unity in 
Europe.5 7 At the end of its annual conference at Easter 1945 Allan Flanders, its chairman and 
editor of the journal' summarized the debate. He described the difficulties of the historical 
situation and great power politics which stood in the way\ but hoped that after a Labour vic
tory at the polls Britain might lead the way to a European union.2

I do not intend tonight to argue the value of a European Federation or to 
consider what might be the main lines of its constitution. That would be too 
academic as things stand today. As far as I can see, no-one in this country who 
is seriously and genuinely concerned with the permanent establishment of 
world peace, denies that a freely united Europe would be a good thing, if only 
it could be brought about. Even Mr. Eden now appears to have reached that 
conclusion. You may have noticed that in speaking to the Scottish Conserva-

1 Cf. vol. 2 of the present work, doc. 243, with guide to literature on Prof. Nel
son’s views and the wartime history of the Group.

2 He did not mention that the chances of her doing so were very small in view of 
the Labour Party’s attitude at the Conference of European Socialist Parties in 
London on 9 March 1945 (cf. vol. 2 of the present work, doc. 251).
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tives he referred to ‘that happy day’ when Europe is ‘united by the free will of 
its separate States/ We all remember Mr. Attlee’s dictum in the early days of 
the war that ‘Europe must federate or perish.’

The challenge we have to meet relates not to ultimate but to immediate 
objectives. It is considered unrealistic to speak of the unity and independence 
of Europe at this time. Many Socialists and Liberals, who were strong suppor
ters of a European Federation a few years ago, have ceased to advocate this 
policy, and indeed regard its advocacy as dangerous, since they fear it might 
be used as little more than an anti-Russian battle cry. Men of the calibre of 
Brailsford and Beveridge have adopted this attitude. (...) Let us be realists 
enough to ask what stands in the way of Europe becoming united without it 
falling under the domination of any one Power.

There is a short answer to that question and it is well known. At the end of 
this war there will remain three large concentrations of power in the world: 
the Peace Settlement largely depends on the attitude of those three Powers. 
Every one of the Big Three is firmly set on playing the game of ‘power politics.’ 
In accordance with the rules of that game -  but in complete disregard of their 
pledges (not to speak of any notions of morality or justice) -  they have divided 
Europe into spheres of influence. Not only Europe but, for the purpose of 
control, Germany has also been so divided; in fact, it is an open secret that not 
only Germany but even Berlin has had to be split up into separate zones. 
Thankful as we are that, despite Hitler’s efforts, the United Nations have 
remained united in waging the war, let us be honest enough to recognize that 
in the peace settlement international co-operation for promoting the purposes 
for which it is said the war has been fought promises to be no more than an 
empty phrase. (...)

It is noticeable how hopelessly unrealistic most of our super-realists become 
when they are called upon to consider the consequences of the present policies 
of the Big Three in Europe. They are suddenly willing to indulge in all kinds 
of pipe dreams. At one time they were busy depicting how world unity would 
miraculously emerge out of the beginnings of so-called Junctional co-opera
tion. ’ The experience with UNRA -  to quote but one example -  has pushed 
that argument into the background. We are still asked to believe that once 
spheres of influence have been finally settled and with the small nations policed 
by the Big Three (or maybe Four or Five) the latter will settle down to live in 
amity with one another, although they will have accepted no limits to their sov
ereignty and will each claim to be a law unto themselves. It is we -  the ‘stary- 
eyed idealists’ -  who must plead for realism in envisaging the consequences 
of present policies. In regard to Europe I wish to call your attention to three 
main consequences which follow from the acceptance of the ‘power politics’ 
of the Big Three.

In the first place there can be no solution of the German problem in a 
divided Europe, short of the complete political and economic annihilation of 
Germany as a nation. Since, disregarding any considerations of justice, it is 
extremely doubtful whether the latter course will be followed and, above all, 
consistently followed by each of the Big Three, Germany will remain a
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plague-spot in Europe and the scene of a jostling for power out of which only 
evil can come.

But we face an even grimmer prospect: the Balkanization of the whole of 
Europe. Europe’s essential economic unity -  so important for her own 
prosperity and the prosperity of the world -  will be hopelessly obstructed by 
national conflicts. Not only Europe, but many of her separate States will be 
torn internally by political conflicts not primarily related to their own needs 
but determined by the struggle for influence on the part of outside Powers. In 
this way Europe will soon become one gigantic powder magazine waiting for 
an eventual explosion and wholly thwarted in her attempts at social progress.

The third consequence to which I wish to draw your attention is probably 
the most serious of all because it is already destroying the hope of a better 
future. The widespread acceptance on the part of socialists of the power 
politics of one or other of the Big Three as the basis of their own policies is 
rapidly creating spheres of influence within the European labour movements. 
In the British Labour Movement we already find one wing identifying itself on 
international policy with the ‘power politics’ of Soviet Russia, whilst another 
identifies itself with the ‘power politics’ of our own Government. We have 
seen this in relation to Poland and to Greece. The unity of our movement is 
thus made dependent on the unity of the Big Three. (...)

I come now to the crucial question -  the favourite question of our friends 
who pride themselves on their realism -  ‘What is our alternative?’

It is usually as well in these matters to begin by putting one’s own house in 
order. I am not referring to Britain, but to our socialist and labour movements. 
We are not compelled to follow in the wake of the policies of the Big Three. 
There is nothing -  apart from fear of stupidity -  to prevent us from inscribing 
the aim of a United and Independent Europe upon our banners. However 
small the steps that we can take immediately towards its realisation, it is the 
one aim on which the unity and independence of the European socialist 
movements can be firmly established. (...)

It may be argued that the only alternative to ‘power politics’ in Europe or 
elsewhere is the establishment of a proper system of international law with the 
appropriate institutions for its enforcement, and that even if this country were 
to change its mind with a change of government, none of the Big Powers has 
shown the slightest willingness to yield up the smallest part of their sovereignty 
to an international authority. If any limits are imposed on the sovereignty of 
nations by the international organisation which emerges from San Francisco, 
they will certainly only apply to the smaller States, and those limits already 
exist de facto in the existing power relationships. It is true that collective 
security cannot be established unless there is a collective willingness on the 
part of all the Big Powers to pool something of their sovereignty, at least to 
the extent of submitting their own disputes to third-party decision. But it does 
not follow that in what is largely an anarchic world, every Power for the sake 
of its own security must act the part of a gangster. There is no way of breaking 
up the vicious game of power politics, with its secret diplomacy and 
nauseating hypocrisy, in which the sinister moves of one player are justified by
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suspicion of the sinister intentions of another, unless one Power refuses to 
play -  unless it bases its policy on a decent code of international conduct and 
consistently adheres to that code.

The world is in terrible need of such leadership, and it is impossible for any 
small Power, difficult enough even for France to give it. But if the British 
Government were to take such a stand it could rally behind it many of the less 
powerful nations in the world, and speak with that much stronger voice in 
international councils. Above all it would rob the other Big Powers of any 
excuse for their own power politics.

This is the great historic opportunity which faces our own Labour Party.
(...)

190. The Economist: ‘Western Association5 2 June 1945
Excerpts from ‘Western Association -  I. New Model in Europe?’, leading article, The 

Economist, vol. 148, no. 5310, 2 June 1945, pp. 722-4.

A more cautious approach with a different emphasis was suggested immediately after the 
war by The Economist, a weekly journal influential in governing circles. During the war 
it had advocated a European regional union, but rejected the idea of \a tightly-knit, mecha
nistic federation in favour of close association to deal with specific problems.1 In the present 
article, four weeks after the end of the war in Europe, it pointed out that Eastern Europe was 
under exclusively Soviet control and had disappeared behind a ‘Chinese wall'; consequently 
Britain should now work for ‘a closer association of the Western states' as the only possible 
first step towards ‘the ideal of a freely federated or united Europe'.2 As nations were not yet 
ready to give up their sovereignty - to judge from popular feeling in Britain - they should be 
encouraged (to pool their sovereignty' by the ‘approach of functional co-operation’ the crea
tion of several joint committees for specific tasks.3

1 Cf. vol. 2 of the present work, docs. 79, 89, 93 and 99, with introductions by 
P.M.H. Bell.

2 Cf., e.g., the analysis of ‘The tragedy of Poland’ and the ‘bargaining’ character 
of Russian policy, The Economist, vol. 148, 12 May 1945, pp. 622 f., and criticism of 
the Potsdam conference results, vol. 149, 11 Aug. 1945, pp. 178 f.

3 Quotation from the article of 7 July, cf. note 6 below. In the autumn of 1945 
The Economist reverted to this subject in an article on the breakdown of the Confer
ence of Foreign Ministers in London (vol. 149, no. 5328, 6 Oct. 1945, p. 474). While 
‘the Russian radio has been conducting a violent and sustained attack upon the idea 
of a Western bloc,’ it was becoming clearer day by day that ‘the states of Eastern 
Europe may end by being little better than Russian colonies... And the reason why 
such ferocity of attack is being lavished on a totally non-existent Western bloc is to 
provide a justification for the all-too-existent Eastern bloc.’ There were only two 
alternatives: to give in and co-operate ‘to the advancement of Russian interests and 
the frustration of anyone else’s’, or ‘to go forward with any plans and policies which
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The proposal that the states of Western Europe should develop a closer 
association among themselves has had a chequered history. The Foreign 
Office has blown hot and cold, largely in accordance with the state of rela
tions with Soviet Russia and the means thought best from time to time for 
improving them. American opinion has also been suspicious, divided as it is 
between those who are congenitally suspicious of all British moves and those 
who condemn as ‘power politics’ and ‘spheres of influence’ all proposals less 
sweeping than a universal and equal system of collective security. The Rus
sians, alternately proclaiming that peace is indivisible and that their own di
vision of Europe would be menaced by any association that was not formed 
under Russian leadership, have so far instructed the Communists in the West 
to oppose the idea root and branch. In Britain itself, the proposal has met with 
opposition both from those who dream the dream of a self-sufficient Empire 
and from those who see the vision of a federation of the whole of Europe, East 
and West, North and South. (...)

For the British people, the final stages of the war in Europe proved that 
closer association with Holland, Belgium and France is not a luxury dictated 
by a desire to pull level with the physical power of Russia or the United States 
but a first strategic priority in all planning for security after the war. A 
successful invading fleet has crossed the Channel from Britain to the Conti
nent. The direction could be reversed now that the technique has been estab
lished. Bombs and rockets have rained on southern England from sites along 
the coasts and deep into the western fringe of Europe. It has been made 
equally clear to the European peoples that Great Britain is the last bastion of 
their independence and the only bridgehead through which the resources of 
the New World can be deployed for the safety and freedom of the Old. Thus a 
mutual strategic need has been established beyond any possibility of dissent.4

The first year of liberation has demonstrated quite as clearly the inter-con
nection of all problems of economic reconstruction. In every sphere, from 
transport and shipping space to supplies of raw materials, the needs of 
Western Europe can be satisfactorily met only if they are considered jointly 
and joint priorities fixed. A European Transport Commission covering 
Western Europe has already been set up. In the Emergency Supplies Commit
tee, established this week to regulate the flow of materials to Europe, all the 
members except Greece and Turkey on the receiving side and the United 
States on the supply side, belong to the ‘western fringe.’ Nor is co-operation 
between these states essential only during the transition from war to peace. All

serve the vital interests of the Western powers. If this means a Western bloc, it would 
be one the Russians themselves would have created.’ It was about a year before The 
Economist again mentioned the second course: cf. doc. 194 below.

4 In a further article ‘Western Association -  II. Western Defence’ (vol. 148, 
no. 5311, 9 June 1945, pp. 762 f.), The Economist proposed that the West European 
governments should discuss ‘the possibilities of standardizing equipment and train
ing, pooling research, operating joint bases and setting up a joint Chiefs of Staff 
Committee’.
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the states of Western Europe are committed to the avoidance of the mass 
unemployment from which all suffered before the war. All, apparently, accept 
the degree of planning which a policy of full employment involves. What is 
more, the nations of Western Europe are almost the only ones that both have 
a problem of securing full employment and also recognise the necessity for 
positive action by governments to secure it. Soviet Russia and the primary pro
ducers do not have the problem; the United States does not recognize the 
remedy. And as if this were not enough to draw the economic policies of the 
Western European states together, there is the further double circumstance 
that all of them are highly dependent on international trade and that all of 
them trade largely with each other. For nations in these circumstances to lay 
their economic plans in isolation would end either in failure or in the most 
poverty-inducing autarky. It would be difficult to imagine a more conclusive 
case for purposeful economic integration.5

It is not only that the internal reasons for closer association have grown 
more compelling. The general development of world affairs is steadily making 
the idea more acceptable than it was even three months ago. At the Yalta 
Conference, a supreme effort was made to prevent the division of Europe into 
spheres of influence, and the proposals for a Western Association, which had 
received the modified blessing of the British Government last autumn, were 
deliberately put aside lest they should be used by the Russians to justify an 
exclusive sphere of influence for themselves in Eastern Europe. When the con
ference was over it was possible for a brief moment to believe that this plan 
had succeeded and that the dream of a single structure of policy for the whole 
of Europe, presided over by the three powers in concert, could still be enter
tained. But that dream did not last long. Whether or not it is still possible to 
escape from the accomplished fact of a Chinese Wall running across Europe 
from Liibeck to Trieste, it is now clear beyond any mistaking that the Russian 
influence in Eastern Europe is intended to be exclusive. So clearly has this 
been demonstrated that the Russians now seem inclined to withdraw their 
opposition to a closer association of the Western states -  which could never, 
of course, be intended to be a tithe as tightly drawn as the Soviet bloc in the 
East. In any case, the only approach that it is possible to make at present to the 
ideal of a freely federated or united Europe is for the countries of the West -  
and possibly also of the Mediterranean -  to draw more closely together.

On the other side of the Atlantic, the United States has moved decisively

5 In two further articles, ‘Western Association -  III. Prosperity through trade’ and 
‘IV. Stable Trade’ (vol. 148, no. 5313, 23 June 1945, pp. 842 f., and no. 5314, 30 
June 1945, pp. 880 f.), The Economist emphasized that if Britain, France, Belgium, 
Holland, Denmark and Norway, and perhaps later Germany, were to form a stable 
free trade area, it would ‘cover from half to two-thirds of the external trade of the 
six countries. And since that external trade itself is responsible for a quarter to a half 
of their national incomes, it will be seen that a stabilization of Western European 
trade would be a most powerful contribution to full employment policies in these 
countries.’
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toward a policy of regionalism. The Act of Chapultepec, signed at the Pan- 
American Conference at Mexico City, is a full regional agreement covering 
defence policy and economic co-operation. At the San Francisco Conference, 
the regionalists, represented strongly by the Latin American states, succeeded 
in establishing the validity of regional agreements on defence under the loose 
surveillance of the Security Council.

The fact that both the Russians and the Americans have accepted 
regionalism as a cornerstone of their foreign policy does not necessarily mean 
that they would favour the application of the same principle in Europe. It is dif
ficult to say precisely what their attitude now is. (...) The change in the atti
tude of the other Great Powers towards regional arrangements smooths the 
way towards a closer association of Western Europe. It is, however, a negative 
factor only. The decisive force is naturally the attitude of the Western States 
themselves. The Norwegians and the Dutch have in the past declared them
selves emphatically for an ‘Atlantic Community.’ In 1943, Mr. Van Kleffens, 
the Dutch Foreign Minister, specifically supported the conception of a 
Western Association as a defensive wall against future German aggression. 
The Belgian Government, with the exception of its Communist members, is 
known to favour the greatest possible degree of strategic and economic inte
gration with its neighbours.

In France, policy appears to be divided. Public opinion generally and the 
milieux of the non-Communist Resistance and of the Socialists in particular 
support the idea of closer unity. They see it as a natural extension of the 
system of security already initiated in the Franco-Soviet treaty. The bridge of 
security across Europe must be strengthened at its Western end. The policy of 
the Government is, however, equivocal and emotional -  as it will very possibly 
remain so long as General de Gaulle has chief responsibility for moulding 
France’s foreign policy. (...) The right course is to proceed with those coun
tries that are more ready to talk business, to leave an honoured place for 
France at the table, and to have confidence that, before long, a less angular 
mood will prevail in Paris. The time has surely come to discuss, not the high 
politics of a Western Association, but the practical ways and means, the logis
tics of the proposal. This initiative can only come from the British Govern
ment.

Those who have been to Europe since the liberation say that people in this 
country do not realize on the one hand the prestige it now enjoys, and on the 
other the bewilderment felt over its apparent lack of a coherent foreign policy. 
There can have been few occasions in history when a constructive lead would 
have been more eagerly followed. (...)

The world seems so far to have found no middle term between the one 
extreme of autarky and expansion by aggression and the opposite extreme of 
isolated sovereignty -  political and economic -  in which the devil takes the 
weakest, hindmost state. If in Western Europe the Powers can prove that sov
ereign independence is no bar to close political and strategic association, and 
that the co-ordination of economic policy is possible on a wider basis than that 
of the single national community, they may well create a nucleus to which
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other states, pursuing similar policies, can later join themselves. In the past, 
associations or federations of peoples have often tended to start from a single 
centre and grow outwards by attraction. Conceived and developed in this 
way, the Association of Western Europe could be a new model for internation
alism in the twentieth century.6

191. Ronald W.G. Mackay: ‘Where do we go from here?’
October 1945

From Federal News, no. 127, Oct. 1945, pp. 8 f. (unabridged)

In the election campaign of July 1945 the Conservative, Labour and Liberal manifestos, 
unlike the first Continental party programmes', made no mention whatever of European 
union. In their brief sections on foreign policy they all promised simply to continue in peace
time the wartime alliance with the US and the Soviet Union and to support the UN.1 As in 
all the European elections immediately after the war; there was a swing to the left; Labour 
won 394 seats, the Conservatives only 212. Ronald W.G. Mackay became a Labour MPfor 
the first time, and sat until 1951; he had been chairman of the Executive Committee of

6 In a final article ‘Western Association -  V. Machinery for Co-operation’ 
(vol. 149, no. 5315, 7 July 1945, pp. 3 f.) The Economist suggested that a conference 
of West European countries should ‘negotiate an alliance or master agreement in the 
strategic and economic field which would set up a number of Joint Commissions -  
for example on defence, on joint training, on tariff policy, on industrial development 
and so forth -  to make specific recommendations. (...) The joint commission might 
provide the nucleus of permanent organs of association (...) Only modest begin
nings have much chance of success -  it might well be possible, through the machinery 
of joint action and the close and constant association of policy-makers at every level, 
to build up such a network of collaboration that the practical objectives of a federal 
solution would be largely achieved. The peoples of Europe are in no mood to accept 
freely a diminution of their sovereignty. The approach of federal constitution
making and of formal abdications of sovereignty has no chance of success. Yet the 
need of the European nations to pool their sovereignty is made daily more obvious 
-  not only by the memories of war but by the present and urgent needs of recon
struction. The approach of functional co-operation, of practical mutual aid, is the 
only covering with which to sweeten the bitter pill. Now is the time, while the need 
is so obvious, to start the process of ‘getting mixed up together’ and to build the 
machinery that will make it permanent.’

1 Cf. F.W.S. Craig (ed.), British General Election Manifestos 1900-1974, London, 
1975, pp. 112-37. The Assembly of the Liberal party -  which won only 12 seats -  
had on 1 Feb. 1945 approved the following statement, which however was not 
included in its manifesto: ‘A world organization should not preclude closer associa
tions between particular groups of states which have special political, strategic or 
commercial ties. In particular it should be the aim of British foreign policy to 
strengthen the bonds between this country and ...  Northern and Western Europe’ 
(Harvester Press, Britain and Europe, Brighton 1973, microfiche).
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Federal Union in 1940-1, and in 1940 had written one of the most carefully argued studies 
of federalism.2 A t the annual general meeting of Federal Union on 30 September 1943 he 
was re-elected one of its vice-presidents.3 The following article on the need for a federation 
of European peoples could be paralleled by many Continental texts, but its ideas were 
seldom expressed in Britain in 1943. On reading it, Count R.N. Coudenhove-Kalergi - 
founder of the Pan-Europa-Union and later secretary-general of the European Parliamen
tary Union -  entered into a lively correspondence with Mackay, urging him to organize a 
group of MPs or Labour Party members in favour of a European federation> which would 
co-operate with similar groups on the Continent.4

With V-E Day and V-J Day over, it is natural to ask, ‘Where do we go from 
here?’ With two world wars before the century is half over it is very necessary 
that the people in this country should do a little realistic thinking about the 
causes of war and what steps should be taken by Great Britain to prevent the 
outbreak of a third world war.

Let us squarely face the fact that there will always be a likelihood of war 
so long as there are independent states, that is, until there is a world Govern
ment. It is a commonplace that the English, Scots and Welsh fought one 
another centuries ago and would have gone on fighting each other if they had 
not come together under a common Government, which was able, by using its 
power, to provide laws and enforce order, and was able by democratic process 
to enable economic and other changes to take place without the need of a war 
or a revolution.

Power to enforce Law
Therefore it can be simply stated that it is our task to-day to create a po

litical organisation which has power to enforce law and order and can override 
the authority of any of the individual states of the world. Obviously there is 
no short cut to such a world order, as there are some 66 nations in the world 
to-day. Nevertheless 29 of these are in Europe and the extension of the area 
of Government from any one of these states to the whole would be a sig
nificant step towards removing war and securing law and order in Europe.

Security within Union
One of the lessons of the time in which we live is that law and order does 

come for people who live together as one people in a big area. The United

2 C f .,  in  v o l. 2 o f  th e  p r e s e n t  w o r k ,  e x tr a c ts  f ro m  Federal Europe, L o n d o n , 1940 , in  
d o c s . 3 (w ith  b io g r a p h y  o f  M a c k a y ) ,  8 , 19 , 2 0 , 2 5 , 3 4 , 48 a n d  58.

3 T h is  m e e t in g  (c f. d o c . 1 8 8 ), a t te n d e d  b y  80 lo c a l a g e n ts  f ro m  all o v e r  th e  c o u n 
t ry ,  c o n f i rm e d  as a  ‘r e s ta te m e n t  o f  F e d e ra l  U n io n  p o lic y ’ . . .  ‘th e  im p e ra tiv e  n e e d  
f o r  a  w o r ld  f e d e ra l  g o v e r n m e n t ’ a n d  ‘th e  a d v o c a c y  o f  a  d e m o c r a t ic  f e d e r a t io n  in  
E u r o p e ’ ; c f. Federal News, n o . 128 , N o .  19 4 5 , p p . 12 f.

4 G r a n th a m , Labour Party; o p . c it ., ch . V I . F o r  th e  ‘E u r o p e  G r o u p ’ o f  th e  P L P , 
a n d  th e  H o u s e  o f  C o m m o n s  ‘A l l - P a r ty  G r o u p ’, see  b e lo w , d o c s . 2 0 1 , 2 0 2 , 2 0 4 , 2 0 6 , 
2 0 9 .
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States, which covers some 48 states, provides more security for the peoples of 
the states within the Union than is to be found for the peoples and states of 
Europe. In the same way the Government of the U.S.S.R. provides more se
curity and law and order for the peoples and states which comprise its Union 
than is to be found for the peoples of Europe. Surely the lesson of all this is 
perfectly clear. If we desire to live on democratic lines, we must realise that 
the unit of Government cannot be small, and that the larger the unit, the 
greater the chances of security and orderliness.

One cannot expect to create a world government on a federal basis to-day, 
because the different continents of the world are at different stages of po
litical education and political thought. Europe, however, has been the cause 
of most of the recent wars, and the need for the unification of Europe is 
greater to-day than it has ever been. The Labour Party has never come out for 
federation, but it has definitely always sought for some kind of international 
government. At the end of 1939, the Prime Minister, Mr. Attlee, delivered a 
speech to Labour members of Parliament and Labour Candidates in which he 
outlined the principles of a peace settlement, and of these the fifth principle 
was: -

‘There must be acceptance of the principle that international anarchy is 
incompatible with peace, and that in the common interest there must be recog
nition of an international authority superior to the individual States and 
endowed not only with rights over them, but with power to make them effec
tive, operating not only in the political, but in the economic sphere. Europe 
must federate or perish/

The federation of Europe is priority number one in foreign affairs. We, in 
this country, should work for it, not only selfishly for our own survival, but 
also altruistically for Europe as well. As a European State, and with the devel
opment of the aeroplane and the atomic bomb, we cannot be unaffected by 
wars in Europe. In the past our Governments have followed the principle of 
the Balance of Power, always seeing that we were part of a combination of 
States in Europe stronger than any other group that might come together. 
The two wars of this century show how bankrupt this policy is. This country 
has had some experience in the development of representative government, 
and it is our duty now to confer with the other Socialist Governments of 
Europe with a view to creating a real federation of Europe on a democratic 
basis.

Economic Survival
The need for a European federation arises not only for political reasons, but 

for economic reasons as well. In the changed circumstances of 1945, this 
country can only survive economically in co-operation with the other states 
of Europe. On the basis of pre-war trade, with tariff barriers and other restric
tions we cannot build up sufficient exports to pay for our overseas imports 
which we require to live. As a state in a federation of Europe with a common 
currency, and no tariffs or restrictions and complete freedom of trade 
between the Swedes, with their timber, and the Danes, with their food, the
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French with their bauxite and the Germans with their machinery, we should 
be in a very sound economic position. Approximately 80 per cent, of the trade 
of the independent states of Europe before the war was with one another. 
America and Russia achieved their prosperity because of their large resources 
and the large number of people working these resources, and the large 
amount of free trade which resulted. Europe, with a population of 
300,000,000 and with resources about as great as those of the U.S.A. and the 
U.S.S.R. and under one Government as they are, could bring prosperity to all 
its people. Thus, a federation of Europe is the first step towards the economic 
stability of Europe and the first step towards the political stability of the 
world.

192. Robert Boothby: call for ‘a united Western Europe’
20 Feb. 1946

Excerpts from a speech by R. Boothby, MP, Parliamentary Debates, House of Com
mons, vol. 419, 20 Feb. 1946, cols. 1245-53 (here 1247 f. and 1251 f.)

After the collapse of the London Conference of Foreign Ministers in November 1945 it 
appeared for some weeks as if the Labour government might give effect to The Economist’s 
proposal (doc. 190). On 7 November Bevin declared in the Commons that while Britain 
acknowledged the Russians' right to form close friendly relations with neighbour countries, 
she claimed the same right for herself;1 and during 1946 he undertook various steps, 
especially in economic affairs, to improve co-operation with France.2 He was anxious, how
ever; not to impair relations with the Soviet Union. In a Commons debate on 
10-16 February 1946, chiefly concerned with the proceedings of the first General Assembly 
of the UN, Robert Boothby (Conservative) was the first speaker to argue in detail and with 
emphasis for ‘a regional economic bloc... a united Western Europe' including Britain; in his 
opinion, the failure to form such a bloc after the First World War was the principal cause of 
the Second.4

1 Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 415, 7 Nov. 1945, cols. 1337 f. 
On 23 Nov. Bevin had recalled his own advocacy of a ‘United States of Europe’ in 
1927, arguing on almost academic lines that supranational law presupposed a su
pranational parliament; but he applied this only to the distant object of ‘creating a 
world assembly’ (ibid., vol. 416, 23 Nov. 1945, cols. 781-6).

2 Cf. Young, Britain, op. cit., ch. 4.
3 Robert J.G. Boothby, 1900-86, son of a director of the Bank of Scotland, 

1924-58 Conservative MP for East Aberdeenshire, 1926-9 Parliamentary Secretary 
to the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Winston Churchill. In the parliamentary party 
he was something of an ‘odd man out’. Cf. R. Boothby, Recollections of a Rebel, Lon
don, 1978.

4 In the next foreign policy debate in the Commons, on 4 June 1946, Boothby 
declared: ‘There is only one way out: a Western federal union, by which I mean the
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(...) There was at the end of the last war a Supreme Economic Council, 
which was precipitately abolished. There was also a proposal, shortly after the 
last war, for an economic anschluss between Germany and Austria. It was spe
cifically prohibited. Nor were regional agreements, political or economic, per
mitted by the Western democracies and victorious Allies after the last war.

I vividly remember a dinner in Düsseldorf in 1928 when Fritz Thyssen, of 
all people, made what was probably the last concrete proposal for an economic 
union in Western Europe.5 He suggested to me that the coal and iron and steel 
industries of France, Germany and Great Britain should get together; and he 
said that the whole future of Western Europe depended on an economic union 
of this kind. I came back here and made two speeches on the subject in this 
House; and I remember that, while the idea aroused some interest, it was 
allowed to fade. I think Thyssen had the guts of the problem there. If we had 
been able to get together in an economic federation in Western Europe, with 
all our heavy industries, this war might never have broken out. But what hap
pened? Instead, we poured money indiscriminately into Germany. So did the 
United States of America, with no plan or purpose, other than that of making 
quick dividends; and then we suddenly withdrew it all, in the crisis of 1930. 
The result was economic chaos: and 7,000,000 unemployed in Germany, on 
whose backs Hitler climbed into power. The absence of any effective 
economic co-operation on a regional basis between the many newly created 
political States after the last war reduced central and eastern Europe to com
plete anarchy.

Meanwhile, the League of Nations, composed of independent, disputing 
Sovereign States, careless of economic realities, entirely pre-occupied with the 
political chess board, had completely failed to produce any kind of authority 
capable of imposing order upon a rapidly disintegrating world.

What is the position today? How are we doing, by comparison? It would 
be a brave and optimistic man who said that we were doing very much better. 
There are some of us who would say that we are doing even worse. We have 
not, I admit, abolished the Supreme Economic Council, for the very simple 
reason that there is not one to abolish, and never has been. But, so far as the set
tlement of Western Europe is concerned, and particularly the future of Ger
many, we appear to have no views of any kind at all. The Russians discovered

political, cultural and economic integration of Western Europe, including West 
Germany and Great Britain, beginning with a European authority for the whole of 
heavy industry. The Cold War will not stop until Western Europe is securely estab
lished’ (Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 423, 4 June 1946, cols. 
1944-54). His two speeches were expanded into ch. XIV, ‘Western Union’, of his 
book I Fight to Live, London, 1947. For his views see also Ashford, Conservative 
Party; op. cit., pp. 62-4.

5 Cf. also Boothby, Recollections, op. cit., pp. 107 f. Fritz Thyssen, one of the chief 
representatives of Ruhr heavy industry, was the leading spirit in the creation, in 
1926, of the Internatinal Raw Steel Community -  a cartel of the steel industries of 
Germany, France, Belgium, Luxemburg and the Saar, which was not joined by 
Britain.
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this at Yalta, at Potsdam, and at San Francisco. They discovered that we had 
no views about the settlement of Europe; no views at all about the future of 
Germany; so they went ahead and imposed their own terms in Eastern 
Europe. (...)

My (...) suggestion is that His Majesty’s Government should take the lead, 
for which many countries are now looking, to build up a regional economic 
bloc in Western Europe. It is the first time that has been mentioned in this 
Debate. By this I mean quite simply the regional grouping or federation of 
countries which have economic interests in common; similar, if not identical, 
economic objectives; complementary trade requirements; and, last but not 
least, a common political and cultural heritage, which otherwise might easily 
be lost. It is manifestly absurd to suggest that such a federation would be 
directed or organized against anyone, and no one knows that better than the 
Kremlin, which has done precisely and exactly the same thing in Eastern 
Europe already. On the contrary, a united Western Europe would provide a 
far more substantial and stable market for primary producing countries; and 
prosperity breeds prosperity. Provision for such regional organisations -  and I 
want to press this upon the Minister of State -  is specifically made in the 
Charter of the United Nations; and two are already in existence, one in the 
Western sphere embracing the United States and the South American coun
tries, and the other in Soviet Russia and the satellite Powers which are firmly 
within her orbit. I submit that three such organizations are better for the 
United Nations, and for the world, than two. I do not want to see the world 
divided into great Power organizations, one of which is based on iron Commu
nism, and the other on what my hon. Friend the Member for Chippenham 
(Mr. D. Eccles) and myself have described as free knock-about capitalism. I 
fear an ultimate clash between two such organizations.

I feel that in Western Europe we have a separate, different contribution to 
make, based upon our long history, our traditions, and our culture, which 
might combine the best elements both of Soviet Russia and the United States. 
Anyway, we had better face the realities of the situation, which are that 
between these two great federations of Soviet Russia, on the one hand, and 
the United States, on the other, fortified by their satellite Powers -  because 
that is all you can call them either in South America or in Eastern Europe -  the 
smaller nations of Western Europe, of whom we are one, cannot hope to sur
vive, politically or economically, in isolation. Unless we get together in pursuit 
of a common political and economic policy, we shall inevitably, sooner or 
later, be absorbed into one or other of these two great economic and political 
blocs which surround us, one in the East and the other in the West. Much lip- 
service has been paid in this country to the principle of federation; but when it 
comes to action it is a rather different matter (...)
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193. Winston S. Churchill: Zurich speech 19 Sept. 1946
Published, for the most part in summary form, in all the main daily newspapers of 

Europe and the US on 20-1 Sept. 1946. First complete English text in Randolph S. 
Churchill (ed.), The Sinews of Peace. Postwar Speeches by Winston S. Churchill, London, 
1948, pp. 198-202; repr., e.g. in A. and F. Boyd, Western Union, London, 1948 (and 
Washington, DC, 1949), pp. 109-12; H. Brugmans, L'Idee européenne, 1920-1970, 
Bruges, 1970, pp. 373-6; R.R. James (ed.), Winston S. Churchill. His complete speeches 
1897-1963, vol. VII: 1943-49\ New York, 1974, pp. 7379-82. Italian tr. in Relazioni 
Intemazionali, vol. I, no. 16, 28 Sept. 1946, pp. 12-13, repr. in L. Levi, L'Unificazione 
Europea, Trent'anni di storia, Turin, 1979, pp. 45-8; German tr. in R.H. Foerster (ed.), 
Die Idee Europa 1300-1946, Munich (dtv) 1963, pp. 253-7. Here unabridged.

*

The leader of the Conservative party, now leader of the Opposition, was almost the only 
British statesman who had approved Briand's plan of 1930 for a European federal union. 
How mighty Europe is, but for its divisions!... The mass of Europe, once united, once fed
eralized or partly federalized, once continentally self-conscious, ... would constitute an or
ganism beyond compare.... We see nothing but good and hope in a richer, freer; more con
tented European commonalty.'l In 1940 he had proposed an indissoluble Anglo-French 
union under a common parliament, and in 1942-3 he several times advocated a European 
association under a ‘Council of Europe'. His primary intention, however; was still to main
tain Britain's role as one of the Big Three'. In his one major speech on foreign policy in the 
autumn of 1945, on 7 November, he agreed with the Labour government in laying weight 
on the strengthening of the UN, but, unlike Labour; also attached importance to 
strengthening the Anglo-American alliance as the backbone of the world organization.2 
When the Commons next debated foreign affairs, on 20-1 February 1946, Churchill was in 
the US. In his speech at Fulton, Missouri, he referred to the Iron Curtain' that had been 
brought down across Europe, and declared that the real guarantee of peace was the continua-

1 Article by Churchill in the Saturday Evening Post, 15 Feb. 1930. However, he 
already ruled out British membership of the proposed ‘commonalty’ with the words: 
‘But we have our own dream and our own task. We are with Europe, but not of it. 
We are linked, but not comprised. We are interested and associated, but not 
absorbed.’ (Quoted from R. Coudenhove-Kalergi, An Idea Conquers the World, Lon
don, 1953, pp. 162 f.) These words are a key to the understanding of Churchill’s 
idea of Europe as it continued to be after the Second World War. This ‘consistency 
over time’ is pointed out by R.V. Harrison, Winston Churchill and European Integra
tion, Ph.D. thesis, Univ. of Aberdeen, 1985. As Harrison observes, Churchill’s ideas 
of European union took shape between the wars and varied little thereafter, though 
they were adapted to the changing pattern of international relations and British 
domestic politics.

2 Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 415, 7 Nov. 1945, cols. 
1296-1300; the speech made no reference to the desirability of European unity. 
Characteristically, during the autumn of 1945 the only such reference occurred in 
Churchill’s speech of 16 Nov. to both Houses of the Belgian parliament, which 
ended: ‘I see no reason why, under the guardianship of a world organization, there 
should not arise the United States of Europe, which will unify this Continent in a 
manner never known since the fall of the Roman Empire.’ ( Winston S. Churchill. His 
complete speeches 1897-1963, vol. VII: 1945-49, New York, 1974, p. 7253).
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tion of the brotherly association of the English-speaking peoples; at the same time there 
should be (a new unity in Europe from which no nation should be permanently outcast'? The 
fiasco of the Foreign Ministers' meeting in Paris in July 1946, at which the two world powers 
for the first time openly accused each other; made it clear that the promised ‘one world' order 
was not to become a reality.4 Churchill thereupon took up the argument that the true answer 
to the ‘tragedy of Europe' was to create ‘a kind of United States of Europe' under 
Franco-German leadership. The speech aroused worldwide attention, as one of the \Big 
Three\ with a reputation for realism, was seen to be advocating Continental union. Church
ill regarded the Soviet Union as destructive of European civilization and values \ as a 
principal threat to Britain's world interests and her influence in Europe. A union of West 
European states appeared the best way of increasing their capability to resist further Soviet 
expansion J

I wish to speak to you to-day about the tragedy of Europe. This noble con
tinent, comprising on the whole the fairest and the most cultivated regions of 
the earth, enjoying a temperate and equable climate, is the home of all the 
great parent races of the western world. It is the fountain of Christian faith 
and Christian ethics. It is the origin of most of the culture, arts, philosophy 
and science both of ancient and modern times. If Europe were once united in 
the sharing of its common inheritance, there would be no limit to the happi
ness, to the prosperity and glory which its three or four hundred million 
people would enjoy. Yet it is from Europe that have sprung that series of 
frightful nationalistic quarrels, originated by the Teutonic nations, which we 
have seen even in this twentieth century and in our own lifetime, wreck the 
peace and mar the prospects of all mankind.

And what is the plight to which Europe has been reduced? Some of the 
smaller States have indeed made a good recovery, but over wide areas a vast 
quivering mass of tormented, hungry care-worn and bewildered human beings 
gape at the ruins of their cities and homes, and scan the dark horizons for 
approach of some new peril, tyranny or terror. Among the victors there is a 
babel of jarring voices; among the vanquished the sullen silence of despair. 
That is all that Europeans, grouped in so many ancient States and nations, 
that is all that the Germanic Powers have got by tearing each other to pieces 
and spreading havoc far and wide. Indeed, but for the fact that the great 
Republic across the Atlantic Ocean has at length realised that the ruin or en
slavement of Europe would involve their own fate as well, and has stretched

3 W in s to n  C h u rc h i l l ,  ‘A llia n c e  o f  E n g l is h -S p e a k in g  P e o p le s ’, F u l to n ,  M a rc h  5, 
19 4 6 , in  Vital Speeches of the Day, v o l. X I I ,  n o . 11 , N e w  Y o r k ,  15 M a rc h  1946 , 
p p . 3 2 9 - 3 2 ;  a lso  in  J a m e s  (e d .) , Complete Speeches, o p . c it., p p . 7 2 8 5 -9 3  ( q u o ta t io n ,  
s. 7 2 9 1 ) .

4 C f . ;  e .g ., B u llo c k , Bevin, o p . c it ., p . 3 48 .
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out hands of succour and guidance, the Dark Ages would have returned in all 
their cruelty and squalor. They may still return.

Yet all the while there is a remedy which, if it were generally and sponta
neously adopted, would as if by a miracle transform the whole scene, and 
would in a few years make all Europe, or the greater part of it, as free and as 
happy as Switzerland is to-day. What is this sovereign remedy? It is to re-create 
the European family, or as much of it as we can, and provide it with a structure 
under which it can dwell in peace, in safety and in freedom. We must build 
a kind of United States of Europe. In this way only will hundreds of millions 
of toilers be able to regain the simple joys and hopes which make life worth 
living. The process is simple. All that is needed is the resolve of hundreds of 
millions of men and women to do right instead of wrong and gain as their 
reward blessing instead of cursing.

Much work has been done upon this task by the exertions of the Pan-Euro
pean Union which owes so much to Count Coudenhove-Kalergi and which 
commanded the services of the famous French patriot and statesman, Aristide 
Briand. There is also that immense body of doctrine and procedure, which 
was brought into being amid high hopes after the first world war, as the 
League of Nations. The League of Nations did not fail because of its princi
ples or conceptions. It failed because these principles were deserted by those 
States who had brought it into being. It failed because the Governments of 
those days feared to face the facts, and act while time remained. This disaster 
must not be repeated. There is therefore much knowledge and material with 
which to build: and also bitter dear-bought experience.

I was very glad to read in the newspapers two days ago that my friend Presi
dent Truman had expressed his interest and sympathy with this great design. 
There is no reason why a regional organization of Europe should in any way 
conflict with the world organization of the United Nations. On the contrary. I 
believe that the larger synthesis will only survive if it is founded upon coherent 
natural groupings. There is already a natural grouping in the Western Hemi
sphere. We British have our own Commonwealth of Nations. These do not 
weaken, on the contrary they strengthen, the world organization. They are in 
fact its main support. And why should there not be a European group which 
could give a sense of enlarged patriotism and common citizenship to the dis
tracted peoples of this turbulent and mighty continent and why should it not 
take its rightful place with other great groupings in shaping the destinies of 
men? In order that this should be accomplished there must be an act of faith in 
which millions of families speaking many languages must consciously take 
part.

We all know that the two world wars through which we have passed arose 
out of the vain passion of a newly-united Germany to play the dominating part 
in the world. In this last struggle crimes and massacres have been committed 
for which there is no parallel since the invasions of the Mongols in the four
teenth century and no equal at any time in human history. The guilty must be 
punished. Germany must be deprived of the power to rearm and make 
another aggressive war. But when all this has been done, as it will be done, as it
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is being done, there must be an end to retribution. There must be what Mr. 
Gladstone many years ago called ‘a blessed act of oblivion’. We must all turn 
our backs upon the horrors of the past. We must look to the future. We cannot 
afford to drag forward across the years that are to come the hatreds and 
revenges which have sprung from the injuries of the past. If Europe is to be 
saved from infinite misery, and indeed from final doom, there must be an act 
of faith in the European family and an act of oblivion against all the crimes 
and follies of the past.

Can the peoples of Europe rise to the height of these resolves of the soul 
and instincts of the spirit of man? If they can, the wrongs and injuries which 
have been inflicted will have been washed away on all sides by the miseries 
which have been endured. Is there any need for further floods of agony? Is it 
the only lesson of history that mankind is unteachable? Let there be justice, 
mercy and freedom. The peoples have only to will it, and all will achieve their 
heart’s desire.

I am now going to say something that will astonish you. The first step in the 
re-creation of the European family must be a partnership between France and 
Germany. In this way only can France recover the moral leadership of Europe. 
There can be no revival of Europe without a spiritually great France and a spir
itually great Germany. The structure of the United States of Europe, if well 
and truly built, will be such as to make the material strength of a single state 
less important. Small nations will count as much as large ones and gain their 
honour by their contribution to the common cause. The states and principali
ties of Germany, freely joined together for mutual convenience in a federal 
system, might each take their individual place among the United States of 
Europe. I shall not try to make a detailed programme for hundreds of millions 
of people who want to be happy and free, prosperous and safe, who wish to 
enjoy the four freedoms of which the great President Roosevelt spoke, and 
live in accordance with the principles embodied in the Atlantic Charter. If this 
is their wish, they have only to say so, and means can certainly be found, and 
machinery erected, to carry that wish into full fruition.

But I must give you a warning. Time may be short. At present there is a 
breathing-space. The cannon have ceased firing. The fighting has stopped; but 
the dangers have not stopped. If we are to form the United States of Europe 
or whatever name or form it may take, we must begin now.

In these present days we dwell strangely and precariously under the shield 
and protection of the atomic bomb. The atomic bomb is still only in the hands 
of a State and nation which we know will never use it except in the cause of 
right and freedom. But it may well be that in a few years this awful agency of 
destruction will be widespread and the catastrophe following from its use by 
several warring nations will not only bring to an end all that we call civilization, 
but may possibly disintegrate the globe itself.

I must now sum up the propositions which are before you. Our constant aim 
must be to build and fortify the strength of U.N.O. Under and within that 
world concept we must re-create the European family in a regional structure 
called, it may be, the United States of Europe. The first step is to form a
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Council of Europe. If at first all the States of Europe are not willing or able 
to join the Union, we must nevertheless proceed to assemble and combine 
those who will and those who can. The salvation of the common people of 
every race and of every land from war or servitude must be established on 
solid foundations and must be guarded by the readiness of all men and women 
to die rather than submit to tyranny. In all this urgent work, France and Ger
many must take the lead together. Great Britain, the British Commonwealth 
of Nations, mighty America, and I trust Soviet Russia -  for then indeed all 
would be well -  must be the friends and sponsors of the new Europe and must 
champion its right to live and shine. Therefore I say to you: Let Europe arise!

194. The Economist: a Western European bloc,
the USSR and the US 19 Oct. 1946

F ro m  ‘C o n c lu s io n  in  P a r is ’, le a d in g  a r t ic le ,  The Economist, vo\. 151 , n o . 5 3 8 2 , 19 O c t .  
1946 , p p . 6 1 0 -1 2  (h e re  p a r t  2 , p p . 611 f., u n a b r id g e d ) .

Four weeks after the end of the war in Europe the E c o n o m is t  weekly had argued for a 
close association of West European states.1 But it had said nothing more on the subject since 
Oct. 1945,2 and paid no attention to Churchill's call for European unity in its first three 
issues after 19 Sep. 1946. It did so in a leader of 19 Oct., the first part of which (omitted here) 
regretted that at the Paris peace conference of all the allied nations, which had just ended, 
every controversy had become part of a single East-West dispute; the ‘Russian bloc' was as 
a rule outvoted by a Western majority, and the Russians were incapable of recognizing this 
as ‘in any degree a consequence of their own behaviour'. The E c o n o m is t  once more recom
mended an association of West European states, as a prerequisite of all-European solutions 
and a new ‘Concert of Europe'.

(...) The problem is how to maintain Great Power co-operation and initia
tive without either imposing a dictatorship on the smaller nations or 
partitioning the world into spheres of influence.

The question of spheres and blocs was raised with candid directness by 
General Smuts in the speech which he made to the Paris Conference on 
October 7th. After declaring that ‘those who scan the debates and votes will be 
struck by the constancy with which those whom I may call the Slav group on 
the one hand and the Western group on the other have voted against each oth
er,’ he told the delegates that ‘there is no fundamental dividing line between 
East and West ... no differences which cannot be reconciled, no divisions 
which cannot be bridged.5 This was primarily an appeal for a reconciliation

1 C f. d o c . 190 a b o v e , w ith  n o te s .
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among the Big Four, but implicit in the speech was also the conception of 
which General Smuts has been a spokesman outside the Conference and on 
which his stand is near to Mr. Churchill’s -  the idea of a United States of 
Europe.

The present cleavage affects the world as a whole, but in the first place it 
divides Europe, however Europe may be defined -  whether its eastern 
boundary is reckoned to be on the Urals or along the frontier of the Soviet 
Union. General Smuts in his recent speeches at Amsterdam and Brussels was 
careful not to define Europe too precisely when he spoke of ‘the right concept, 
the thought of Europe and its organic unity,’ which ‘will of itself expel all the 
others which now wage war with each other.’ But when he said that he thought 
the present ideological divisions of Europe were being taken too seriously and 
that he saw £no gulf between western and eastern Europe which cannot be 
bridged,’ he was certainly speaking of Europe as the nineteenth century 
thought of it, when the ‘Concert of Europe’ included Russia. However far off 
such a unity may now seem, the idea of a new Concert of Europe for settlement 
of purely European affairs is one which should always be kept in mind and pro
claimed as an objective; it is an idea which will surely find some response in 
countries within the Soviet orbit and may, in some new constellation of 
politics in Russia, penetrate even there.

But meanwhile, if there is no official approval from the East, and if all moves 
for closer co-operation among European nations are denounced as anti-Soviet 
¿/oc-building while the ties which bind the Soviet bloc are not at all loosened, 
then the Western European nations have no alternative but to go ahead with 
any plans which they may find feasible for a ‘Western Association.’ They 
cannot wait indefinitely for the Danubian ice to melt. Sixteen months ago The 
Economist pointed out that proposals for a Western Association had been 
deliberately put aside at the Yalta Conference ‘lest they should be used by the 
Russians to justify an exclusive sphere of influence for themselves in Eastern 
Europe.’ But Russia has since then consolidated its exclusive sphere in Eastern 
Europe, while Western Europe remains without any co-ordination. Interna
tionally Russia has indeed been confronted with an opposition grouping of 
states, but, in so far as this grouping can be called a bloc} it has been formed 
under the leadership of the United States and the Western European nations 
have constituted no distinct combination. It may be questioned whether such a 
state of affairs is to Russia’s advantage, in terms of power politics; what gain is 
it to Russia that all nations should be divided into two camps, of which the 
American is the stronger? A Western European bloc would be in many ways a 
buffer and a factor of balance, while from its very nature, not being formed 
round a single overwhelmingly strong Power, as any American-centred combi
nation must be, it would be less of a potential threat to Russian security. But 
whether the Russians like it or not, it is not possible to go on indefinitely on 
the heads-I-win-tails-you-lose principle that the East may combine, but the 
West must not. British policy cannot refrain from trying to promote a closer 
association among the nations of Western Europe, even if accusations of reac
tionary plotting are made against it. The overriding purpose, however, must
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never be simply to build up one part of Europe against another; what General 
Smuts calls ‘the thought of Europe’ must ever remain and every opportunity 
be taken to find ground of common interest and undertaking with the Eastern 
states, to subordinate the blocs to a revived Concert of Europe as well as to the 
wider world organisation of the United Nations.

195. United Europe Committee: ‘Statement of Policy’ 16 Jan. 1947
Text in The Times, Manchester Guardian and Daily Telegraphy 17 Jan. 1947; repr. in 

Federal News; no. 143, Feb. 1947, p. 2; United Europe Speeches at the Royal Albert Hall3 
14th May 1947, London, 1947, front cover; United Europe News-Letter of the United 
Europe Movement, no. 1, London, March 1948, p. 10; A. and F. Boyd, Western Union, 
op. cit., pp. 74 f. French tr. in LAction fédéraliste européenne, no. 4, Jan. 1947, p. 58. 
German tr. in Europa. Organ der Europa-Union, vol. 14, no. 2, Basle, Feb. 1947, p. 1; 
Mitteilungsblatt der Föderalistischen Union, no. 1/2, Cologne, March 1947. (Here 
unabridged.)

‘Churchill is by no means minded to let the matter rest with a single speech' - his friend 
Leo Amery wrote to Lord Layton on 1 October 1946 - ‘he is anxious to form a nucleus of 
leading men of all shades of political opinion to give a lead to public opinion in this country 
and to create an organization to direct it.'J Churchill entrusted this task to his son-in-law 
Duncan Sandys, who had been a successful junior minister during the war; having lost his 
seat in the Commons in July 1945, he devoted his considerable energy to creating a voluntary 
organization for the promotion of European unity.2 The attempt to secure the co-operation 
of as many as possible of those elements in Britain that favoured European union encountered 
problems and criticisms, e.g. to the effect that Churchill's conception of Europe was anti- Rus
sian, that it did not provide for British membership and was too vaguely formulated.3 In 
December 1946 Churchill published an article elaborating his ideas so as to meet these criti
cisms and facilitate negotiations with other groups.4 As a result, on 16 January 1947 the 
inaugural session of the Provisional British United Europe Committee was held under 
Churchill's chairmanship. This was, ostensibly at any rate, a non-party body composed of 
eminent figures in political and intellectual life: six Conservatives (all ex-ministers or future 
ministers), six Labour representatives, three Liberals, four prominent academics and three 
church leaders: altogether 22 members, plus Churchill as chairman.5 However; the Labour 
representatives, three of whom were parliamentarians, were not leading members of their 
party, whose official policy was to deter its members from joining the United Europe Com-

1 Layton papers, 1 Oct. 1946, quoted from Forman, European Movement, op. cit.,
p. 128.

2 Cf., with biography of Duncan Sandys, Lipgens, History, op. cit., pp. 323 ff.
3 Cf. introduction to doc. 193; the charge of anti-Communism was expressed in 

several newspapers, beginning with The Times, 20 Sept. 1946; cf. ibid., 21 Sept.
4 W. Churchill, ‘A United Europe. One way to stop a new war’, in Colliers 

Weekly Magazine, New York, Christmas week, 1946; also in Daily Telegraph, 
30-1 Dec. 1946, and Reader's Digest, Jan. 1947.

5 For the names see Introduction to this chapter, n. 51.
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mittee. The Labour Executive regarded the new organization as an attempt by Churchill to 
form an anti-Soviet West European bloc and to weaken the unity of the Labour Party.6

The Committee drew up a ‘Statement of Policy' proclaiming the conviction that ‘If Europe 
is to survive, it must unite' and urging that ‘those [countries] that can should make a start'. 
It added, however; that it would be 'premature to define the precise constitutional relation
ship', and left it to readers to form their own interpretation of Britain's full contribution to 
European unity'.7

The anarchy of Europe has already brought about two world wars in our 
time. If allowed to continue, it must surely lead to an even more terrible catas
trophe.

The final elimination of war can be assured only by the eventual creation 
of a system of World Government. As a practical step towards this ultimate 
ideal, appropriate nations should be encouraged to group themselves in larger 
units. Groups of various kinds already exist, such as the Pan-American Union, 
the British Commonwealth and the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics.

Our continent, however, still remains in a chaotic condition. If Europe is 
to survive, it must unite. Its peoples must join together to secure their mutual 
peace and common prosperity and to preserve and enrich their heritage of civ
ilisation and freedom. The aim must be to unite all the peoples of Europe and 
give expression to their sense of being Europeans, while preserving their own 
traditions and identity.

Some countries may for the present feel unable to take action; but those that 
can should make a start. Others will join with them later.

United Europe would have the status of a Regional Group under the 
Charter of the United Nations Organization and would naturally seek the 
close friendship and co-operation of the Soviet Union and the United States 
of America. It would be premature to define the precise constitutional relation
ship between the nations of a unified Europe. Unity can grow only from free 
consultation and practical experience of concerted action.

Britain has special obligations and spiritual ties which link her with the other 
nations of the British Commonwealth. Nevertheless, Britain is a part of 
Europe and must be prepared to make her full contribution to European 
unity.

6 Cf. Grantham, Labour Party, op. cit., pp. 167-8; circular letter of 23 Jan. 1947 
from M. Phillips, secretary of the Labour Party, informing members of the 
Executive’s decision. The publisher Victor Gollancz, one of the Labour members 
of the newly formed Committee, received a copy: Personal Papers of Sir Victor 
Gollancz, MSS. 157/3/UE/2/8.

7 The National Council of Federal Union on 26 Jan. expressed agreement with the 
Statement and agreed to co-operate with the new organization, while 
emphasizing that ‘any European Union must be federal in character’ and that 
‘such a union implies no anti-Russian bias’. Cf. Federal News, no. 144, March 
1947, p. 2 (ibid., pp. 8-11, a number of critical comments from the press); Federal 
Union, meeting of the National Council, 26 Jan. 1947; Federal Union Archives.
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Since, for the moment, Governments find it difficult to take the initiative, 
the responsibility falls upon individual citizens. The task is urgent. Before it 
is too late, let men of goodwill in all countries take counsel together that 
Europe may arise.

196. George D.H. Cole: Europe as a Third Force
before Feb. 1947

F ro m  G .D .H .  C o le , The Intelligent Man's Guide to the Post-War World, L o n d o n , 
1947 , p p . 1032  f ., 1 0 5 4 -6  (e x c e rp ts ) .

G.D.H. Cole, Chichele Professor of Social and Political Theory at Oxford and a well 
known author of numerous writings on socialism and the labour movement,1 belonged to 
the group of left-wing Labour politicians and intellectuals who advocated a socialist ‘third 
way' between the US and the Soviet Union;2 for a time he was one of the most zealous prop
agandists for this idea. During the war he had belonged to the minority of the British Left 
who beliefed strongly in European union, and had expounded the economic assumptions 
underlying the socialist arguments for European unity.3 Dissatisfied with the government's 
foreign policy and its attitude to the US and the Soviet Union, he published a N e w  
S ta te s m a n  pamphlet in April 1946 advocating West European unity on a basis of liberal 
socialism' and full co-operation among like-minded socialist governments, arguing that ‘the 
problems of Western Europe are insoluble except on supranational lines'.4 In his voluminous 
work of 194 7, comprising a popularized account of a large number of the most diverse topics, 
he expressed, partly in the same terms as in his pamphlet of 1946, his ideas on Western unity, 
its significance and political structure, and Europe's role in the world. The passages that 
follow were written before February 19477

The Case for Unity in Western Europe
We cannot (...) escape from our present subservience to the United States, 

unless we can build up much closer political and economic relations with our 
neighbours in Western Europe. This means, above all other countries, France. 
It is with France, more than with any other country, that Mr. Bevin ought to 
be doing his level best to make common cause in the discussions of the future 
of Europe among the Big Four. Great Britain alone, and France alone, are 
both too weak to stand for a clearly defined, independent policy. As long as

1 H is  c h ie f  w o r k  w a s  th e  History of Socialist Thought (5 b o o k s  in  7 v o lu m e s ) ,  L o n 
d o n , 1 9 5 3 -6 0 . In  1945 h e  s to o d  u n s u c c e s s fu lly  as a n  M P  f o r  O x f o r d .

2 C f. a lso  d o c s . 197 , 2 0 2 , 2 1 0 , 2 1 3 , 2 1 9 , 2 21 .
3 M . N e w m a n , ‘B ritish  S o c ia lis ts  a n d  th e  Q u e s t io n  o f  E u r o p e a n  U n i ty ,  1 9 3 9 - 4 5 ’, 

in  European Studies Review 10 (1 9 8 0 ) , p p . 7 5 -1 0 0 .
4 G .D .H . C o le , On Labour's Foreign Policy, L o n d o n , A p ril 19 4 6 , p p . 12, 14.
5 C f. C o le , The Intelligent Man's Guide, o p . c it., p . 1032 .
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these two fail to stand together, the inevitable result is that Great Britain is 
driven to act under the tutelage of the United States, and that France, torn by 
internal conflicts, weakly does what it can to play the part of mediator 
between the Soviet Union and the American-British bloc. Such a position is no 
more satisfactory for the French than it is for us; for it is inconsistent with any 
tolerable settlement in the West -  which is France’s greatest need and desire. If 
Great Britain and France could come to terms, and could put forward for 
Western Europe a united policy, emphasising at the same time their joint 
renunciation of interference in the affairs of Eastern Europe, the Soviet 
Union would be confronted with a group that it would have to treat with 
respect and could no longer regard as a potential instrument of American capi
talism for the immediate exploitation of the European continent and for an 
attack on Communism at a subsequent stage. (...)

What Western Unity Involves
(...) The authoritarian Socialism of the Soviet Union is not compatible with 

these essential freedoms, which form an essential part of the Western way of 
life. It has faced with great success the problem of devising a kind of Socialism 
that meets the material requirements of our time; but, heir to a very different 
social and cultural tradition from our own, it has seen to need no give many 
of the freedoms which we value most highly a place in its new way of life. The 
West, on the other hand, while showing considerable tenacity in retaining its 
cultural traditions, has so far failed almost entirely in making the requisite 
adaptations to the changed material foundations of living, and has, even to
day, set about the work of reconstructing its damaged social structure on an 
obsolete basis of national sovereignty and purely national economic effort.

As against this, I claim that the problems of Western Europe are insoluble 
except on supra-national lines. The economic structure of the new Western 
Europe needs planning as a whole, on a basis of wholehearted co-operation. 
The tariff and currency barriers need taking down, so as to constitute a free 
trading area with a market comparable in extent with those of the United 
States and the Soviet Union. The transport systems need to be rebuilt on 
international lines: the movement of both goods and men needs to be made 
free of all impediment over the entire West European area. Industry and agri
culture need planning as complementary services for the whole of Western 
Europe, and not in terms of prospective national competition. The use of 
rivers for power as well as for transport needs supra-national planning. Unless 
these things are done, Western Europe will not be able to stand up 
economically to the commercial and capitalistic power of the United States, 
or to achieve social security for its peoples at a satisfactory standard of life.

It is, however, impossible even to begin planning such matters as these on 
the required supra-national lines unless the Governments of the countries con
cerned are like-minded, and are ready to pursue internal policies of economic 
planning with social security and social welfare as their essential objectives. 
The only Governments that can be relied on to do this are Socialist, or predom
inantly Socialist, Governments, such as exist already in Norway and Sweden,
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as well as in Great Britain, and could exist in France and Holland and 
Belgium, and probably elsewhere, if only Great Britain would give the right 
lead.

The Political Structure of Western Unity
This is the economic aspect of Western unity, which is indispensable in 

order to give the political aspect a real and substantial content. Politically, the 
structure need not be at all elaborate, if only the right economic links can be 
successfully made. I see no necessity for a common Constitution or for a 
common Parliament, even of a federal type. The whole thing could be done by 
treaties, filled out by agreements for close economic collaboration; and the po
litical machinery could be no more than a periodically-meeting West Euro
pean Congress, which could be created as a ‘regional group5 within the frame
work of the United Nations Organization, and on lines parallel to those of the 
existing Pan-American Union. Such a Congress would debate policies and set 
up Commissions to draft agreements for ratification by the national Parlia
ments, and to supervise their execution when they had been duly ratified. 
There would be no need to supersede, or to interfere with, the separate forms 
and methods of government in the different countries -  only to persuade them 
to shape their policies in common on a number of questions which call impera
tively for supra-national action.

There are, indeed, certain terms of unity which I should like to see written 
into the common agreement of the West European States. I should like com
plete freedom of movement, without passports or visas, to be established over 
the entire area. I should like any citizen of any country within the group to be 
recognised, on the basis of a simple residence qualification, as a citizen of any 
other, to the extent of acquiring full legal and voting rights. I should like to see 
conventions agreed on by all countries in the group on such matters as pat
ents, company laws, Trade Union rights, libel laws, double taxation, and, as 
far as possible, social insurance and minimum conditions of employment. And 
I should hope, as soon as possible, for a truly common currency, resting on the 
foundation of an agreed policy for the maintenance of full employment over 
the entire area. (...)

Western Unity is not Military Alliance
(...) I am not (...) urging any sort of military alliance among the countries 

of Western Europe. On the contrary, I want them to eschew all projects of 
such alliance, both because it could not really help them to solve their problems 
and because it would inevitably be taken as a hostile move both by the Soviet 
Union and by those who are working to make U.N.O. a reality. The unity 
Western Europe needs is not military: it is cultural, economic, political in the 
sense in which politics are a matter, not of war, but of the arts of peace.

On this basis (...) I am pleading for the recognition of Western unity as a 
primary objective of British foreign policy to-day. (...)
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197. Keep Left: Europe as a Third Force May 1947
E x c e rp ts  f r o m  Keep Left. By a Group of Members of Parliament ( N e w  S ta te s m a n  a n d  

N a t io n  p a m p h le t ) ,  L o n d o n ,  1 9 4 7 , p p . 3 8 -4 1 .

The Keep Left' group, so called from its manifesto published at the beginning of May 
1947' was politically the most significant group within the Labour Party that for a time 
advocated European unity. It originated with an open letter to Attlee, the prime minister; 
composed by Donald Bruce and signed by 21 Labour MPs.1 The pamphlet was chiefly 
prompted by dissatisfaction with the government's foreign policy; which in November 1946 
had taken the form of a revolt led by R.H.S. Crossman.2 The manifesto was signed by 15 
MPs;3 its final version was the work of Crossman (who wrote the section on foreign policy), 
M. Foot and I. Mikardo. The pamphlet, which aroused much attention, dealt in its first part 
with the bases of a socialist policy in home affairs. Its authors' main concern, however, was 
the demand for a new foreign policy, independent of the US and the Soviet Union. They 
argued strongly for a 'third force' Europe under democratic socialist, i.e. British, leadership. 
While relations between the great powers had hitherto been the chief source of anxiety, sec
tions of the parliamentary Labour Left now came to consider, as East-West tension 
increased, that the creation of a united independent Europe offered a chance of preserving 
peace by averting the division of the world and Europe into two camps and their domination 
by the US or the Soviet Union. It was the task of British socialists, the group maintained, to 
take the lead in this direction. Wherever possible, they must protect ‘smaller nations' from 
ideological warfare, help to heal the breach between the US and the Soviet Union, and see to 
it that the West European nations, including Britain, did not dwindle into financial depen
dencies and strategic outposts of the New World'.4 Europe's independent position should be 
based on the ‘alliance' between France and Britain: the treaty of Dunkirk, signed on 
4 March 1947,5 was welcomed as a sign that the Government was now attempting to 1redress 
the balance'.6 In the long term, the group hoped to see a federation' of West and East Euro
pean states, and as the chief means to this end they advocated the stepping up of trade rela
tions. The decisive factor in Europe's future and independence consisted in defence and secu-

1 F. B ro c k w a y , Towards Tomorrow. The Autobiography of Fenner Brockway, L o n 
d o n ,  1 9 7 7 , p p . 1 6 3 - 4 ;  J . S c h n e e r ,  ‘H o p e s  d e f e r r e d  o r  s h a t te r e d :  T h e  B ritish  L a b o u r  
L e f t  a n d  th e  th i r d  f o r c e  m o v e m e n t,  1 9 4 5 - 4 9 ’, in  Journal of Modem History 56 (1 9 8 4 ) , 
p p . 2 0 5  f. B ru c e , a t  th e  t im e , w a s  p a r l ia m e n ta r y  p r iv a te  s e c r e ta r y  to  A n e u r in  B ev an , 
th e  le f t -w in g  m in is te r  o f  h e a l th .

2 Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, v o l. 4 3 0 , 18 N o v . 1 9 4 6 , co ls . 5 2 6 - 3 9 ;  
B u llo c k , Bevin, o p . c it ., p p . 3 2 7 - 9 ;  W in d r ic h ,  British Labour's Foreign Policy, o p . c it., 
p p . 187 f . ; M e e h a n ,  The British Left Wing, o p . c it ., p p . 99  ff.

3 T h e  s ig n a to r ie s  w e re  G . B in g , D . B ru c e , R .H .S .  C ro s s m a n , H .  D a v ie s , M . F o o t ,  
L. H a le ,  F. L e e , B .W . L ev y , R .W .G . M a c k a y , J .P .W . M a lla lie u , I. M ik a r d o ,  E .R . M il
l in g to n ,  S. S w in g le r ,  G . W ig g , W . W y a t t .  S e v e n  o f  th e s e  w e re  jo u rn a l is ts ,  m o s tly  o n  
th e  e d i to r ia l  s ta f f  o f  th e  New Statesman o r  th e  Tribune.

4 Keep Left, o p . c it ., p . 37.
5 O n  th e  g e n e s is  o f  th is  t r e a ty  f o r  d e fe n c e  a g a in s t  G e r m a n y  see  Y o u n g ,  Britain, 

o p . c it . ,  p p . 4 3 - 5 1 ;  J . C h a rm le y ,  ‘D u f f  C o o p e r  a n d  W e s te r n  E u r o p e a n  u n io n , 
1 9 4 4 - 7 ’, in  Review of International Studies 11 (1 9 8 5 ) , p p . 5 3 -6 4 .

6 Keep Left, o p . c it . ,  p . 37.
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rity problems and the way they were solved by the European states.7 The pamphlet made no 
reference to the political structure or institutional basis of a ‘united Europe’.

(...) It depends on France and Britain (...) whether Europe shall be divided 
into two parts, one controlled by Russia and one by America, or whether, 
united through an Anglo-French alliance, it can form the keystone of the arch 
of world peace.

France and Britain are now partners in a common fate. We are both ‘Great 
Powers’ with colonial empires. In times past we both used to fight major wars 
from our own resources; now we are both unable to do so. The Channel has 
ceased to matter, and, strategically, we British have become Europeans whose 
prosperity and security depend on that of the rest of Europe. Working 
together, we are still strong enough to hold the balance of world power, to 
halt the division into a Western and an Eastern bloc} and so to make the United 
Nations a reality. But if we permit ourselves to be separated from France, and 
so from the rest of Europe, and if we take cover under the mantle of America, 
we shall not only destroy our own and Europe’s chances of recovery, but also 
make a third world war inevitable.

A Socialist Britain cannot prosper so long as Europe is divided. The goal we 
should work for is a federation which binds together the nations now under 
Eastern domination with the peoples of Western Europe. But this goal is a long 
way off. For the present it would be wise to concentrate on less spectacular 
forms of European collaboration designed gradually to remove the Iron Cur
tain.

The most important of these is trade. In normal times, Eastern Europe has 
a large surplus of agricultural products and raw materials. To reduce our 
present economic dependence on the New World, we must do everything pos
sible to facilitate an exchange of British manufactured goods for the food
stuffs, timber and other products of Poland and the Danubian countries, as 
well as the Scandinavian States. (...)

The development of European trade should be easier because nearly every 
country in Europe is now planning its economy on Socialist lines. The French 
Monnet plan is only one example among many. These various national plans 
should be carefully co-ordinated to avoid competition in export markets and 
to provide long-term agreements for agricultural producers.

Nor should we regard Russia as being written off our trade account. (...) 
Anglo-Russian trade (...) depends upon political rather than economic con
siderations.

7 The Labour Party leaders rejected the ideas in the pamphlet. In reply to the 
attacks on the government’s foreign policy they produced a pamphlet in May 1947 
-  timed for the party’s annual conference at Margate on 26-30 May -  entitled Cards 
on the table - an interpretation of Labour's foreign policy. This was drafted by M. Phil
lips, the party secretary, H. Dalton, chairman of the International Sub-Committee 
of the NEC, and D. Healey, secretary of the International Department of the 
Labour Party: cf. Bullock, Bevin} op. cit., pp. 396-8.
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The objection to close economic co-operation with Europe is that it runs 
counter to the principles of ‘multilateral trade’ which we accepted along with 
the American loan and which our representatives have been discussing in the 
I.T.O. Conference at Geneva. Ideally, of course, everyone wants world Free 
Trade. But is Britain justified in staking everything on an ideal which no 
nation, least of all America, is willing to accept when it conflicts with its own 
interests? (...)

With many of the world’s markets closed to us, we must defend the area to 
which we have access -  namely, the Commonwealth. In other words, Imperial 
Preference is a most valuable bargaining counter which we dare not sacrifice 
until the Americans make tariff reductions which enable both us and the Com
monwealth to enter the American home market.

But though Imperial Preference is disliked by the Americans, no European 
Power feels the same objection. Some of them have similar systems of Empire 
Trade, and all of them are vitally interested in uniting to protect themselves 
against any American attempt to export unemployment in a slump. If, as Mr. 
Churchill advocates, we should try to live under American patronage, then 
Imperial Preference must go. But if our aim is European unity, we can simul
taneously strengthen our ties with the Commonwealth. Since the War we have 
been hypnotized by American commercial and industrial power and have for
gotten the traditional orientation of our economy towards Europe and the 
Commonwealth. The closer our links with them, the more eager will America 
be to offer favourable terms of trade.

Our defence plan should follow a similar pattern. We cannot expect that the 
tension between Russia and America will be reduced in the immediate future, 
and we shall probably have to plan on the assumption that no agreement 
between them is likely for some time either on the control of atomic energy or 
on large-scale disarmament. It will be an uneasy and dangerous sort of world.

In these conditions one thing is clear. No European nation will be any safer 
for taking shelter in either an anti-American or an anti-Russian bloc. The 
security of each and of all of us depends on preventing the division of Europe 
into exclusive spheres of influence.

It is here that Britain, working as closely as possible with France, can take 
the lead. Our immediate aim should be a joint Anglo-French declaration for
mally abjuring Staff conversations either with the U.S.A. or with the U.S.S.R. 
We should make it clear that our joint defence plans will be framed within a 
regional European security system, according to the terms of the United 
Nations Charter, and be designed to deter aggression either by Germany or 
by any non-European Power. Such a declaration would do something to 
reduce the Russian suspicion that Western Europe is being used for the prepa
ration of war against the Soviet Union.

We should try to expand the Anglo-French Alliance into a European se
curity pact, and announce our readiness, along with other European nations, 
to renounce the manufacture and use of atomic bombs and to submit our 
armed forces and armament factories to inspection of U.N.O., irrespective of 
whether Russia and America reach agreement on this subject or not. This
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involves no sacrifice of security for us, since our security depends not on 
winning the next -  atomic -  war, but on preventing it. A United Europe, 
strong enough to deter an aggressor, but voluntarily renouncing the most 
deadly offensive weapon of modern warfare, would be the best guarantor of 
world peace. (...)

198. Winston S. Churchill: speech at the Royal Albert Hall on the 
creation of a united Europe 14 May 1947

F ro m  R a n d o lp h  S. C h u rc h il l  (e d .) , Europe Unite. Speeches 1947 and 1948 by Winston 
S. Churchill, L o n d o n , 19 5 0 , p p . 7 7 -8 5  (e x c e rp ts ) ;  r e p r .  in  R .R . J a m e s  (e d .) , Winston S. 
Churchill. His complete speeches 1897-1963, v o i. 7 : 1943-49; N e w  Y o r k ,  1974 , 
p p . 7 4 8 3 - 8 ;  e x c e rp ts  in  United Europe. Speeches at the Royal Albert Hall 14th May, 1947, 
L o n d o n , 1947 , p p . 4 - 1 3 ;  R .R . J a m e s  (e d .) , Churchill speaks. Winston S. Churchill in peace 
and war. Collected speeches, 1897-1963, N e w  Y o rk ,  19 8 0 , p p . 9 0 9 -1 3 .

After the inaugural meeting of the Provisional British United Europe Committee on 
16 January 1947,1 the United Europe Movement was formally constituted at a mass meeting 
in the Albert Hall on 14 May. This was attended by leading personalities from almost all 
branches of public life, members of the diplomatic corps and many foreign repre
sentatives, and was given much attention by the press and radio. The BBC broadcast the 
main speeches, which were delivered, after preliminary words of welcome, by the Most Rev. 
Geoffrey F. Fisher, archbishop of Canterbury; Winston S. Churchill, chairman of the Move
ment; George Gibson, former chairman of the Trades Union Council; Lady Violet Bonham 
Carter, president of the Liberal Party Organization; V. Gollancz, publisher; the Rt. Rev. 
J.M. Richardson, Moderator of the National Free Church Federal Council; and the Rt. Hon. 
O. Stanley. In conclusion the following resolution was adopted by acclamation:

‘This meeting believes that, in the interests of freedom and peace, the peoples of Europe 
must create unity among themselves and together make a positive European contribution to 
the progress of civilization and world order; and, recognizing that Britain must play her full 
part, pledges its support in the forthcoming campaign for a United Europe.52

The founding members of the Provisional Committee assembled by Duncan Sandys, 
together with Lady V. Bonham Carter, now became the Executive Committee of the Move
ment. In view of the absence of leading Labour members - the Labour Executive 
maintaining its hostile attitude3 - and the evident predominance of Conservatives,4 an

1 C f. d o c . 195 a b o v e .
2 United Europe, Speeches, o p . c it., p p . 14, 24 .
3 C f. in t r o d u c t io n  to  d o c . 195 a n d  n . 6 th e r e to .
4 ‘O v e rw h e lm in g ly  n o n - L a b o u r ,  a n d  la rg e ly  a n t i - L a b o u r ’ w a s  th e  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  

th e  M o v e m e n t b y  V . G o lla n c z  a n d  E a r l  (B e r tra n d )  R u sse ll , b o th  m e m b e rs  o f  th e  
L a b o u r  P a r ty  a n d  o f  th e  e x e c u tiv e  o f  th e  U n i te d  E u r o p e  M o v e m e n t,  in  a n  u n d a te d  
le t te r  (c. 6 - 8  J u n e  1947) a d d re s s e d  to  L o rd  L in d sa y , G ib s o n , L a n g  a n d  K in g , th e i r  
L a b o u r  f e llo w -m e m b e rs  o f  th e  e x e c u tiv e :  P e r s o n a l  P a p e r s  o f  S ir  V . G o l la n c z ,  M S S . 
1 5 7 / 3 / U E / 2 / 1 1 2 .  A n  a t te m p t  to  p e r s u a d e  th e  L a b o u r  M P  H .  U s b o r n e  a n d  h is 
g ro u p  to  jo in  w a s  u n su c c e ss fu l. G o l la n c z  se v e ra l tim e s  c o n s id e re d  re s ig n in g  f ro m
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endeavour was made to stress the Movement's non-party character by means of the distribu
tion of offices under Churchill's chairmanship. Thus the vice-chairmen, besides L.S. Amery, 
were the trade unionist Gibson (Labour) and Lady V  Bonham Carter; the hon. treasurer; 
Lord Layton (Liberal); joint hon. secretaries, Duncan Sandys (Conservative) and the Rev.
G. Lang (Labour). Sandys, however, was the real driving force of the Movement.*

Unlike the Continental federalist organizations, the United Europe Movement was well 
financed\ owing largely to one of its members, Lord McGowan, who was chairman of Impe
rial Chemical Industries. It was basically an élite organization of prominent persons, who 
from the beginning kept to themselves a maximum degree of freedom vis-à-vis the members 
in general. The Movement (was Churchill's child and it was reared in typically Churchillian 
fashion. '6

All the greatest things are simple, and many can be expressed in a single 
word: Freedom; Justice; Honour; Duty; Mercy; Hope. We who have come 
together here to-night, representing almost all the political parties in our 
British national life and nearly all the creeds and churches of the Western 
world -  this large audience filling a famous hall -  we also can express our pur
pose in a single word -  ‘Europe’. (...)

Are the States of Europe to continue for ever to squander the first fruits of 
their toil upon the erection of new barriers, military fortifications and tariff 
walls and passport networks against one another? Are we Europeans to 
become incapable, with all our tropical and colonial dependencies, with all 
our long-created trading connections, with all that modern production and 
transportation can do, of even averting famine from the mass of our peoples? 
Are we all, through our poverty and our quarrels, for ever to be a burden and 
a danger to the rest of the world? Do we imagine that we can be carried for
ward indefinitely upon the shoulders -  broad though they be -  of the United 
States of America?

The time has come when these questions must be answered. This is the hour 
of choice and surely the choice is plain. If the people of Europe resolve to come 
together and work together for mutual advantage, to exchange blessings 
instead of curses, they still have it in their power to sweep away the horrors 
and miseries which surround them, and to allow the streams of freedom, hap
piness and abundance to begin again their healing flow. This is the supreme 
opportunity, and if it be cast away, no one can predict that it will ever return 
or what the resulting catastrophe will be.

In my experience of large enterprises, I have found it is often a mistake to 
try to settle everything at once. Far off, on the skyline, we can see the peaks

th e  M o v e m e n t ,  n o t  o n ly  b e c a u s e  o f  h is p a r ty ’s o f f ic ia l  a t t i tu d e ,  b u t  b e c a u s e  o f  th e  e v i
d e n t  te n d e n c y  o f  C h u rc h i l l  a n d  th e  C o n s e rv a t iv e s  to  u se  it  f o r  p u rp o s e s  o f  d o m e s tic  
p o li t ic s  a n d  to  fill its  k e y  p o s ts  w ith  m e m b e rs  o f  th e i r  o w n  p a r ty .

5 List of members of the Council and executive in United Europe Speeches, op. cit., 
p. 25 .

6 F o rm a n , European Movement, o p . c it., p . 141. F o r  a  fu ll a c c o u n t  o f  th e  in a u g u ra l  
m e e tin g  a n d  th e  a im s  o f  th e  M o v e m e n t  see  L ip g e n s , History; o p . c it ., p p . 3 2 8 -3 4 .
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of the Delectable Mountains. But we cannot tell what lies between us and 
them. We know where we want to go; but we cannot foresee all the stages of 
the journey, nor can we plan our marches as in a military operation. We are 
not acting in the field of force, but in the domain of opinion. We cannot give 
orders. We can only persuade. We must go forward step by step, and I will 
therefore explain in general terms where we are and what are the first things 
we have to do. We have now at once to set on foot an organization in Great 
Britain to promote the cause of United Europe, and to give this idea the promi
nence and vitality necessary for it to lay hold of the minds of our fellow coun
trymen, to such an extent that it will affect their actions and influence the 
course of national policy.

We accept without question the world supremacy of the United Nations 
Organization. In the Constitution agreed at San Francisco direct provision 
was made for regional organizations to be formed. United Europe will form 
one major Regional entity. There is the United States with all its dependen
cies; there is the Soviet Union; there is the British Empire and Common
wealth; and there is Europe, with which Great Britain is profoundly blended. 
Here are the four main pillars of the world Temple of Peace. Let us make sure 
that they will all bear the weight which will be imposed and reposed upon 
them.

There are several important bodies which are working directly for the fed
eration of the European States and for the creation of a Federal Constitution 
for Europe. I hope that may eventually be achieved. There is also the move
ment associated with Mr. Van Zeeland for the economic integration of 
Europe.7 With all these movements we have the most friendly relations. We 
shall all help each other all we can because we all go the same way home. It is 
not for us at this stage to attempt to define or prescribe the structure of consti
tutions. We ourselves are content, in the first instance, to present the idea of 
United Europe, in which our country will play a decisive part, as a moral, cul
tural and spiritual conception to which all can rally without being disturbed by 
divergencies about structure. It is for the responsible statesmen, who have the 
conduct of affairs in their hands and the power of executive action, to shape 
and fashion the structure. It is for us to lay the foundation, to create the atmo
sphere and give the driving impulsion. (...)

It will of course be asked: ‘What are the political and physical boundaries 
of the United Europe you are trying to create? Which countries will be in and 
which out?’ It is not our task or wish to draw frontier lines, but rather to 
smooth them away. Our aim is to bring about the unity of all nations of all 
Europe. We seek to exclude no State whose territory lies in Europe and which 
assures to its people those fundamental personal rights and liberties on which 
our democratic European civilization has been created. Some countries will 
feel able to come into our circle sooner, and others later, according to the cir-

7 Paul van Zeeland’s Ligue Indépendante de Coopération Économique was 
founded on 7 March 1947. Churchill and the UEM were in close touch with the 
Ligue and its British section.
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cumstances in which they are placed. But they can all be sure that whenever 
they are able to join, a place and a welcome will be waiting for them at the 
European Council table.

When I first began writing about the United States of Europe some 15 years 
ago, I wondered whether the U.S.A. would regard such a development as 
antagonistic to their interest, or even contrary to their safety. But all that has 
passed away. The whole movement of American opinion is favourable to the 
revival and re-creation of Europe. This is surely not unnatural when we 
remember how the manhood of the United States has twice in a lifetime been 
forced to re-cross the Atlantic Ocean and give their lives and shed their blood 
and pour out their treasure as the result of wars originating from ancient Euro
pean feuds. One cannot be surprised that they would like to see a peaceful and 
united Europe taking its place among the foundations of the World Organisa
tion to which they are devoted. I have no doubt that, far from encountering 
any opposition or prejudice from the Great Republic of the New World, our 
Movement will have their blessing and their aid. (...)

It is of course alleged that all advocacy of the ideal of United Europe is 
nothing but a manoeuvre in the game of power politics, and that it is a sinister 
plot against Soviet Russia. There is no truth in this. The whole purpose of a 
united democratic Europe is to give decisive guarantees against aggression. 
Looking out from the ruins of some of their most famous cities and from amid 
the cruel devastation of their fairest lands, the Russian people should surely 
realise how much they stand to gain by the elimination of the causes of war 
and the fear of war on the European Continent. The creation of a healthy and 
contented Europe is the first and truest interest of the Soviet Union. We had 
therefore hoped that all sincere efforts to promote European agreement and 
stability would receive, as they deserve, the sympathy and support of Russia. 
Instead, alas, all this benificent design has been denounced and viewed with 
suspicion by the propaganda of the Soviet Press and radio. We have made no 
retort and I do not propose to do so to-night. But neither could we accept the 
claim that the veto of a single power, however respected, should bar and pre
vent a movement necessary to the peace, amity and well-being of so many 
hundreds of millions of toiling and striving men and women. (...)

199. R.W.G. Mackay: Speech calling for a West European customs 
and currency union 6 Aug. 1947

From Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 441, 6 Aug. 1947, cols. 
1571-81, here 1579-81 (excerpts).

Owing to the immense cost of the Second World War, Britain by mid-1945 had become 
the world's no. 1 debtor nation. She owed her wartime creditors over £3,000 million, and 
in addition was faced by a cumulative balance-of-payments deficit of £1,250 million
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between 1945 and 1950. On the home front, moreover; Labour government was pledged
to inaugurate the welfare state and maintain full employment. The massive payments deficit 
and the ambitious programme of domestic reform,, which the new government had taken in 
hand with vigour; could only be coped with in a climate of international economic expan
sion.

In the ‘state of the nation'debate on 6 August 1947 R.W.G. Mackay spoke of the country's 
economic future.1 Britain's economic and financial difficulties, he maintained, were by no 
means due only to the war. To a large extent the problems were of a long-term nature and 
- as for instance the balance of payments deficit - could be traced back a long way into the 
past. To alleviate the economic and financial problems (balance of payments, dollar gap etc.), 
he advocated short-term measures such as agricultural reform, import controls and cutting 
down on military commitments abroad. More important, however; were long-term strategies: 
the rationalization of industry and standardization of production, a customs union2 and a 
single West European currency. Inspired by the example of the US with its large home 
market, he held that a European union would strengthen both Britain and Europe vis-à-vis 
the US.3

(...) I suggest that there are two really serious long-term problems which 
ought to have the consideration of the Governmenj:. The first is that we must 
rationalize our industry, and apply Socialist methods in the doing of it, in 
order to see that we obtain ten times greater efficiency in our industry than 
we have had before. (...)

The second thing is bluntly to face the fact, and why not face it and get rid 
of this cant and humbug going around the country, that we can still go on 
living as we did 50 years ago? We are a small country which is not big enough 
to mass produce, and you cannot survive in the 20th century unless you have a 
market big enough to mass produce. The only way to do that is to set up in 
Western Europe a customs union and a common currency. This may need 
imagination, but let us face the fact that American prosperity today comes not

1 Mackay spoke against the background of the acute sterling crisis of the summer 
of 1947. In accordance with the credit agreement of 6 Dec. 1945 with the US, the 
British government had announced the convertibility of sterling on 15 July 1947. 
Following a frightening drain on reserves they were obliged to suspend convertibility 
almost at once, on 20 Aug.

2 Plans for a West European customs union were advanced at this time from many 
quarters; they were urged by the US Administration in the context of the Marshall 
plan, and were taken up or at least discussed by Foreign Secretary Bevin. Flowever, 
they were opposed by the British ‘economic’ ministries, the Treasury and Board of 
Trade, who feared adverse consequences on Commonwealth trade relations and the 
sterling area. Cf. A.S. Milward, The Reconstruction of Western Europe 1945-51, Lon
don, 1984, ch. VII; Young, Britain, op. cit., passim; S. Newton, ‘Britain, the Sterling 
Area and European Integration, 1945-50’, in Journal of Imperial and Common
wealth History 13 (1985), pp. 163-87.

3 Mackay developed the ideas in his speech in a ‘Memorandum on Britain’s eco
nomic future’ sent to all Labour MPs and running to 43 typed pages; copy in Mackay 
archives. The covering sheet bears the date 14 July 1947.
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from the fact that the Americans are more intelligent than the Europeans, or 
that they have greater resources than Europe. If we look at the resources of 
the 14 countries who came to the Paris Conference a few weeks ago,4 it will be 
found that they have greater resources in raw materials than the United 
States.

If a free trade market of 200 million people is brought about, you will create 
an area within which there is an ample source of supply for raw materials and 
which is big enough to give this country and Europe the markets needed for 
survival. It may not be realised that of the 10 billion dollars of manufactured 
goods that went into the world trade before the war, 7 billion came from 
Europe. It may be a bit of a come-down for this country to regard itself as a 
European State, but that is the way to build up an economic structure for 
Europe. I ask the Government to think of this much more seriously than they 
have done. The problem that confronts this country is so great, and so great is 
the need for long-term policies, that it is necessary to build up such an area in 
which there can be multilateral trade, and to get rid of our old ideas.

Let us increase world trade, but we ought to do that in an enlarged area, 
in which this country and other countries of Europe can trade. (...)

200. Federal Union: Expansion of Policy 1-2 Nov. 1947
From Federal News, no. 153, Dec. 1947, 9-10 (abridged)

A t the Luxemburg conference of federalists on 13-16 October 1946 the international fed
eralist movement split into two main sections. Those who gave priority to world govern
ment formed the Movement for World Federal Government (MWFG); those who sub
sequently constituted the Union Européenne des Fédéralistes (UEF) gave priority to Euro
pean union. Both associations held congresses at Montreux in August 1947\ the MWFG from 
the 17th to the 24 th and the UEF from the 27th to the 30th. In view of the Marshall offer of 
5 June 1947 and the Soviet refusal to join in the plan, the UEF decided to aim in the first 
place for the union of Western Europe. The world federalists on 23 August unanimously 
adopted the ‘Montreux declarationreaffirming that a federal world government was the 
key problem of the time; however, they accepted regional federations as intermediate stages, 
and thus came closer to the UEF standpoint.

The conflicting views within the international movement were reflected in the British FU. 
For instance, H.C. Usborne, one of the keenest world federalists, had unsuccessfully put for
ward at Montreux a plan drafted by himself and ten other Labour MPs, calling for world 
government by 1955;2 while Miss F.L. Josephy, who like Usborne was a member of the 
National Council and the Executive Committee of FU, belonged to the European5 camp. 
After Montreux the two groups ;more or less went their separate ways.53 A t the meeting of the

4 The conferences of 12 July-2 2  Sept. 1947 on European economic co-operation
under the Marshall plan.

1 Text in Federal News, no. 151, Oct. 1947, pp. 13-14.
2 Cf. Lipgens, History, op. cit., p. 587.
3 Josephy Report, op. cit., p. 56.
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FU executive on 5 January 1948 it was decided to form two Committees, the ‘European 
Committee' keeping in touch with the UEFand the UEM\ and the ‘World Committee' with 
the MWFG.4

The statement on Expansion of Policy' adopted at the Special Meeting of the National 
Council of FU on 1-2 November 1947 attempted to give concrete shape to the Montreux 
declaration, which on 20 September 1947 had been officially approved as part of FU policy, 
and to bridge the gap between the ideas of the world federalists and those of the Europeanists. 
The portions of the document omitted here proposed ways and means of strengthening the 
UN and developing organizations like the FAO and ILO in the direction of functional inte
gration'.

Federal Union realises that there is no straight, unalterable path to World 
Government, but rather that changing circumstances may often necessitate 
changes of approach. Moreover, it believes that if those prepared to work for 
World Government play their part in exploring and exploiting every possible 
approach to the objective, they can greatly influence events.

The general principle to be borne in mind is the need to abate national sov
ereignty. The outcome of the adoption of this principle by the peoples of the 
world must be that the governments put it into operation.

In the Montreux Declaration a broad outline of policy is laid down to be 
followed by all Federalists throughout the world.

Federal Union in Great Britain will use all its resources to press for the fol
lowing steps essential to the carrying out of that policy: -

L UNO
As at present constituted, UNO has not the Executive Power to carry out 

its own recommendations. The first step in enabling it to do this is to transform 
the General Assembly from a delegate into an elected body. (...)

Iff. Regional Federation
Federal Union should support all moves towards ‘Regional Arrangements’ 

calculated to reduce the number of sovereign states, provided they do not tend 
towards bloc politics. It should encourage the planning and establishment of 
Customs Unions which, by their very nature, must inevitably lead to economic 
and political union, and thus federation. Such surrenders of sovereignty by 
individual nations provide both an example to others and practical experience 
in the functioning of supranational government.

IV. World Constituent Assembly
It is essential for Federal Union to prove to the Government that there is 

strong popular support in this country for the general principle of the merging 
of sovereignty. If the Government gives no indication that it is preparing to 
carry out such a policy, then it is for the people to give not merely the impetus

4 Federal Union, Meeting of the Executive Committee, 5th Jan. 1948, FU Archives;
Josephy Report, op. cit., p. 58 (also for names of members of the two Committees).



VIL Great Britain: Political Parties and Pressure Groups 683

but also the lead. A nation-wide ballot should be held to secure proof of sup
port for the idea. Federal Union’s firmness of intention should be further 
emphasised by supporting the active preparations now being made for the 
calling of a World Constituent Assembly of representatives elected by the peo
ples, the task of which would be to draw up the Constitution for a World 
Government.

201. Europe Group of the Parliamentary Labour Party: letter to 
E. Shinwell, chairman of the Labour Party Executive

16 Dec. 1947
From Mackay archives, group 14, file 3

R.W.G. Mackay's efforts to form a group of MPs in favour of European union, which had 
been continuing since June 1946, were successful in December 1947. Count Coudenhove- 
Kalergi had repeatedly pressed him to organize such a group and obtain Labour Party sup
port for the EPUJ Mackay endeavoured to form a non-party organization after the pattern 
of those on the Continent, and on 17 December 1947 a temporary all-party committee was 
formed to study the need for a permanent all-party group.2 A t the same time Mackay wished 
as many Labour MPs as possible to become members. The earlier ‘Federalist Group ' in the 
Commons, headed by the Rev. Gordon Lang, was strongly in favour of world federation, 
and was rather put in the shade by the international events of 194 7.3

After a meeting on 13 November 1947, attended by only 13 MPs, the Europe Group' of 
the Parliamentary Labour Party was founded on 2 December, consisting of MPs ‘interested 
in promoting the political and economic integration of Europe'.4 On this occasion 21 MPs 
were present, while another 12 who had joined the group were unable to attend3 Mackay

1 Grantham, Labour Party, op. cit., pp. 171 ff.
2 Cf. doc. 206 below.
3 Lipgens, History, op. cit., p. 616.
4 Minutes of the first (formation) meeting of the Europe Group of the Parliamentary 

Labour Party, 2 Dec. 1947; Benn Levy collection, file 64.
5 Those present were: W. Coldrick, N.N. Dodds, J. Evans, H.D. Hughes, J. Hynd, 

E. Jones, G. Lang, B. Levy, R.W.G. Mackay, E. Manning, G.H. Oliver, R.T. 
Paget, W.T. Proctor, H. Pursey, J. Reeves, C. Shawcross, S. Silverman, A.L. 
Symonds, W.F. Vernon, W.N. Warbey, D.G. West. The following had joined the 
group but were not present on 2 Dec.: R.H.S. Crossman, M. Foot, L. Hale, M. 
Hewitson, J.H. Martin, W. McAdam, I. Mikardo, S. Segal, S. Smith, R.R. Stokes, 
I. Thomas, G. Wigg.
James Reeves and Mark Hewitson were members of the National Executive Com
mittee of the Labour Party, and Reeves was also a member of its International Sub- 
Committee. Shawcross informed M. Phillips in a letter of 18 Feb. 1948 (Mackay pa
pers, 14/3) that the Group ‘now has a strength of over 80’. The number of those who 
attended meetings was much lower: it varied between 8 (8 Jan. 1948) and 26 
(2 March 1948). M. Foot seems to have been present only at the meeting of 16 Dec. 
1947.
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was made chairman and Christopher Shawcross secretary; the vice-chairman was John 
Hynd, Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster and minister for Germany and Austria until 
March 1947. A t the meeting it was <emphatically affirmed that the group would have no asso
ciation with the Churchill Group (the UEM) or other Groups likely to use the United 
Europe project as a device for dividing the West against the East. ’7

At its second meeting on 16 December 1947 the Group approved, with some additions, 
Mackay’s draft of a letter to E. Shinwell, then chairman of the Labour Party Executive, 
requesting support for the creation of a broad socialist pro-European movement in Britain as 
a counterweight to Churchill's UEM.8

For some time we have been aware of the grave consequences, both to this 
country and to Europe, resulting from the monopoly of the United Europe 
idea now enjoyed by Churchill and his followers. Some of us have close con
tacts with European Socialists and they all ask the same questions: ‘Why does 
nobody but Churchill speak of a United Europe? Why do you let him pervert 
the one idea which brings some hope of salvation? Why doesn’t the Left9 have 
its own campaign?’

The need to start such a campaign forth with is imperative. Already the 
Churchill Movement is gathering to itself the support of many similar groups 
in Europe which, if not Socialist, include many Socialists,10 not in themselves 
reactionary. Thus in December there was formed in Paris an International 
Committee of Movements for European Unity of which Duncan Sandys was 
elected Chairman of the Executive. This committee comprises nearly all the 
Continental groups working to this end, with the important11 exception of the

6 Christopher Nyholm Shawcross (1905-73) was Labour MP for Widnes (Lancs) 
from 1945 to 1950. Subsequently he was secretary of the All-Party Group in the 
Commons, a member of the executive of the UK Council of the European 
Movement, and a delegate to the Hague congress of 7-10 May 1948. He retired 
from active politics in 1950.

7 ‘Europe Group’: undated letter (end of Dec. 1947) from C. Shawcross to all 
Labour MPs, inviting them to join and giving an account of the meeting of 
2 Dec.; Mackay papers, 9/1.

8 It is not clear whether the amended letter was actually despatched. Mackay 
intended to read out the text at the next meeting, together with the draft of a letter 
which was sent to E. Bevin on 9 Jan. 1948 (text in Mackay archives, 8/3). The record 
of the meeting on 8 Jan. does not show what became of the Shinwell letter. (Shaw
cross to Mackay, 2 Jan. 1948, and Mackay to Shawcross, 5 Jan. 1948; Mackay pa
pers, 14/3). According to the minutes of the meeting of the Labour Europe Group, 
the letter to Shinwell was to be ‘sent through the channel of the Liaison Committee’ 
and be signed by the chairman and deputy chairman of the PLP and of the Labour 
Europe Group: Europe Group, Minutes of Meeting, 16th Dec. 1947; Mackay papers, 
8/3.

9 ‘Left’ inserted by hand.
10 Originally inserted after ‘Socialists’: ‘who are’. The word ‘are’ is crossed out, 

while ‘who’ is illegibly altered by hand; the comma after ‘Socialists’ inserted by 
hand.

11 ‘Sole’ altered by hand to ‘important’.
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exclusively Socialist Committee for the United Socialist States of Europe. 
Amongst its members are Van Zeeland, Dr. Henri Brugmans and Raoul Dau- 
try. This combined committee is setting up a whole-time Secretariat in Paris 
and is about to launch a campaign for European Unity in a big way.12

We believe that these questions must at long last be answered by the estab
lishment of a Committee composed of Socialists, both from inside and outside 
Parliament, and drawn from all sections of the Party and the Movement, spe
cifically devoted to conducting a campaign for European Union or, as the 
French call it, a Third Force.

Such a Committee, however, could obviously not be established without the 
consent and encouragement of the National Executive, though we fully 
appreciate that the National Executive may find it desirable in present circum
stances not to sponsor it actively and directly.

If established, such a Committee could not only conduct a campaign within 
the Movement in Britain, but could also establish valuable contacts with similar 
organizations connected with Socialist Movements in Europe. It would of 
course be absolutely vital that the policy put forward by it should be in con
formity with the wishes of the National Executive and through it with the 
Government. On the other hand, it would seem desirable for many reasons 
that it should act independently. This would enable its members to say certain 
things and make proposals which the Government would desire to have dis
cussed but which Cabinet Ministers cannot at present commit themselves to.

We feel that, if such an organization is not established in the near future, 
a golden opportunity will be missed both for educating public opinion in 
Britain and for rallying the Socialist forces in Western Europe at least.13 These 
latter, owing to the fatal tactic of the Communists, have now a real chance of 
reviving democratic Socialist leadership, and this will be increased if they 
know that in Britain the ideas for which they fight are being actively propa
gated.

202. Europe Group of the Parliamentary Labour Party: strategy 
papers Feb. 1948

(A) R.W.G. Mackay, S. Silverman, J. Hynd and C. Shawcross: Western Union. The 
Federal Approach.’
(B) A. Crawley: Western Union. The Functional Approach.’
(C) E.L. Manning and W.N. Warbey: ‘Britain and Europe.’
From Mackay archives, group 9, file 1.

The Europe Group of the Parliamentary Labour Party, founded on 2 December 1947\ 
seemed to derive its particular strength from a coalition between the federalists led by

12 The foregoing paragraph was inserted by the Group’s decision.
13 ‘At least’ was an addition to the draft.
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R.W.G. Mackay, members of the Keep Left group, and representatives of the British Com
mittee fora United Socialist States of Europe,1 which sought to align its policy with that of 
the new group.2 The primary aim of the Labour Europe Group was 'to ascertain whether a 
positive British Socialist foreign policy may be constructed on the principle of European 
Union and, if so, to secure the adoption of such a policy. '3

The group included MPs whose views differed widely. This became clear; at the latest, 
when they attempted to clarify their aims and decide on a political strategy. A sub-committee 
was set up on 3 February 1948 'to draw up and submit a report on the most urgent means 
of achieving a practical economic integration of Europe, including overseas dependent terri
tories, with particular reference to the question of federation, and to define the area over 
which such activities can be pursued';4 it proved impossible, however, to reach a common po
sition. It was therefore decided that representatives of the three main points of view - the fed
eralist\ the functionalist' or 'economic', and a third which has been designated as fundamen
talist'5 (i.e. involving a transformation of society) - should submit separate papers, out of 
which it was hoped that a synthesis could be formed.6

Documents (A), (B) and (C), the main passages of which are reproduced below, were dis
cussed by the Group on 2 March 1948. The view of Warbey and Manning, that no steps 
should be taken towards political federation until Europe was socialist, was firmly rejected; 
but the federalist approach of Mackay, Silverman, Shawcross and Hynd also failed to gain a 
majority. Instead, the Group agreed that 'while neither of the alternative approaches to Euro
pean Union excluded Federation as their ultimate aim, the best practical chance of getting 
such federation would be through the functional approach.'7

Document ‘A’: 'Western Union. The Federal Approach’, prepared by 
R.W.G. Mackay, S. Silverman, J. Hynd and Chr. Shawcross

1. The Labour Party has always stood for the building of a co-operative 
world commonwealth, and for the subordination of national sovereignty to 
world institutions. It has always realised that to achieve these ends we must 
think increasingly in economic terms and that frontiers and tariffs are a source 
of danger which must be removed. During the war the Party affirmed that if 
there is to be peace and prosperity and democratic liberty, there must be a wide 
extension of socialist principles and a limitation of national sovereignty. These 
objectives remain valid to-day.

1 Cf. doc. 221 below.
2 Newman, Socialism, op. cit., pp. 138-42.
3 Invitation from C. Shawcross, end of Dec. 1947, to all Labour MPs to join the 

Group: Mackay papers, 9/1.
4 Europe Group, Minutes of Meeting, 3 Feb. 1948; Mackay papers, 8/3. The sub

committee consisted of R.W.G. Mackay, R.H.S. Crossman, J.E. Haire, S. Silverman, 
W.N. Warbey and C. Shawcross.

5 Schneer, Hopes Deferred, op. cit., p. 222.
6 Europe Group, Minutes of Meeting, 10 Feb. 1948; Mackay papers, 8/3.
7 Europe Group, Minutes of Meeting, 2 March 1948. The result of the voting was 

noted by Mackay on a copy of a memorandum from which he spoke at the meeting: 
‘Europe Group. Points for consideration at meeting on Tuesday 2nd March’: 
Mackay papers, 9/1.
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2. Nevertheless, the Party has never been clear as to how these objectives 
were to be applied. It supported the League of Nations and Collective Se
curity as it supports the United Nations to-day, and while we do not 
underrate the value of U.N.O. and in particular its specialized organisations 
such as U.N.E.S.C.O. and F.A.O., we must clearly recognise that the United 
Nations Charter does not involve any real limitation of national sovereignty 
or any extension of socialist principles, and that only by a federal solution with 
real transfer of power to a new state or states can we get any world organiza
tion that is of value.

3. We are now, however, confronted with an imminent danger of catas
trophe arising from the enormous changes which have taken place in the eco
nomic and political position of Great Britain and of the other states of Europe. 
Europe divided into twenty-four states is politically out of date. It does not 
meet the economic requirements of the twentieth century, which are large 
trading areas and a planned economy. We have unconsciously carried into 
our present era ideas, policies and institutions appropriate to the past, and a 
body of assumptions which in practice does not fit the facts. We must state 
clearly how these socialist principles are to be applied in the conditions of to
day, with particular reference to Europe. (...)

5. Any approach by members of the Parliamentary Labour Party to the 
question of European integration should be based on the acceptance of the fol
lowing principles: -

(a) European unity must mean the unity of all the states of Europe includ
ing, as well as the sixteen states who came to Paris, Germany, Spain and Portu
gal, and the eight other states of eastern Europe who did not. This does not 
preclude the creation of a federation of the states of Western Europe so long 
as that federation is regarded as a step to the federation of the whole of 
Europe, nor does it preclude a similar federation or integration of Eastern 
Europe; indeed, it invites it.

(b) Any federation of Europe or Western Europe which is created must 
co-operate as closely as possible with the Soviet Union or Eastern Europe and 
the United States. (...) Any action taken by Great Britain or the other states 
of Western Europe should not be directed or appear to be directed as an alli
ance military or otherwise against the Soviet Union or any other state of 
Europe. This means that we do not support the present attempt of the Govern
ment to extend the Treaty of Dunkirk to the other states of Western Europe, 
for whether it is intended to prevent the aggression of Germany or not, it will 
be regarded as a Western Bloc and as a military alliance against the Soviet 
Union.

(c) Any federation of Europe or Western Europe should have as its main 
aim, the creation of a trading area large enough for our economic develop
ment, and should have a positive and constructive approach so as to secure 
increased agricultural production, and by mass production, standardization, 
and planning, the increased production of cheaper manufactured goods. (...)

(d) Any federation must be based on the abrogation or giving up of national 
sovereignty, as nothing short of that is enough. (...)
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6. The change that is required is both a political and an economic one, the 
creation of a new state of federation of Western Europe on democratic lines 
which is expressed in the following resolution: -

(i) That steps should be taken to give effect to the idea of Western Union 
by creating a democratic Federation of Europe or of Western Europe as the 
case may be.

(ii) That such Federation be based on the principles of political freedom and 
representative and responsible government and have a Parliament directly 
elected by the people.

(iii) That the Government of the Federation have power to legislate with 
respect to external affairs, defence, essential services, money, finance, cus
toms and excise, economic and industrial matters and social services.

(iv) That His Majesty’s Government in co-operation with other states of 
Europe convene a constituent assembly composed of representatives chosen 
by the parliaments of the states participating for the purpose of framing a con
stitution for such a Federation. That similar steps should be taken to 
encourage the idea of an Eastern Union on lines best suited to the political con
ditions with similar objectives and with a view to full co-operation between 
the two Unions.

Document 'B’: 'Western Union. The Functional Approach’, prepared by A. 
Crawley

1. The reasons for European Union are: -
(i) That Britain, even with Marshall aid, is not going to be able to pay for 

her food and other imports and maintain her present standard of living.
(ii) That the countries of Western Europe are in an even worse position.
2. If Britain or the countries of Western Europe are to find any solution of 

their problem it must be through a wider home market with standardization 
and mass production of manufactured goods, and more intensive and scientific 
agriculture.

3. American aid may just give them time to achieve this. The alternative is 
a standard of living at about the present German level, since most of the 
Western European countries are highly populated and industrialized and 
could not maintain even the peasant standards of the Eastern European coun
tries without a drastic alteration in the terms of trade, which seems improb
able.

4. Such a standard would not be accepted without great social upheaval in 
each country, and there is little prospect that democracy would survive. 
Britain’s standard would decline more slowly than that of the other countries 
of Western Europe, but the British people could not remain isolated from the 
social and political events on the Continent. If Britain becomes either the 39th 
[sic] state or part of a Communist Europe, the programme for which the 
Labour Party stands will have become obsolete. (...)

8. What has been called the 'functional approach’ means simply that the 
situation is so desperate that we must try and increase the efficiency of produc
tion in Western European countries as quickly as possible. Take a simple exam-
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pie. If more steel for Western Europe as a whole can be obtained by increasing 
German production at once, are we prepared to divert British coal for that pur
pose? The answer is plainly that we would only do this if we got something in 
return. It would inevitably mean an initial sacrifice, but if as a result we got 
more railway lines or electrical machinery within one or two years, then it 
would be worth it. It would be the same if Germany supplied some of the areas 
of Europe (including Russia) to which we now export and we kept more for 
our home consumption. But this could not be done without joint planning of 
our steel industries.

9. It is impossible to say whether a movement for political federation would 
help or hinder industrial planning of this kind. But a political movement which 
did not put such planning as the basis of its programme would be unreal. (...)

10. Questions of defence, of colonial development or atomic research, are 
all dependent upon the basic agreement to co-ordinate basic industries. 
Without it development in the colonies will remain as slow as it is now because 
no country will have any equipment to spare. Until a European Union is a 
reality no country will be able to defend itself, and expenditure on anything 
except research, new weapons and small highly technical and experimental 
forces is a waste of time. If troops have to be used for police purposes they can 
do it quite well with the rifles which remain from the Boer War.

Document "C’: "Britain and Europe’, prepared by E.L. Manning and W.N. 
Warbey

The Military Security Situation
1. World peace in the atomic age can only be ensured by a World Govern

ment or its equivalent, possessing sufficient armed force to enable it to repress 
any law-breaking nation. Because of Britain’s highly vulnerable position it is 
our supreme interest to achieve such a structure of world order as quickly as 
possible. In the interim period until it is achieved [it] must be a primary aim of 
our foreign policy to preserve peace and therefore to seek to eliminate the 
causes of conflict between the two world colossi -  U.S.A. and U.S.S.R. Particu
larly we must try to prevent the world from being divided into two rival 
camps, and our first constitution [sic, ? contribution] to this must be to try to 
Create a Third Grouping of countries which is not committed to either camp. 
We must therefore (a) break as soon as possible our existing military-strategic 
ties with the U.S.A., and (b) avoid forming or participating in any bloc which 
is dominated by either the U.S.A. or the U.S.S.R. (...)

The Political Situation
3. "Western Union’ formed under the pressure of Marshall Aid, with its main 

emphasis on military alliances, with the backing of a tacit Anglo-American 
military alliance, and with a revised Western Germany as its eastern bulwark, 
looks to many people -  in Britain and outside -  very much like a pro-American 
and anti-Soviet political and military bloc. In this form it must inevitably be 
opposed not only by the countries under direct Soviet cum Communist control

I
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(the Balkan countries), but also by those in East and Central Europe which still 
have fairly strong, independent Socialist parties (Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary). It will also be opposed by the only countries on the Continent 
which have clear Socialist majorities (Sweden, Denmark and probably Nor
way). The only West European country in which the Socialists are an impor
tant force in Government which will support it is Belgium, and even there 
Spaak is doubtful about the military aspects. (Perhaps Austria too though this 
is doubtful). Support will be forthcoming from Holland, France and Italy, but 
in these countries the Socialists are politically weak or, as in Italy, will 
certainly oppose it (apart from the Saragat-Lombarso [sic, ? Lombardo] 
group, which has little mass following). Other supporting countries -  if they 
are given the opportunity -  would be Spain, Portugal, Greece and Turkey, all 
with reactionary or right-wing Governments and no effective left-wing par
ties.

Under these political conditions political federation would be acceptable if 
at all, only to a group of countries with (apart from Britain and Belgium) pre
dominantly right-wing Governments. (Churchill is no fool: he wants to call in 
Western Europe and the U.S.A. to redress the balance in Britain). Moreover 
any proposals for economic co-ordination with or without political federation 
would meet with insuperable obstacles as soon as they seriously touched the 
private ownership of the means of production or the freedom of private 
capital investment. Such proposals can only make headway in so far as they 
are accompanied by a revival of Socialist political strength in Europe. In the 
present situation such proposals have a propaganda value, but not a practical 
value.

What is possible under present conditions, without creating military or 
political blocs, without raising acute opposition between capitalists and social
ists, and also without intensifying the divisions between East and West 
Europe, is to take practical steps to expand inter-European (plus dependen
cies) trade and to protect this trade against the dangers of American cut
throat competition. (...)

Conclusions and Practical Steps
In view of the foregoing we suggest that the Europe Group should 

concentrate its efforts during this immediate future on the following 
practical steps: -

(a) To urge His Majesty’s Government to take certain actions to improve 
international political relations and to avoid collaboration between Britain 
and European nations from taking the form, or appearing to take the form, 
of an anti-Soviet bloc; and particularly,

(i) to end, public [sic] and unambiguously, the present tacit military 
alliance with the U.S.A.,

(ii) to recall the Foreign Ministers Conference on Germany and table com
promise proposals for German unity (...); and

(iii) to declare its intention to seeking [sic] to utilize the Economic Commu-
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nism8 for Europe as the main instrument for the co-ordination and planning 
of economic development in Europe.

(b) The Group should elaborate proposals for a European trade and Full 
Employment Conference on the lines suggested above, and should seek to get 
them adopted by His Majesty’s Government and by European Socialist Parties. 
A special sub-Committee should be set up for this purpose.

(c) The Group should make a careful study of economic measures required 
for the Long-Term Period, including a survey of existing national plans for 
economic development, and an enquiry into the work and potentialities of 
E.C.E. Sub-Committees should be set up for this purpose.

In addition the Group should decide to take no decision regarding the 
desirability or otherwise of political federation for the time being, and to take 
no active steps itself for the promotion of political federation -  at least until 
the various economic sub-committees have reported.

203. The Labour Party: the European Recovery Programme and 
European Unity 28 Feb. 1948

From The Labour Party, European Co-operation within the Framework of the Recovery 
Programme. Memorandum submitted by the British Labour Party to the Socialist Conference 
on the European Recovery Programme, March 21-22, 1948, London, 1948; repr. in Report 
of the 47th Annual Conference of the Labour Party, Scarborough, May 17 to May 21, 1948, 
pp. 222-31, here pp. 228 and 229-31 (excerpts).

Following the meeting of the Committee of International Socialist Conferences in 
London on 9-10 January 1948, the British Labour Party and the Section Française de l'In
ternationale Ouvrière (SFIO) jointly invited the socialist parties of countries taking part in 
the European Recovery Programme (ERP) to a conference to discuss the Marshall plan and 
socialist policy concerning Europe. This was held at Selsdon Park near London on 
21-22 March under the chairmanship of Hugh Dalton and Guy Mollet, and was attended by 
representatives of 13 European socialist parties.1

The Labour Party made elaborate preparations for the conference and on 28 February cir
culated to the delegations a 60-page memorandum in two parts. The first and longer part 
dealt generally with the role of American aid within the ERP, while the second considered 
the significance of the programme as a step towards European unity. The memorandum set 
out the main lines of Labour Party policy concerning Europe and made clear the party's con
viction that general economic stability must be restored before any kind of political union 
could be attempted. Apart from the conclusions of the memorandum, the most significant por
tions are those, reproduced below, which deal with the institutionalization of economic and 
political co-operation among the 16 ERP countries, the ideal of European unity, its impor
tance to socialists and the part they could play in bringing it about.

8 Evidently a mistake for ‘Commission’.
1 List of delegates, by countries, in Report of the 47th Annual Conference of the 

Labour Party, Scarborough, May 17 to May 21, London, 1948, pp. 22 f.
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It is not yet possible to forecast the form which a continuing organization 
of the sixteen might take. But it is essential that such an organization should 
be able to count on the enthusiastic support of all the governments concerned. 
For this reason there is something to be said against a permanent international 
secretariat responsible for planning operations which it is unable to carry out, 
since executive power remains with the separate governments; under such 
conditions even the most devoted band of experts can degenerate into a frus
trated bureaucracy. A more effective organization might be based on regular 
meetings of national representatives with the administrative calibre and politi
cal stature to carry the authority of their respective governments; at crucial 
points such meetings would be attended by Ministers. (...)

There is no need to underestimate the complexity of these problems; pro
gress is likely to be slow and limited for the time being. But for this very reason 
it is essential publicly to fix the goal as soon as possible. The economic integra
tion of Western Europe is a revolutionary aim; it must be recognised and 
exploited as such. The necessary redirection of national thinking cannot be 
maintained unless European unity is presented as a dynamic new ideal. Pro
gress by the unconscious broadening from precedent to precedent is quite 
inadequate to withstand the strains and stresses to which the Recovery Pro
gramme will certainly be subjected in the coming years. On the other hand a 
public declaration of faith in European unity would act as a challenge to the 
latent idealism of the masses so long nourished on disillusion and despair, and 
as a continuing spur to international action for the politicians and public serv
ants, whose enthusiasm would otherwise founder under the accumulation of 
administrative detail.

The idea of unity in Western Europe has a special meaning for Socialists. 
Recent history suggests that democratic Socialism as it is understood in Britain 
cannot survive where the traditions of Western Europe are absent or dying. 
But wherever those traditions flourish there is a mixed economy evolving 
towards Social Democracy, as Mr. Attlee has noted. The survival of 
democratic Socialism as a separate political form is closely bound up with the 
survival of Western Europe as a spiritual union.

This in itself imposes an obligation on Socialist Parties to work for a closer 
association of the free countries of Western Europe. And the obligation is 
greatly strengthened by the danger that the concept of European unity may 
be corrupted in the hands of reaction. Socialists everywhere must guard 
against the prostitution of this great constructive ideal into the vulgar instru
ment of anti-Soviet propaganda, by discredited politicians who hope to 
rebuild their shattered fortunes under the protection of its popular appeal. 
This is not to say that Socialists alone are capable of a disinterested passion for 
European unity. But the danger exists, and it can best be reduced if Socialists 
themselves take the initiative in promoting the ideal on the plane of construc
tive realism.

Finally, it must be emphasised that the success of the European Recovery 
Programme depends to a large degree on the spread of ideas and practices for 
which Socialists have always fought. And nothing will contribute more to the
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spread of those ideas than the mobilisation behind the Programme of all the 
expert and vigorous idealism of which Socialists are capable, as the basis on 
which alone a constructive union can be achieved.

The conclusions to be drawn from the foregoing analysis may be summar
ized as follows :

(i) Europe cannot restore her war-damaged economic system by democratic 
means without further substantial aid from America.

(ii) In promoting the aid required, the Government of the United States is 
motivated by the conviction that America’s real interest in the re-establishment 
of a prosperous, democratic and independent Western Europe justifies the 
sacrifices such aid will demand of the American people.

(iii) The American people is entitled to seek assurances that the aid it pro
vides will not be wasted. The form taken by these assurances in their operation 
must be consistent with the purposes of the Recovery Programme, as set out 
by Secretary Marshall in his statement to the Foreign Affairs Committee of 
the U.S. -Senate. Note is taken, with strong approval, that the sponsors of 
European Recovery Aid in both American parties agree that its administration 
must not interfere with the democratic right of European peoples to control 
and determine their own social and economic policies.

(iv) The Programme, being based on acceptance of the fact that Europe is 
economically interdependent, should, therefore, be applied with continuous 
regard to the need to realise this interdependence. That Russia, and some 
Eastern European countries have, thus far, declined to take part in the fulfil
ment of the Programme is both unjustified and regrettable. It is desirable that 
the Programme should remain open to their participation on the same terms 
as are accepted by the sixteen nations who now participate in its fulfilment. 
The Programme is not and will not become, a threat to the legitimate interest 
of any non-participating country.

(v) The recovery of Europe depends primarily on increased co-operation 
among the European nations themselves. The methods of co-operation pro
posed in the C.E.E.C. Report are a first, if limited, step in this direction. They 
constitute a basis upon which further progress can be built.

(vi) It is urgent that the sixteen nations now concerned in the Programme 
should create the machinery necessary both for presenting a collective policy 
to the United States Government on questions arising out of American aid, 
and for reviewing and extending mutual co-operation.

(vii) International planning must be swiftly and widely extended if European 
economic interdependence is to achieve necessary expression; this is important 
on all grounds, not least to minimize the temptation to secession. Such inter
national planning should include foreign trade and projects of capital develop
ment. It is of exceptional importance that the development of Africa’s 
resources should be planned in common by the responsible Governments as 
early as possible, with full regard to the well-being of the peoples in the territo
ries concerned.

(viii) The inspiration required to overcome the obstacles ahead must be
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based on a common faith in European unity, and in the organization of 
Western unity, as an expression of the will to its larger fulfilment. But Euro
pean unity cannot be based on economic factors alone; it must express a 
spiritual and intellectual community. On this ground Spain cannot participate 
in the work of co-operative unity until its people is freed from the Franco 
regime.

(ix) Western Europe and democratic Socialism stand or fall together. The 
ideal of European unity can only be saved from corruption by reactionary pol
iticians if the Socialists place themselves at the head of the movement for its 
realization.2

204. R.J.G. Boothby and R.W.G. Mackay: Memorandum on United 
Europe

undated, but before 6 March 1948 (probably after 26 Feb.)
From Personal Papers of Sir V. Gollancz, MSS. 157/UE/1/44; copy also in Mackay 

archives, group 7, file 7.

2 On 20 April the International Sub-Committee of the NEC submitted to a meeting 
of its parent body a paper entitled ‘Notes on European Unity’, in which the main 
lines of British Labour policy as put forward at the Selsdon Park conference were 
summarised as follows:
‘(a) The achievement of general economic stability in Western Europe must precede 
any political union. (Socialists particularly must insist on this order of priority, since 
at the moment the economic stability of the various countries in Western Europe is 
almost directly proportional to the degree in which Socialists control their govern
ments. So, for example, the Scandinavian Socialist democracies are unwilling to jeop
ardize their own economic wellbeing by committing themselves politically to per
manent union with countries like France and Italy, whose economic and social poli
cies at the moment are laissez-faire, and whose administrative apparatus is too cor
rupt and inefficient to take the strain of a state-planned economy.)
‘(b) Economic stability in Western Europe depends on efficient national 
economies and on a vast extension of mutual co-operation in which the main 
instrument should be the continuing organization set up under the European 
Recovery Programme. The decisions of this continuing organization should 
depend on mutual agreement for the time being, since any attempt to give it 
supra-national powers would prevent many countries from participating at all.* 
According to the memorandum, British policy was ‘strongly supported’ at the 
conference by the Scandinavian delegations, Austria and Italy, and was approved 
by the Swiss and Germans. Opposition ‘in varying degrees’ was expressed ‘only’ 
by France and Benelux. Labour Party Archives, NEC Minutes (E.E. 11, 1947- 
48); on the Selsdon Park conference see Loth, Sozialismus, op. cit., pp. 203-6, 
and the chapter ‘Socialist International’ in vol. 4 of the present work (in 
preparation).
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R.J.B. Boothby1 was the most prominent Conservative back-bench speaker in favour of 
European unity. Among Tory members he came closest, although for partly divergent reasons, 
to sharing the views of R.W.G. Mackay, the most ardent advocate of European federalism 
in the Parliamentary Labour Party.2 Their joint ‘Memorandum on United Europe' was sub
mitted, among other documents, to the meeting on 6 March 1948 of the Joint International 
Committee of the Movements for European Unity,3 for the purpose of preparing a political 
report for the Congress to be held at The Hague in May. The paper consisted of two parts. 
The first, here excerpted, argued for the necessity of a West European Federation (with 
British participation, which was held to be consistent with the maintenance of Common
wealth ties) on account of the unprecedented economic and technological developments 
of the 20th century and the world situation consequent on the Second World War and 
Soviet expansionism.4 The second part, here omitted, outlined proposals for an ‘emergency 
policy’ and a long-term policy’. These, with slight modifications, were embodied in a 
motion, drafted by Mackay and Boothby, which was approved by the All-Party Group in the 
Commons on 11 March 1948 and moved in the House on 18 March3 The wording of the 
motion is largely identical with that of the conclusion to the memorandum. The present 
extract indicates the reasons forming the background to the subsequent motion.

Events are now moving with such rapidity as to impose on those organiza
tions which advocate the ideal of European unity the necessity: -
(1) of getting together, and
(2) to give more concrete form to their proposals. (...)

During the twentieth century Europe has gone back as fast as she advanced 
in the nineteenth. (...)

In the economic field, the conditions which gave rise to the contemporary 
Nation-States of Europe no longer exist. The era of cheap food, empty spaces, 
and free migration is over. The era of mass production has arrived. This 
involves planned production and trade, within large areas. Europe has neither 
the one nor the other. She has altogether failed to keep pace with modern 
scientific and industrial progress. Not one single European country to-day is, 
by itself, an effective political or economic unit.

1 Cf. doc. 192 above.
2 See, however, the introduction to doc. 215.
3 For this Committee, founded on 14 Dec. 1947, see introduction to the following 

document.
4 In June 1947 Boothby had written a six-page manuscript letter to the hesitant V. 

Gollancz, urging him not to resign from the UEM, on the ground that a firm stand 
was needed in the face of Soviet expansionism. ‘It is quite clear that the Russians are 
operating a Master Plan designed to give them complete control over Central 
Europe (including Austria and Czechoslovakia, and, it is hoped, Italy) by the end of 
this year. The way will then be ready for a debouchment from the Elbe line next year 
which will bring them to the Channel and the Bay of Biscay. (...) This is not the 
moment for opponents of appeasement to separate.’ R. Boothby to V. Gollancz, 
12 June 1947; Collancz papers, MSS. 157/3/UE/3/54.

5 See doc. 206 (text of motion) and introduction thereto.
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Political and economic power has, in consequence, passed to the U.S.A. and 
the U.S.S.R. Europe has become a power vacuum, instead of a balancing force 
between these two contending leviathans. Yet there are 175 million of the most 
civilized and intelligent people in the world in the sixteen Marshall countries 
alone, with a productive potential as great as that of the United States. Unless 
this potential is rapidly achieved, there can be no hope of preventing the total 
collapse of Western Europe, of arresting the totalitarian advance or of 
restoring any kind of equilibrium between the New World and the Old.

To a point which, a year ago, it seemed reasonable to hope might be 
avoided, the campaign for European unity has become the campaign against 
Communism, in its present totalitarian manifestation. If we are honest with 
ourselves, we must face the fact that this is a world-wide conspiracy for the 
capture of monopolistic power; and that, behind the Stettin-Trieste line, 
where the Russian power is absolute, the values of Western democratic civili
zation are being systematically destroyed. Two alternatives confront the 
Kremlin. To continue the well-planned campaign of aggression against which 
the Western Democracies have so far lurched, in impotent isolation and sus
tained futility; or to recoil. Two alternatives confront the Western Democra
cies. Economic strangulation, followed by absorption into the suffocating 
totalitarian unity of the Communist Empire; or the creation in Western 
Europe and her Colonial dependencies of a political union powerful enough 
to save European democracy and of a trading area large enough to enable its 
component parts to breathe and live.

Effective strategic co-operation can be achieved overnight -  and should be. 
That the strategic inter-dependence of the nations of Western Europe is abso
lute has been proved by two frightful wars in a single generation. But political 
unification and economic integration can be achieved only in stages. (...)

To the question ‘Can Britain enter a Western European Federation and 
simultaneously maintain our ties with the Empire?5, the answer must be an 
emphatic ‘Yes5. The two policies are, in essence, complimentary. For the 
Empire must have the markets of Europe, and Europe must have the markets 
of the Empire, if either are to regain a permanent and well-found prosperity. 
The task, not an easy one, is to graft the preference system of the one upon the 
other. (...)

205. J. Retinger; Reply to Labour Party objections
10 March 1948

J. Retinger to M. Phillips, 10 March 1948. BEF Archives, The Hague, 1945-1950; 
copy in Mackay archives, group 12, file 4 (unpublished, excerpt).

The Joint International Committee of the Movements for European Unity was formally 
constituted on 14 December 1947\ after a period of existence as the Comité de Liaison (from
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20 July 1947)J The chairman of its executive committee was Duncan Sandys, and the secre
tary J. Retinger. The International Committee issued invitations to the Congress to he held 
at The Hague on 7-10 May 1948 in order to give a fresh impulse to the European move
ment. A t a meeting on 28 January 1948 the NEC of the British Labour Party expressed 
opposition to members of the party attending the Congress. Following a decision by the Gen
eral Purposes Committee of the UEM on 11 February 1948,2 Churchill brought this issue 
into the public domain by communicating to the press his correspondence on the subject with 
C.R. Attlee and E. Shinwell.3 The International Committee intervened in the controversy 
from Paris: Retinger; its secretary, represented to Shinwell' then chairman of the NECy that 
the party's decision would not be understood in other European countries.4 In the present 
letter he replied to some objections that M. Phillips had put to him in a conversation on 
2 March 1948.

(...) You told me that the Labour Party Executive in deciding to dissuade 
its members from attending the Congress had been influenced by three main 
considerations.

Firstly, you said there had been the impression that the method of selection 
of those to be invited would produce a gathering in which Socialist elements 
were insufficiently represented. The composition of the British element was 
decided upon at a meeting held on 23th February of representatives of the 
principal organisations working in Great Britain for European Unity, namely, 
the United Europe Movement (Chairman, Mr. Churchill); Federal Union 
(Chairman, Lady Snowden); the British Section of the Independent League 
for European Economic Cooperation (Chairman, Lord Layton); the 
All-Party Parliamentary Group for European Unity (Chairman, Mr. R.G.W. 
Mackay, M.P.); and the British Committee for the United Socialist States of 
Europe (Chairman, Mr. Bob Edwards). The very composition of these organi
sations should in itself be sufficient guarantee that the Socialist point of view 
will be well represented. Out of a British Delegation of 100, it was decided to 
invite 20 Labour M.Ps, 8 Trade Unionists, 4 members of the Cooperative 
Movement and 5 representatives of the British Committee for the United 
Socialist States of Europe. Apart from 13 Conservatives and other M.Ps, and 8 
industrialists, the remainder of the delegation is composed principally of 
churchmen, economists and men of letters. Whilst these are being selected 
without any regard for political considerations, they include a number of 
prominent Socialists. From this you will see that in fact about one half of the 
whole delegation is composed of persons with Socialist sympathies.

1 For the background to the International Committee see Lipgens, History; op. cit., 
pp. 657-84; and for Retinger’s biography ibid., p. 336n.

2 United Europe Movement, Minutes of the Meeting of the General Purposes 
Committee, 11 Feb. 1948; European Movement Archives, Bruges, UEM file, 
General Purposes Committee.

3 The Times, 13 Feb. 1948, p. 4; cf. also A. and F. Boyd, Western Union, op. cit., 
pp. 82 f.

4 Letter of 12 Feb. 1948: The Times, 14 Feb. 1948, p. 3.
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Secondly, you considered that the holding of such a Congress would be 
embarrassing to the Governments of Western Europe. It is surely of the 
utmost importance that the leaders of public opinion should have an 
opportunity of expressing themselves on this great issue, which so vitally 
affects the peoples in every land. If Governments are to have the support neces
sary to carry through the far-reaching changes which the policy of Western 
Union implies, no time must be lost in enlisting the interest and active sym
pathy of the general public in all the countries concerned. Any other course 
would, in our view, be shortsighted and undemocratic.

Lastly, you expressed the view that Mr. Churchill’s presence at the Congress 
in a leading role would cause resentment in Socialist circles. I must, of course, 
leave you to express the opinion of the British Labour Party. On the Continent, 
Mr. Churchill is universally regarded as the liberator of Europe and the great 
champion of European unity. The support and encouragement which his 
presence at The Hague would provide is regarded by men of all parties as not 
only welcome but absolutely essential to the success of the Congress.

It is not necessary for me to say that we shall most gladly consider any 
suggestions which your Executive would care to make to overcome the present 
misunderstanding and to further the cause we all have at heart.5

5 The NEC maintained its opposition. The decision led to a dispute with some 
members of the PLP, who refused to comply with the injunction. In a letter of 
21 April to all members of the Labour Party who had been mentioned as delegates 
to the Hague Congress, Phillips repeated the NEC’s ‘strong disapproval of members 
taking part in the Hague Congress, whether as individuals or as representatives of 
organizations’ and added: ‘The National Executive Committee is unconditionally 
opposed to any action which might appear to associate the prestige of the governing 
majority party in Great Britain, however indirectly, with an organization calculated 
to serve the interests of the British Conservative Party’. (Letter to L. Hale, 21 April 
1948; cf. also Phillips’s letter to Hale of 28 April; copies in Mackay papers, 9/1; on 
the controversy see Grantham, Labour Party, op. cit., pp. 188-98). Despite the NEC 
decision, 23 Labour MPs took part in the Hague Congress -  a smaller number than 
had originally intended to do so. See Joint International Committee of Movements 
for European Unity (ed.), Congress of Europe, The Hague - May 1948. List of Partici
pants from Great Britain, London, 1948. The figure varies, however: Grantham, 
Labour Party, op. cit., p. 207, speaks of 25 MPs; Forman, European Movement, op. 
cit., p. 181, gives 21, but the list in his Appendix II adds up to 24 names. Among the 
Labour MPs who attended were R.W.G. Mackay, C. Shawcross, L. Hale, G. Lang 
and J. Parker.
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206. All-Party Group of the House of Commons: motion on the 
creation of a federation of Europe 18 March 1948

From Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 448, 18 March 1948, cols. 
2302 f.; repr. in A. and F. Boyd, Western Union, op. cit., pp. 85 f.

The temporary all-party committee set up on 17 December 1947 was superseded on 
18 February 1948 by the All-Party Group for European Unity under R.W.G. Mackay's 
chairmanship. Its joint hon. secretaries were P. Roberts (Conservative) and C. Shawcross 
(Labour; already secretary of the Europe Group of the Parliamentary Labour Party).2 On 
11 March 1948 the Group agreed the text of a motion in which, like similar parliamentary 
groups on the Continent, it called for the immediate establishment of a Council of Europe 
and the convening of a constituent assembly as decisive steps towards a European federation. 
The motion was tabled by R.W.G. Mack ay, L. Hale and C. Shawcross (Labour) and the 
Conservatives R.J.G. Boothby, P. Roberts and Sir P. Macdonald. The chief inspirers of the 
motion, which was supported by nearly 200 MPs, were Mackay and Boothby.3 When the All- 
Party Group again discussed its terms on 21 April 1948 it decided that no vote should be 
sought on the motion at the end of the parliamentary debate.4

That, in the opinion of the House, steps should now be taken in consultation 
with the other members of the British Commonwealth, to create in Western 
Europe a political union strong enough to save European democracy and the 
values of Western civilization, and a trading area large enough, with the 
Colonial Territories, to enable its component parts to achieve economic 
recovery and stability;

That for this purpose there should be an emergency policy designed to 
secure immediate and effective co-operation between the countries of 
Western Europe, and a long-term policy designed to bring into being a federa
tion of Europe;

That the emergency policy should establish forthwith a Council of Western 
Europe consisting of representatives of the governments of the sixteen partici
pating countries in the European Recovery Plan, and Western Germany, to 
lay down the broad lines of common action; that the Council should have 
power to set up permanent international staffs to co-ordinate the social, eco
nomic and defence policies; that the first and most important task of the eco-

1 Grantham, Labour Party, op. cit., p. 177.
2 Apparently the Group met very irregularly, and the number of those attending 

varied a great deal. On 17 Dec. 1947 13 MPs attended (9 Labour, 3 Conservative 
and 1 National Liberal); on 21 April 1948, 48 mentioned by name, ‘and others’; on 
26 May 1948, 26 MPs; on 9 Feb. 1949, ‘about’ 35. Minutes of meetings in Mackay 
papers, 8/2 and 3, 9/8 and 14/6.

3 Cf. doc. 204.
4 Minutes of the All-Party Group meeting for European Union, 21 April 1948; 

Mackay papers, 8/3. For the debate on the motion see doc. 209.
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nomic staff would be to frame concrete proposals for the stabilisation of the 
currencies of Western Europe, for the development of trade, for the execu
tion of the European Recovery Plan, for a comprehensive production plan, 
including agriculture and the heavy industries, and for Colonial development; 
that the necessary staffs should act under the direction, and by the authority, 
of the Council of Western Europe, and should be in continuous session;

That the long-term policy should be to create a democratic federation of 
Europe, with a constitution based on the principles of common citizenship, 
political freedom, and representative government, including a charter of 
human rights; that such a federation should have defined powers with respect 
to such matters as external affairs, defence, currency, customs, and the 
planning of production, trade, power and transport; and that to achieve this 
objective, the governments of the states of Western Europe should take steps 
to convene, as soon as practicable, a constituent assembly composed of repre
sentatives chosen by the Parliaments of the participating states, to frame a con
stitution for such a federation.

207. The Liberal Party: Resolution on the creation of a ‘democratic 
federation of Europe’ 22 April 1948

From Britain and Europe since 1945, Harvester Microfiches collection; excerpts in 
Federal News, no. 178, Feb. 1950, p. 1.

On the first day of their Assembly at Blackpool (22-4 April 1948) the Liberal Party - 
largely influenced by the Liberal International (Liberal European Action Group), the British 
branch of the World Liberal Union founded in 1947 - adopted a resolution moved by W. 
Roberts, MP, on the creation of a West European political union and democratic federation 
of Europe. The resolution generally followed the wording of the motion tabled in the House 
of Commons on 18 March;1 preceded, however, at the suggestion of the delegate P. Fothergill, 
by a passage expressly approving the Brussels treaty and all plans for co-operation among 
the European democracies. A proposal by L. Behrens and Lady V. Bonham Carter (vice- 
chairman of the Council of the UEM) to delete the federal clauses from the resolution was 
opposed by Lord Layton and Miss F.L. Josephy and was defeated.2

This Assembly strongly supports the establishment in Western Europe of a 
political and economic association conceived on broad and imaginative lines.

It welcomes (...) the Treaty of Brussels, and calls upon H.M. Government 
to press forward with the utmost speed all the projects for achieving economic, 
strategic, political and cultural co-operation between the European democra
cies (...)

1 Cf. doc. 206.
2 The Times, 23 April 1948, p. 2; Josephy Report, op. cit., p. 60.
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(...) It accordingly resolves that steps should now be taken, in consultation 
with the other members of the British Commonwealth, to create in Western 
Europe a political union strong enough to save European democracy and the 
values of Western civilisation, and a trading area large enough, with the 
Colonial Territories, to enable its component parts to achieve economic 
recovery and stability;

That (...) there should be an emergency policy designed to secure immediate 
and effective co-operation between the countries of Western Europe, and a 
long-term policy designed to bring into being a federation of Europe;

That the emergency policy should establish forthwith a Council of Western 
Europe (...) to lay down the broad lines of common action; that the Council 
should have power to set up permanent international staffs to co-ordinate the 
social economic and defence policies; (...) that the necessary staffs should act 
under the direction, and by the authority, of the Council of Western Europe, 
and should be in continuous session;

That the long-term policy should be to create a democratic federation of 
Europe, with a constitution based on the principles of common citizenship, 
political freedom, and representative government, including a Charter of 
Human Rights; that such a federation should have defined powers with respect 
to (...) external affairs, defence, currency, customs, and the planning of pro
duction, trade, power and transport; and that to achieve this objective, the 
governments of the states of Western Europe should take steps to convene, as 
soon as practicable, a constituent Assembly composed of representatives 
chosen by the Parliaments of the participating states, to frame a constitution 
for such a federation.

208. Hugh Dalton: Speech in Paris on Western European Union
23 April 1948

From Dalton archives, II, C, 9/4/75-76; excerpts in The Times, 24 April 1948, p. 4.

The International Socialist Conference at Selsdon Park near London on 21-2 March 
1948 unanimously supported the French initiative fora conference of socialist parties in Paris 
on 24-5 April to discuss strategy and coordinate their efforts for European union. The British 
delegation consisted of H. Dalton, M. Phillips, D. Healey and, as an observer, F.J.C. Mennell. 
In accordance with a decision by the International Sub-Committee of the NEC, it kept 
largely to the line put forward by Labour at Selsdon Park.1 A t a mass meeting organized by 
the French socialists in the Salle Pleyel, Dalton2, speaking in French, explained the reasons 
for his party's attitude towards West European union.3

1 Cf. doc. 203 and note 2 thereto.
2 French text of the speech with handwritten corrections in Dalton papers, II, C,
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(...) I speak tonight not only in praise and in support of Democratic Social
ism, but also in praise and in support of the great constructive idea of Western 
European Union. The Socialists of Western Europe met last month, following 
a joint initiative by our French Comrades and ourselves at Croydon, to discuss 
our common attitude towards the European Recovery Programme. We 
agreed unanimously in welcoming the Programme as a first step towards 
achieving a closer European unity. But we declared that ‘the inspiration 
required to overcome the obstacles ahead must be based on a common faith in 
European unity and a common will to realise it. European unity cannot rest on 
economic factors alone. It must also express a spiritual and intellectual com
munity5. We added that ‘the ideal of European unity can only be saved from 
corruption by reactionary politicians, if the Socialists place themselves at the 
head of the movement for its realisation’.

Since then, important decisions have been taken in Paris by the Sixteen 
Governments concerned in the Recovery Programme.4 Representatives of the 
sixteen Governments will meet at least four times a year, to act as a Supreme 
Economic Council for Western Europe. Meanwhile the day to day work of 
co-operation will be supervised by an Executive Committee meeting every 
month, and a powerful permanent secretariat has been set up under a distin
guished French Secretary-General.

The organizations set up at this historic conference in Paris will, I hope, pro
vide a solid foundation, on which alone an effective political union can be 
built.

Not less important are the decisions reached last week at Brussels,5 whereby 
Britain, France and the Benelux countries have set up new and permanent 
machinery for a common foreign policy, a common defence policy, and a 
common policy in economic, social and cultural questions. These are indeed 
wonderful and historic weeks. The noble general conception of European 
Union, so long the dream and the ideal of International Socialism, is already 
taking on a practical and concrete shape. As members of the British Labour 
Party we take especial pride in the leading part played in all this by Ernest 
Bevin, our Socialist Foreign Secretary.

As Socialists we must make sure that the success of the Socialist policy now 
being pursued in Britain, Scandinavia and other countries where Socialist 
influence on legislation and administration is strong, is not jeopardized by the

9/4/66-73. The English text is that circulated by the Labour Party Press and 
Publicity Department.

3 For the Paris conference see Loth, Sozialismus, op. cit., pp. 206-9. Text of final 
resolution in Report of the 48th Annual Conference of the Labour Party, Blackpool, 
June 6 to June 10, 1949, London, 1949, pp. 224 f.; also in vol. 4 of the present work, 
(in preparation).

4 The Organization for European Economic Co-operation (OEEC) was set up at 
the Paris conference of 15 March -16 April to coordinate the economic recovery of 
Europe; cf. Milward, Reconstruction, op. cit., ch. V.

5 The five-power Brussels pact was signed on 17 March 1948; cf. Young, Britain, 
op. cit., pp. 77-85; Bullock, Bevin, op. cit., ch. 13.
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premature creation of a political union, in advance of the assurance of eco
nomic stability throughout the union. Each of the members of a political 
Western European Union must itself achieve a reasonable economic and finan
cial stability, with full employment and economic planning in the public inter
est. We in Britain had bitter experience under reactionary Governments 
between the two World Wars of mass unemployment and social injustice 
springing from an unstable, unplanned capitalist economy. We are not going 
back to that, either by our own national decision, or in any international com
pany. I believe that all Socialists from other lands would say the same.

No Western European Union, either economic or political, can be exclusive 
or autarkic. We British, in particular, have very close ties which we are not pre
pared to break, with the British democracies all over the world -  Canada, Aus
tralia, New Zealand and South Africa -  some of which are under democratic 
socialist Governments today, all of whom played a brave part and shed their 
blood in two World Wars here in Europe. Nor can we forget the wide 
Colonial territories in Africa and elsewhere, for which some European 
nations are responsible. There is here a field for co-operative planning not less 
wide than in Europe itself. The products of these undeveloped territories will 
be an essential basis for a higher standard of life for all our workers, which 
must be achieved, not by the discredited methods of capitalist imperialism, but 
with the full agreement of the Colonial peoples themselves, whose own stand
ards of life, now miserably low, can also be raised by such measures as6 our 
own Socialist plans for the production, on a great scale, of ground nuts in East 
Africa.

Nor, finally, must we ever forget that the United States of Europe, of which 
we often dream,7 can never8 be complete without the participation of the States 
of Eastern Europe. It is, in any case, essential that we should develop trade 
with these nations now. And the door must always stand open for their entry 
into our new association on the same terms and conditions as those which we 
have freely accepted and agreed ourselves.

209. House of Commons debate on the motion of 18 March 1948
5 May 1948

From Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 450, cols. 1282-4, 1317-18, 
1355-7 (excerpts).

6 ‘Such measures as’ inserted by hand.
7 ‘Dreamed’ altered by hand to ‘dream’.
8 ‘Ever’ altered to ‘never’.
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The motion tabled on 18 March 1948' was discussed as part of a two-day debate on for
eign affairs2 opened by E. Bevin, the foreign secretary, on 4 May. Mackay, who spoke to the 
motion, was answered by Prime Minister Attlee in a speech covering several topics; he 
favoured the creation of a Western union but dissented from the basic purpose of the motion. 
Sir A. Salter defended the motion as one of its signatories. Mackay had given the prime 
minister notice of the questions he intended to raise by a letter dated 3 May.3

si-

(a) Ronald W.G. Mackay (Labour): Speech introducing the motion
I want to refer to the Motion on European Union which stands in my name 

and that of about 190 other hon. Members in this House, and I would like to 
take this opportunity of thanking the Lord President and the ‘usual channels’ 
for seeing that facilities have been made available to discuss this Motion, 
although it will not be moved. I would like to make it clear that the terms of 
the Motion are intended to suggest a solution to the problem we are discuss
ing. The paragraphs of the Motion are not distinct and independent as some 
hon. Members have said. It provides for one scheme -  a federation of Europe 
-  to be achieved in two stages. We must have a political union. England, Scot
land and Wales represent a union, America is a union. A union does not mean 
a League or a United Nations or a ‘Continuing Committee’ for they are not 
unions. If we are to use this phrase, let us see that in using it we understand 
what we mean, and that we do not talk about things which do not apply or 
have no significance in the sense we are using them. Surely the history of the 
period between the two wars should guide us not to use phrases which do not 
have the same meaning for all people. The illusions about collective security, 
disarmament and all the other such phrases are enough to indicate to us how 
careful we should be in choosing our words.

If we talk about Western Union, do not let us think that a co-ordinating 
committee is a union, because it is not, though it may be a step towards it. The 
fundamental thing which comes out of this Motion is that it suggests a po
litical union, an economic union, so that we can get a big trading area in 
Western Europe and the immediate creation of a council of European Minis
ters. It suggests as well a constituent assembly of some kind, not to settle a 
form of constitution like that which the Americans or Russians have, but so 
that an opportunity can be given to people to discuss the form of political 
organisation to be devised in the future for the proper working of the federa
tion of Europe and the United States of Europe.

That is what the Motion means, and in relation to it I wish to ask three ques
tions of the Prime Minister, who I understand is to speak later in the Debate. I 
want him to indicate whether the Government generally approve of the ideas 
in the Motion.

1 Cf. doc. 206 above.
2 Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 45, 4 May 1949, cols. 1105-21.
3 Letter of 3 May from Mackay to A. Moyle, Attlee’s Parliamentary Private 

Secretary; Mackay papers, 8/1.
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Obviously I do not ask the Government to say that they agree with the 
Motion in toto, but whether they accept the general underlying idea in the 
Motion, which contends that union does mean the creating of an authority for 
Europe and that machinery should be devised whereby the necessary federal 
or other authority can be created.

Two further questions arise from it, and on the first I would like to get an 
unequivocal answer from the Government. It is whether they are prepared to 
transfer the sovereignty of this country to another authority, whether we are 
prepared to face the problems of union which means merging into a wider sov
ereignty. Are we prepared to pool our sovereignty, our currency or Customs, 
for example, with other countries and give it to a European authority? The 
right hon. Member for Warwick and Leamington4 raised the question of a 
wider authority, a world authority, and I agree with what he said. He also 
raised the question of the Dominions. Perhaps I have some special reason for 
agreeing with him because I come from one of the Dominions, and I know 
what the feeling in the Dominions is. The Motion says that we want to do this 
in consultation with the Dominions. I have always taken the view that if this 
country went into Europe in some kind of economic and political union, it 
would enlarge the field of activity for the Dominions. Is there any reason why 
the Commonwealth should be a static organisation which does not try to grow 
into something bigger and better for the world? (...)

(...) Will the Prime Minister let us know exactly where we are in regard to 
the question of sovereignty?

Thirdly, will he also consider, in conjunction with the French and other 
countries, convening a European Assembly at which Members of Parliament 
from all European countries can sit together for two or three months to work 
out a method or way in which there might be some kind of union between the 
European Powers? There would be nothing binding in what they did. It would 
have to come back to the Parliaments for ratification. Is not the time arriving 
for something like that to be done? ...

(b) Clement R. Attlee, Prime Minister: Rejection of federalist approach
(...) The question was raised by my hon. Friend the Member for 

North-West Hull (Mr. R. Mackay) and others as to how far we can go in 
implementing this at the present time. I have often said that ultimately I believe 
we must come to federation of Europe. I have often spoken against the contin
uance of some absolute idea of sovereignty. The Motion is admirable in its gen
eral intentions, but suggests that these things can be got over rather more 
easily than is possible. After all, there is no exact definition of what is sover
eignty. We have had a good deal of experience. The right hon. Gentleman was 
there with me at San Francisco, and he will know how difficult it was 
whenever there was a question of infringement of sovereignty. As a matter of 
fact anyone entering into an alliance or a treaty does take away to an extent 
their absolute power to do as they will. Therefore, in all these approaches we

4 Sir R. Anthony Eden.
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do get a merger of authority, but to what extent we can go beyond that is a 
debatable question. We are very close to our own fellow Dominions in the 
Commonwealth. We go in with them on a basis of equality in sovereignty, and 
we work closely together, but it is not easy to get a return to something by 
which by some instrument we merge sovereignty.

I agree that we want a new conception of sovereignty in the world, and we 
have to work towards it. The question is what is the best way of working 
towards a Western Union and towards some sort of federation? I do not think 
that it can be done by some constituent assembly discussing these matters in 
abstract. I believe the right way is the way they are being approached today, 
by dealing with practical matters in a practical way, and by working out our 
plans on the economic field, on the social field and on the defence field. Let 
me say that that is being worked out in a very practical spirit, and in a spirit of 
urgency (...)

(c) Sir ]. Arthur Salter (Ind.): Comment on government’s rejection of the 
motion

(...) Our objection is their [Labour government] making Socialism the con
dition of entry into this Union. It is perfectly clear that if there is to be Western 
Union now, it can only be on the basis of the union of free people each of 
whom remains perfectly free to elect a Socialist Government or a 
non-Socialist Government.

Mr. Levy: Has anyone said anything to the contrary?
Sir A. Salter: Yes. Certainly that is what the right hon. Gentleman the 

Member for Bishop Auckland5 is doing. What is his purpose? He brings in this 
question at the initial stages as a condition of the formation of a Western 
Union (...) He tried and apparently succeeded in persuading M. Blum who 
had intended to go to The Hague not to go, because The Hague is a Congress 
designed to help the union of the free countries without distinction between 
those who are Socialists and those who are not (...)

I am one of the signatories to the Motion in relation to which the Debate 
is taking place, and I stand by the terms of that Motion (...)

Although it is well that we go step by step, and do not attempt to jump, we 
should have an idea of the direction in which we are going. I believe that where 
it is, and as fast as it is, possible to get a closer form of union, that is undoubt
edly a better assurance against war between the constituent members than any 
form of inter-state organisation, such as the League of Nations, or the United 
Nations, which is an inter-State arrangement, preserving and not merging sov
ereignty. In saying that, I am not saying that we ought to contemplate 
federalism replacing the inter-state system. I believe that federalism must pro
ceed slowly and partially. It is a remote possibility for the world; but it is a 
proximate possibility for those countries that are as nearly homogeneous as 
those of Western Europe. But I think -  certainly during our lifetime -  it is prac
tically impossible to conceive of a World Federal Union. We may have groups

5 Hugh Dalton.
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of federal unions, with other States outside, not in the same union with them
selves -  or perhaps not in a union at all.

Therefore, I think that we shall have to have two movements in the world: 
one towards Federal Union, where it is possible, and the other an inter-state 
system in order to govern the relationship between countries which are not 
incorporated in the union at any one moment, or between the different unions 
that may be so formed. I therefore very much regret the kind of fratricidal con
flict there has sometimes been between the League of Nations, the inter-state 
people, and the Federal Union people. I think that the inter-state people ought 
to recognise that, where a closer union is possible, that is preferable; and the 
Federal Union people ought to recognise that that will only be possible for 
some parts of the world, and that therefore an inter-state is also required.

210. F. Brockway: Motion at the Annual Conference of the Labour 
Party 19 May 1948

From: The Labour Party, Report of the 47th Annual Conference, held in The Spa Grand 
Hall, Scarborough, May 17 to May 21, 1948, London, 1948, pp. 172 f.

The annual conference of the Labour Party, held at Scarborough on 17-21 May 1948, on 
19 May debated the following motion on a ‘United States of Europe’:

‘This Conference, recognizing the economic dislocation and maldistribution of world 
resources, consequent upon the inability of independent sovereign states to provide adequate 
food, clothing and shelter for their peoples, and convinced that only by the extension of the 
principles of democratic socialism beyond national frontiers can this country’s survival and 
the peaceful development of Europe and the world be assured, calls upon the Government 
actively to promote the closer integration of the countries of Europe and of the liberated peo
ples of Asia and Africa.

71 views with alarm the present tendency to build up powerful Eastern and Western blocs 
and believes that the Conservative conception of Western Union on a capitalist basis and 
in military alliance with the U.S.A. against the U.S.S.R. cannot solve Europe’s economic 
problems and will only lead to a third world war.

‘It therefore welcomes the initiative of the Conference in Paris on April 24-25 in support 
of a Socialist programme of economic and political co-operation among the European coun
tries, leading towards the establishment of the United Socialist States of Europe, based on 
public ownership, economic planning and individual liberty. It urges the Labour Party to 
co-operate with the European Socialist Parties in taking practical steps to achieve the United 
Socialist States of Europe (including the establishment of supra-national agencies to take 
over from each nation powers to allocate and distribute coal, steel, timber, locomotives, 
rolling stock and imports from hard currency countries) in complete military and political 
independence of the U.S. A. and U.S.S.R. ’

The author of the motion, Fenner Brockway, was an ex-member of the Independent

1 A. Fenner (Lord) Brockway, b. 1888, an indefatigable campaigner for socialism,
disarmament, peace and freedom, grew up in India; his family were missionaries in



708 Documents

Labour Party who had rejoined the Labour Party in 1947 and was a leading representative 
of the British section of the Socialist Movement for the United States of Europe. His speech 
in support of the motion is reproduced below.2

The growth of support for Western Union has probably been the most 
remarkable political development during the last twelve months. Winston 
Churchill is in favour of it and Ernest Bevin is in favour of it; De Gaulle is in 
favour of it and Leon Blum is in favour of it; Oswald Mosley is in favour of it. 
The issue, therefore, is not whether, we are to have a Western Union, but the 
kind of Western Union we are to have. The Churchill conception is a Europe 
in which capitalism is restored. Our conception is a new Europe which moves 
towards Socialism. The Churchill conception is a Europe which shall again be 
imperialist in its relations with the peoples of Asia and Africa. Our conception 
is a co-operation between Europe and the liberated peoples of Asia and 
Africa. The Churchill conception is that Western Europe shall be the front 
line in the threatening war between America and Russia. Our conception is 
that Western Europe shall be a bridge to peace between the East and the West. 
I believe that it will depend upon the policy of our Labour Party and our 
Labour Government more than upon anything else which of those two tenden
cies Western Europe follows.

Economically it is now recognised that the long-term solution of our prob
lems cannot be in Britain alone, that we must become linked with the economy 
of Europe. I hope we shall throw off any sense of inferiority in the economic 
sphere towards the United States of America. In the year 1938 Europe pro
duced more coal, more steel, more wheat, than the U.S.A. Although it is tem
porarily devastated it will be possible ultimately to build a Europe, using the 
Marshall Plan as a breathing space, which will be self-reliant in the economic 
sphere. But that Europe could follow one of two courses: it could either be a 
Europe of international cartels or it could be a Europe upon a Socialist basis. 
It is for our Labour Movement to determine that it moves in the Socialist direc
tion.

Madagascar, India and China. He was chairman of the ILP in 1931-3 and its po
litical secretary in 1939-46; Labour MP from 1929 to 1931 and 1950 to 1964. For 
his personality and many activities see Towards Tomorrow. The autobiography of 
Fenner Brockway, London, 1977. On SMUSE (MSEUE) and its British section cf. 
doc. 221.

2 The resolution was adopted by acclamation. The debate revealed considerable 
differences between the political objectives of those responsible for the motion (cf. 
doc. 213, n. 5) and also between them and the party leadership. The NEC could have 
defeated the motion with trade union help (Grantham, Labour Party, op. cit., p. 210), 
but chose a more prudent course by accepting it ‘subject to certain cautionary notes 
and interpretative observations’ (Hugh Dalton for the NEC, ibid., pp. 177-9, quo
tation p. 177). Dalton’s reservations and evasive formulae in fact amounted to a 
rejection of the motion.
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It is also recognized that even if one uses to the full the economy of Europe 
certain essential articles such as rubber, oil, fats, cotton, must come from the 
Asiatic and African continents. There is a great danger of a European Union 
becoming a united imperialist force for the continuation of the subjugation of 
those people. Our Labour Government has adopted an almost revolutionary 
principle in its economic plans for Africa. It has decided that those economic 
developments shall in time become the possessions of the African peoples. But 
I want to plead that the kind of Europe in relation to Asia and Africa which 
we establish shall be one which recognises the full political equality and part
nership of the Asiatic and African peoples.

The question of peace and war will depend upon the nature of the Western 
Union. I do not believe that there is an immediate danger of war. I do not 
believe any country desires it. I do not believe Russia desires it, but it is 
possible that Russia, seeking expansion without war, may accidentally take a 
step which other countries may regard as the cause of war. I do not believe 
America desires it, but there are American militarists who take the view that 
the war is inevitable and better that it should be sooner than later while atomic 
power is in their hands. But I am certain of this: if Western Europe becomes a 
part of a divided world with the frontier across Europe dividing West from 
East in a rigid way, it is inevitable that sooner or later war will come in that 
divided world from that division. Our conception of a Western Europe should 
be the establishment of an independent democratic Socialist bloc akin to 
America in its democracy, akin to Russia in its Socialist economic basis, to be 
the bridge in the world between the East and the West.

We are not suggesting that Britain should not enter into a Western Union 
until all Western Europe is Socialist, but conditions can be laid down with the 
approval of our Labour Government and the Socialist movements in Europe 
which can determine the character of that Western Union. But assuredly the 
duty lies upon our Labour Party in combination with the Socialist Parties of 
Europe to adopt one Socialist plan which we advocate across the frontiers, 
strengthening their hands and strengthening our hands for the establishment 
of a democratic Socialist society in Western Europe.

211. Visit of an all-party delegation to the Prime Minister and the 
Foreign Secretary: pressure for a European Assembly

17 June 1948
From: Western Union. Note of deputation from the British Section of the Interna

tional Committee of the Movements for European Unity, received (...) at 10 Downing 
St., SW1, at 5 p.m. on Thursday, 17th June, 1948; CAB 129/28-C.P. (48) 162.1

1 A further record of the visit, evidently by Duncan Sandys, is in the European 
Movement Archives, Bruges. Text of official statement issued after the visit in The 
Times, 18 June 1948, p. 4.
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The Hague Congress of 7-10 May 1948, attended by many prominent personalities, 
aroused great public interest in Europe and must be regarded as one of the high-water marks 
of the European Movement. The number of British representatives was 140. The British 
ambassador at The Hague described the occasion as \a personal triumph for Churchill\2 the 
honorary president of the Congress. Three resolutions were passed, on political, ecknomic 
and cultural matters.3 On 17 June a deputation headed by Churchill and representing all par
ties in the House of Commons4 reported on the results of the Congress to Attlee and Bevin, 
the prime minister and the foreign secretary, emphasizing their hope that the government 
would support the demand in the political resolution for the convening of a European Assem
bly.

Mr. Churchill, introducing the Deputation, said that their purpose was to 
present for the favourable consideration of His Majesty’s Government the 
Resolutions passed at the Congress of Europe held at The Hague in May 1948. 
(...)

The Deputation wished, in particular, to commend to the favourable con
sideration of His Majesty’s Government the proposal for the constitution of a 
European Assembly, chosen by the Parliaments of the participating nations, 
which would serve as a forum for the expression of ideas and aspirations 
making towards the political and economic union of western Europe. They 
did not wish to dogmatize about the constitution of this Assembly. They did 
no more than commend the idea of such an Assembly to the favourable consid
eration of His Majesty’s Government. Other national delegations to the 
Hague Congress were submitting the idea to their Governments. They asked 
that British Ministers should consider sympathetically the possibility of giving 
encouragement and support to the establishment of some form of European 
Assembly which would serve to mobilise the forces of public opinion in all 
countries of Europe in support of the conception of European Union.

Mr. Mackay spoke in support of the Political Resolution passed by the 
Congress at The Hague. He said that the Congress had been attended by 285 
Members of Parliament drawn from the sixteen participating countries and 
from western Germany. These represented all shades of political opinion save 
Communism. The Political Resolution was, therefore, one which carried with 
it the support of a representative collection of men and women with practical 
experience of political life. It did not conflict in any way with the views 
expressed by the Prime Minister in his speech in the debate in the House of

2 Sir P. Nichols to E. Bevin (Foreign Office), 19 May 1948; quoted from Morgan, 
Labour in Power; op. cit., p. 392.

3 Text of resolutions in The Hague Congress Verbatim Report, Political 
Committee Plenary Session, pp. 87-89.

4 The deputation included W.S. Churchill, R.W.G. Mackay, Lord Layton, K. Lind
say, R.J.G. Boothby, C. Davies, H. Delargy, H. Hynd, Sir P. Macdonald, H. Mac
millan, Sir J. Arthur Salter, C. Shawcross, E. Beddington-Behrens, Sir H. Butler, V. 
Bonham Carter, H. Hopkinson, F.L. Josephy, S. King-Hall, J.E. Rhys-Williams, D. 
Sandys.
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Commons on 5th May.5 The Union which it recommended would be free 
from all outside control and would not be directed against any particular coun
try. He stressed, in particular, the paragraph proposing the early establish
ment of a European Assembly. For some time past there had been a wide meas
ure of agreement on the principle of European Union: the practical questions 
now were of timing and method. He believed that the next step should be to 
arrange for the establishment of a European Assembly which could advise on 
the practical measures required to bring about the economic and political 
union of Europe and to work out plans for that purpose. He envisaged an 
Assembly of four or five hundred people nominated by the Parliaments of the 
participating nations. He believed that this would be the most practical 
method of mobilising public opinion throughout Europe in support of the con
ception of European Union. He therefore asked that His Majesty’s Govern
ment should give sympathetic consideration to this part of the Political Resolu
tion and to take steps to ascertain the views of other European Governments.6
(...)

Mr. Churchill thanked the Prime Minister and the Foreign Secretary for 
receiving the Deputation. He drew a sharp distinction between the role of the 
unofficial and voluntary organization which he represented and the functions 
of executive Governments; and he stressed the fact that those whom the Depu
tation represented had no desire to usurp the functions of His Majesty’s 
Government. They did, however, favour the establishment of a European 
Assembly as a forum for the ventilation of ideas and a means of mobilizing 
public opinion throughout Europe in support of the conception of European 
Union. He did not contemplate any elaborate machinery: he envisaged an 
Assembly which would meet once or twice a year to review the progress made 
and to enlist public support for the policy of the national Governments. He 
did not suggest that resolutions passed at this Assembly should in any way be 
binding upon national Governments. The Assembly could not encroach on 
the executive responsibility of Governments. The creation of such an 
Assembly would also provide a convenient means of bringing western Ger
many back into the family of European nations. All that he asked was that His 
Majesty’s Government should give their support and assistance in getting such 
an Assembly established. He hoped that Ministers would consider in detail 
what they could do to this end.

5 Cf. doc. 209.
6' After Lord Layton and Kenneth Lindsay had spoken in support of the economic 

and the cultural resolution respectively, Attlee replied that the government was in 
full sympathy with the broad aims of the deputation. However, he warned against 
jeopardizing Commonwealth relations and reserved the position with regard to the 
proposed European Assembly. Bevin was opposed to discussing matters of sover
eignty at the present time; he doubted whether the creation of a European Assembly 
would conduce to the deputation’s aims, and thought ‘the common objectives of the 
government and the deputation were more likely to be achieved by the method of 
practical collaboration between representatives of the governments of the countries 
of Western Europe.’
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As regards sovereignty, he agreed that it was undesirable to ask for the sur
render of sovereign rights. He would prefer to speak in terms of countries 
acquiring an enlarged or enriched sovereignty through membership of a Euro
pean Union.7

212. The Labour Party: Western Union instead of European
federation 22 Sept. 1948

From: The Labour Party, Feet on the Ground. A Study of Western Union, London, 
1948, pp. 19-22 (excerpts)

Members of the Labour frequently appealed to their leaders to clarify the party's attitude 
towards European union and to answer domestic and foreign criticism to which it was sub
jected at home and abroad. The pamphlet Feet on the Ground. A Study of Western Union 
was the first self-contained, comprehensive account of the Labour Party's policy towards 
Europe, comprising 23 pages and three appendices; its title was an echo of Dalton's words 
used by Dalton (Let us keep our feet upon the ground')1 at the party's Annual Conference on 
17-21 May 1948. The text was approved by the NEC for publication on 22 September.2 It 
was in effect an explanation and defence of Bevin's foreign policy as outlined in his Com
mons speech of 22 January 1948. The objective of that policy was to work for a very broadly 
conceived, imprecisely defined Western Union with an Atlantic outlook, and within a loose 
framework of intergovernmental co-operation.3

The pamphlet mentions as immediate purposes of Western union ‘economic independence 
from America' and ‘security against Russia' (pp. 3 f). A  ‘strong united Europe' as a ‘third 
world power' and a bridge between East and West with the Western union as a 'nucleus', 
into which Britain must also bring the Commonwealth -  this is held out as a future prospect, 
distant but attainable. The second part, 'The Economic Problem', describes Europe's economic 
difficulties, its trade and financial relations, its postwar exhaustion, the need for American 
aid and the moves towards European co-operation (the OEEC). The next section, 'The

7 In conclusion Attlee agreed to a suggestion of Mackay’s that he should consider 
a memorandum on possible methods of constituting a European Assembly. A résumé 
of the memorandum drawn up by Mackay was sent by Churchill to Attlee on 27 July 
1948 (Grantham, Labour Party, op. cit., p. 208). The government obstinately resisted 
the idea of a European Assembly, and it was not until January 1949 that it agreed 
to a compromise, under pressure from European governments rather than on 
account of the British European Movement. This involved the creation of a purely 
advisory Assembly and a Council of Ministers, which together became the Council 
of Europe. On the argument between the European Movement in Britain (esp. 
Churchill) and the government on this matter see Forman, European Movement, op. 
cit., pp. 201-22.

1 Labour Party, Report, op. cit., p. 177.
2 Grantham, Labour Party, op. cit., p. 219.
3 Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, voi. 446, 22 Jan. 1948, cols. 383-409; 

cf. Bullock, Bevin, op. cit., Part IV; Young, Britain, op. cit., Part II.
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Political Problem\ states that the main object of Western Union must be ‘to produce a 
common European foreign policy, and, in consequence, a common defence policy * (p. 16). 
Finally the expectation is expressed that the form of co-operation developed in the OEEC 
and the Brussels pact will make European countries more and more interdependent and will 
gradually knit Europe together. The pamphlet unequivocally rejected the constitutional 
approach to European integration, and hence the idea of a constituent assembly. It dwelt at 
some length with the many differences within Europe (especially between the Scandinavian 
countries and Britain on the one hand and Western Europe on the other), in respect of politi
cal structure, external interests and internal stability. The relationship between Western 
Union and socialism was treated in a somewhat critical manner.

The following passages dealt with federalist arguments and the idea of a European federa
tion, and emphasized the central role of Britain, as the Labour Party saw it, in European re
covery.

-'c

(...) The difficulties and dangers inherent in the creation of a Western 
Union have led many people to argue that the obstacles will be 
insurmountable unless all the countries begin by limiting their national sover
eignty within a federal union. The federalists claim that the overriding 
necessity for co-operation is never sufficiently obvious when all the detailed 
problems involved are dealt with seperately, but that nations which strain at a 
million gnats may swallow one camel.

Many of the classical arguments for federation are inapplicable in the 
modern world. Most of the present-day federal states were founded in new 
continents by small immigrant populations. As they grew in power and com
plexity their economic and social systems adapted themselves to the existing 
federal framework. It is infinitely more difficult for Europe to federate today 
than it was for America in 1789 or Australia in 1901. But the main argument 
against approaching Western Union through federation -  rather than 
completing Western Union by federation -  is that in itself federation would 
not solve the immediate problems of Western Europe, while the attempt to 
achieve it would exaggerate the differences between the West European states 
instead of exploiting their common interests.

Federation depends on a division of powers between the central federal 
authority and the participating states. When the existing federations like the 
U.S.A. were formed, the federal government was given mainly the right to 
decide foreign policy and defence arrangements for the group. Apart from the 
abolition of internal tariffs, the separate states decided their economic and 
social policies as before.

But today a nation’s economic activities are so complicated and interwoven, 
and the part played in them by the government so greatly increased that any 
attempt to disentangle separate spheres of competence for federal and state 
governments would involve serious dislocations in the economic and political 
life of the states concerned; modern defence involves almost every part of a 
nation’s economy. Indeed even in the U.S.A., Australia, and Canada the ade
quacy of federalism for a modern industrial society is increasingly questioned. 
Moreover the European countries differ greatly among themselves about the
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way in which a state’s economic life should be organized; each country would 
do its best to insure that the federal government had as little power as possible 
to interfere in its domestic policies; certainly socialists, at present a minority of 
about one third in Western Europe as a whole, would insist on the right to 
organise socialism in countries where they were a majority, as in Britain and 
Scandinavia.

Thus an attempt to federate now would exaggerate divisions, excite mutual 
fear, distrust, contempt, and jealousy and greatly favour centrifugal tenden
cies. If it succeeded the federal government would find itself hedged in at every 
turn by immovable constitutional obstructions, and special opportunities for 
united action would constantly have to be forgone for fear of creating a 
general precedent. The European countries differ much more widely in race, 
language, temperament, political institutions and economic organization than 
states in any existing federation, and those differences are rooted in centuries 
of usage. Even if agreement could be reached on a means of electing a federal 
parliament, of reconciling multi-party proportional representation with the 
British two-party system, republic with monarchy, there is no reason to think 
that a parliament so heterogeneous would be wiser or more united in judging 
the complicated practical issues of co-operation than committees of national 
experts and Cabinet Ministers, like the O.E.E.C. or Brussels Treaty organs.

Finally Europe’s history of separate national existence has produced clearly 
defined interest groups. When such groups do exist no written constitution can 
by itself compel them to act against their imagined interests. More than most 
federal governments, a European federation would require forcible sanctions 
against secession. The prolonged and bloody American Civil War is not an 
encouraging precedent.

These arguments against federation carry special weight at the present time, 
when the urgent need is for immediate common action to solve critical prob
lems. Any attempt to create a federation now would raise innumerable general 
issues unconnected with those problems. Precious years would be wasted in 
wrangles which created disunity and contributed nothing to solving our diffi
culties. There is a further danger in any approach which depends on changing 
the whole basis of the existing system. In both the economic and strategic 
fields, many of the European countries are operating on the edge of danger 
with no margin for error. At all costs these countries must preserve their 
ability to react quickly and vigorously to crises. An attempt to consolidate 
Europe now by federation, even if it progressed favourably, might find these 
countries in a crisis having lost their capacity to react effectively as individuals 
without having developed the ability to meet the situation as a collective unit.

The federal idea comes to us from an age when the only alternative to fed
eration was a pattern of treaties in which states promised to act together if cer
tain emergencies arose, and whose value depended solely on the will of each 
state to honour them when the point came. Certainly a common organ of 
government and common armed services provide a more dependable bond of 
union than unsupported promises.

But the type of economic co-operation which is possible today can create
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a vested interest in union fully as binding as a federal government, without any 
constitutional changes in the countries concerned. Moreover in such functional 
co-operation the countries can choose those issues in which their common 
interest is agreed. Success in joint action on concrete economic and political 
problems will greatly weaken the force of sectional interests, creating such 
interdependence and mutual confidence that federation may finally become 
possible. Failure to solve these problems will make federation futile in any 
case. But it is possible that even a fully developed Western Union will prefer 
an undefined and flexible association, like that of the Commonwealth, to a 
rigid written constitution. (...)

Federation can however provide one advantage which the functional 
approach may easily forfeit: it enables issues to be debated in democratic dis
cussion under the guiding influence of public opinion. Of course public debate 
can often make agreement more difficult, as we know to our cost from diplo
matic history since 1945. Above all, the problems of Europe today demand 
swift and vigorous action. But there is a danger that if Western Union is organ
ized exclusively inside expert committees far removed from the public gaze, 
vested interests and bureaucratic inertia may slow down progress below the 
critical speed, and bad decisions may be reached under pressures which public 
opinion would not tolerate. Moreover at some points national groups may be 
faced with sacrifices which are unacceptable if people are indifferent to the 
issues involved and ignorant of the problems.

It is therefore vital that the work of organizing a Western Union shall be 
made much more accessible to democratic interest than it is at present, and that 
the governments concerned should individually and collectively do their 
utmost to see that public opinion is informed of the problems and mobilized to 
support their solution. Moreover the campaign for Western Union can help to 
restore confidence and hope to millions of Europeans who feel helpless 
between the Russian and American colossi. The immense psychological value 
of this united attack on common problems will be lost unless victories are 
dramatized and public opinion is aroused to watch the progress of the battle.

Finally, the functional approach depends on creating as many international 
ties as possible across the frontiers to supplement and correct the influence of 
the existing national vested interests. For this reason the movement for 
Western Union must not be restricted to government officials and Ministers. 
Once the broad outlines of a plan for Europe have been reached by the govern
ments in council, private and public bodies in every country should be encour
aged to co-operate in solving the detailed problems. The trade unions and 
socialist parties have already taken the lead in this field by establishing their 
own standing organizations to study the issues of European co-operation.

Throughout the complicated network of activity from which a Western 
Union is being born, Labour Britain has played a leading role. (...)

Moreover both in the economic and strategic fields, Britain is the sheet-an
chor of European recovery. The political and economic stability which Britain 
owes to her Labour Government provides a marked contrast to the unhealthy 
condition of some other great European states. Without British participation,

J
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it is doubtful whether any of the small countries in Europe would link its 
future to that of the Continent as a whole. Her vast overseas dependencies and 
her close relations with the Commonwealth make Britain the indispensable 
basis of any third world power. (...)

213. William N. Warbey: Plea for a Socialist European Union
26 Sept. 1948

From: Personal papers of Sir V. Gollancz, MSS. 157/3/UE/3/64

W.N. Warbey, an MP on the extreme left of the Labour Party, was among the supporters 
of Fenner Brockway’s motion at the party’s Annual Conference at Scarborough in May 
1948.1 He belonged to the Europe Group of the Parliamentary Labour Party; where he had 
unsuccessfully advocated a fundamentalist’position.2 He openly attacked R.W.G. Mackay 
at Scarborough,3 and out of dissatisfaction with the letter’s Europe Group’ he later founded 
the ‘Socialist Europe Group’ of the PLP.4 Following the resolution adopted by the Confer
ence, Warbey and others, describing themselves as ‘associated with the Scarborough resolu
tion’5 addressed a circular letter to their fellow party members advocating a ‘Socialist Euro
pean union’ as a Labour alternative to the Conservative idea of Europe as a bulwark 
against the Soviet Union; they also sought to popularize this idea by public meetings in dif
ferent parts of the country. A t the first of these, at Wimbledon on 26 September 1948, the 
speakers, apart from Warbey, were Fenner Brockway and M. Pivert,6 member of the execu
tive of the SFIO and, from mid-1947, chairman of the left-wing socialist international move
ment for the US SE (the MSEUE). The following text, complete except for opening and 
closing remarks, is a résumé of Warbey’s speech as distributed by the Group.

What are the specific advantages to be gained from integrating into one unit 
the British Isles, the European countries, and the overseas territories associated 
with them? Two. First, a European Union could be a stabilizing factor for 
world peace. Second, it would make possible a combined productive effort 
over a much wider area that the single nation-state.

1 Cf. introduction to doc. 210.
2 Cf. doc. 202(C).
3 Labour Party, Report of the 47th Annual Conference, op. cit., p. 174.
4 Cf. doc. 219 below.
5 Text of undated letter in Personal papers of Sir V. Gollancz, MSS. 157/3/UE/ 

3/62. The signatories were: W.N. Warbey, MP, S. Silverman, MP, T.C. Skeffing- 
ton-Lodge, MP, F. Brockway, W. Padley, W.C. Elliott and E. Messer. Messer, 
Warbey, Silverman and Padley had supported Brockway’s motion at the Labour 
Party Conference. Silverman and Skeffington-Smith were, like Warbey, members 
of Mackay’s Europe Group.

6 For Marcel Pivert and his role in the left-wing socialist European movement see 
Loth, Sozialismus, op. cit., passim; Newman, Socialism, op. cit., pp. 21, 22 f., 141, 
142.
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To achieve the first objective the Union must be politically and militarily 
independent of the two great power blocs centred on Moscow and Washing
ton, which, today, threaten to divide the world into two hostile camps. Some 
people are trying to have it both ways. They say they want an independent 
'Third Group’, but they also want it to be 'protected’ by American military 
power. Such a policy is fatal: it would put the European Union right inside the 
American camp, would involve strategic and diplomatic dependence on 
Washington, and would render impossible a peaceful adjustment of 
differences between the American and Russian blocs because there would be 
no outside force able to mediate between them and abate their mutual fears 
and suspicions. There must, therefore, be no military alliances or understand
ings between the European Union and the United States -  or the Soviet 
Union, for that matter.

The second objective -  economic prosperity in a large and populous unit -  
can clearly not be achieved by the methods of laissez-faire capitalism. The 
other Tory alternative -  planning by private international cartels -  involves 
exploitation of the masses of the people and would involve an anti-democratic 
political regime. The only other alternative -  one satisfying the needs of the 
ordinary people of Europe -  is democratically-controlled economic planning,
i.e., planning by and for the people. This clearly involves, as a minimum, 
public ownership (national and international) of basic industries and services, 
and central economic control organs. If some people object to the label 'Social
ist’ then we will not insist on the term; but we must insist on adherence to this 
minimum programme, for without it European Union is either meaningless or 
else a positive danger to the common people.

Finally, I think we must aim at a unitary European Union, rather than a fed
eral 'United States’. Federal constitutions belong to the days when central au
thorities were not expected to do anything positive. In the modern world we 
need a central authority with full powers in the economic field, as well as in 
defence and external relations. This is the policy which must form the common 
programme on which the Socialist Parties of Europe, including Britain, should 
fight for political power at their next General Elections.

214. Winston S. Churchill: Europe’s place in the system of British 
world policy 9 Oct. 1948

From: National Union of Conservative and Unionist Associations, 69th Annual Con
ference held at Llandudno, 6th-9th October; 1948, Verbatim report of the proceedings 
together with Mr. Churchill's speech, London, 1948; repr. in R.R. James (ed.), Winston S. 
Churchill. His complete speeches, 1897-1963, vol. VII: 1943-49; New York, 1974, 
pp. 7707-17; Randolph S. Churchill (ed.), Europe Unite. Speeches 1947 and 1948 by 
Winston S. Churchill\ London, 1950, pp. 409-24; excerpts in R.R. James (ed.), Churchill 
speaks. Winston S. Churchill in peace and war. Collected speeches, 1897-1963, New York, 
1980, pp. 915-18.
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At the conclusion of the Conservatives' annual conference at Llandudno (Wales) on 
6-9 November 1948 Winston S. Churchill, leader of the party, addressed a mass meeting of 
2,500 party members. In the first part of his speech he dealt extensively with the \state of the 
world'and the British 'position in it', the Berlin crisis and the worldwide threat of ‘Commu
nist tyranny'.1 He also discussed the party's attitude towards Europe in the broader context of 
British world policy. The present text is a key document indicative of Churchill's views and 
those of his party concerning Britain's place in the world; outside the ranks of the Conserva
tives, these views were also widely shared by the British political, economic and social elite. 
Although a leading member of the Labour government would have formulated this concep
tion in different terms, he would not have departed from the clear order of priorities implicit 
in Winston Churchill's formulation.'2

(...) I cannot think, and here I come to the issue which I know is much in 
your minds, that the policy of a United Europe as we Conservatives conceive 
it can be the slightest injury to our British Empire and Commonwealth or to 
the principle of Imperial Preference which I so carefully safeguarded in all my 
discussions with President Roosevelt during the war. We in the Conservative 
Party will vigilantly guard and do all in our power to strengthen the ties which 
unite this Island and all the sister nations of the British family. The unity of 
the Empire is the foundation of our Party’s political belief to which we shall 
remain eternally faithful. But there is absolutely no need to choose between 
a United Empire and United Europe. Both are vitally and urgently necessary 
-  to our Commonwealth, to Europe, and to the free world as a whole.

As I look out upon the future of our country in the changing scene of human 
destiny I feel the existence of three great circles among the free nations and 
democracies. (...) The first circle for us is naturally the British Commonwealth 
and Empire, with all that that comprises. Then there is also the 
English-speaking world in which we, Canada, and the other British Domin
ions play so important a part. And finally there is United Europe. These three 
majestic circles are co-existent and if they are linked together there is no force 
or combination which could overthrow them or ever challenge them. Now if 
you think of the three inter-linked circles you will see that we are the only 
country which has a great part in every one of them. We stand, in fact, at the 
very point of junction, and here in this Island at the centre of the seaways and 
perhaps of the airways also we have the opportunity of joining them all togeth
er.

If we rise to the occasion in the years that are to come it may be found that 
once again we hold the key to opening a safe and happy future to humanity, 
and will gain for ourselves gratitude and fame.

1 National Union of Conservative and Unionist Associations, 69th Annual Confer
ence, op. cit., pp. 149, 151.

2 Forman, European Movement, op. cit., p. 210.
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215. Leopold S. Amery: The European Movement in Britain. Letter 
to Count Richard N. Coudenhove-Kalergi 2 Feb. 1949

From Coudenhove-Kalergi archives, file ‘Korrespondenz’

*

All-party groups in the national parliaments played an important part in the European 
movement. The All-Party Group of the House of Commons under R.W.G. Mackay’s chair
manship1 formed the British section of the European Parliamentary Union (EPU) founded 
on 5 July 1947. The connection, however, proved controversial for the individuals con
cerned. Mackay and M. Phillips, the secretary of the Labour Party, wanted to merge the EPU 
with the Inter-Parliamentary Union, which was supported by the Labour Party, and by 
degrees to dissolve the former.2 A t the EPU congress at Interlaken on 1-4 September 1948, 
which was to draw up a European constitution (the Interlaken plan’),3 the Conservative 
R.J. G. Boothby proposed a number of additions to the EPU Statement of Principles which 
would have transformed the proposed federal structure into an instrument of intergovern
mental co-operation. Similar amendments were proposed by the Conservative P. Roberts, 
who was co-secretary, with C. Shawcross, of the All-Party Group. When these were rejected, 
Roberts walked out of the meeting and declared that the Conservative party would not sup
port the congress's plan of action.4 The differences between Conservatives and the EPU as to 
the desired political structure of Europe were compounded by rivalry between, on the one 
hand, Duncan Sandys and the European Movement, which had been set up as an umbrella 
organization, and, on the other hand, Coudenhove-Kalergi and the EPU: the Count main
tained his own claim to leadership and refused to join a coordinating committee * In view of 
these difficulties, at the beginning of 1949 the All-Party Group for European Unity (as it 
was now called) resolved to sever its connection with the EPU and to join the European 
Movement.6

In letters to Churchill and Duncan Sandys, Coudenhove-Kalergi complained that their 
organization had split the movement fora united Europe, and that the British Conservatives 
and the European Movement ‘controlled’ by them were opposed to a European federation.7 
In a letter to L.S. Amery, copied to Sandys and Churchill, he stated that ‘the British opposi
tion against a genuine [underlined in the original] European federation creates much resent
ment on the Continent.>8 Amery in his reply, reproduced here, outlined the main features of 
the European Movement in Britain. Although himself a co-founder and vice-chairman of the 
Council of the UEM, and a founder member of the UK Council of the European Movement, 
Amery’s primary concern was the British Empire and Commonwealth. He was in favour of

1 Cf. doc. 206.
2 For details see Grantham, Labour Party, op. cit., pp. 211-18 and 228 f.
3 Text in A Federation of Europe. The Interlaken Plan ..., Gstaad (EPU) 1947,

pp. 1 0 -1 6 .
4 R.W.G. Mackay, ‘Memorandum on Interlaken’, Mackay papers, 12/2; letter 

from Mackay to Phillips, 12 Sept. 1948, Mackay papers, 7/2.
5 On these rivalries, and reasons for Coudenhove-Kalergi’s loss of influence, see 

Lipgens, History, op. cit., pp. 680 f.
6 Minutes of Meeting of the All-Party Group, 9 Feb. 1949: Mackay papers, 14/6. 

These state that ‘about’ 35 MPs were present.
7 Letter to D. Sandys, 18 Jan. 1949 (quotation) and to Churchill, 27 Jan.; copies in 

Coudenhove-Kalergi archives, ‘Korrespondenz’ file.
8 Letter of 27 Jan. 1949, ibid.
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European union for the sake of British imperial policy, and not the other way about.9 In his 
letter he explained the British and Conservative attitude towards European union, which 
did not become clear to many for some time afterwards: Britain would not stand in the way 
of Continental union, but intended to keep her own position open and, if she chose, to stand 
aside. There could be no question of her joining a federal system \

The European Movement, so far at any rate as its members in this country 
are concerned, comprises many shades of opinion on the subject of federalism. 
It is primarily concerned with the ideal of European unity and with 
encouraging such steps as may lead up to it. It is not, as a Movement, opposed 
to federalism, though possibly more concerned with immediate steps than 
with the ultimate structure. But most of us do hold the view which I have 
always held, and which I know you admit as legitimate, that if a definite 
federal system should emerge, we of this country and of the British Common
wealth could not be actually inside the structure, though willing to co-operate 
intimately with it.

On the defence side we are, after all, making it clear that we look to intimate 
co-operation. On the economic side the only obstacle -  which somehow or 
other must be overcome -  is the American insistence on what is called non
discrimination. I think it would be of great value if your Parliamentary Union, 
without prejudice to complete customs union, insisted that the Most Favoured 
Nation Clause should not apply as between members of a nation group, or 
groups, who wish to enter into intimate and permanent association for all pur
poses.

It would be a good thing, too, I think, if in your discussions it were made 
clear that this country is not regarded as non-co-operative if it is not prepared 
to go the whole way with the Continental countries. Similarly, it would be a 
good thing if, at this end, speakers and writers made it clear that, while 
reserving our own position, we do not wish in any sense to stand in the way of 
the closest possible union of the Continental nations.

It is, in any case, a useful step forward that the rather sticky British Govern
ment should now have accepted the principle of an assembly of Parliamentary 
Delegations. I hope, too, that they will equally accept the principle of the 
British Delegation being freely selected by Parliament itself and not in any 
way bound by any Governmental instructions. We have, after all, regular con
ferences of delegates of the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association at 
which everyone is free to say what he thinks and their effect in promoting the 
conception of Commonwealth unity has been all to the good.

9 On Amery’s views see Ashford, Conservative Party, op. cit., pp. 53 ff.; Forman, 
European Movement, op. cit., p. 209. Leopold Stennett Amery (1873-1955) was a 
Conservative MP from 1911 to 1945. He held various ministerial offices in the 1920s 
and during the Second World War: e.g. he was Secretary of State for the Colonies, 
1924-9, and for India and Burma, 1940-5.
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216. UK Council of the European Movement: constituent meeting 
and statutes 16 Feb. 1949

From Meeting to constitute the UK Council of the European Movement, held on 16th 
February, 1949, Minutes: Archives of the British Council of the European Movement.

As the pro-European movements of the various countries had been merged in the interna
tional supranational European Movement which was formally constituted on 25 October 
1948', in order to coordinate activities it was planned to set up in each country a national 
council of pro-European associations, consisting of representatives of political, industrial, cul
tural and religious life and of the most important unofficial pro-European organizations. In 
Britain the UEM drew up proposals for such a council, which were discussed at a meeting 
chaired by Duncan Sandys on 14 July 1948; the UEM, FU and the British section of ELEC 
were each represented by three members, and the British Section of the USSE (MSEUE) by 
one.1 A further meeting took place on 21 December 1948, at which Lord Layton reported his 
unsuccessful attempts to persuade the Labour leader and prime minister, C.R. Attlee, to 
accept the designation of Honorary President of the Movement along with the Conservative 
and Liberal leaders. The Council was formally constituted at a meeting in the House of Com
mons on 16 February 1949, attended by 93 prominent personalities;2 this was timed to pre
cede the constituent meeting of the International Council of the European Movement at 
Brussels on 25-8 February. Lord Layton became chairman of the UK Council, and D. 
Sandys chairman of its executive committee. The statutes are reproduced below.

1. Constitution of Council
That a United Kingdom Council of the European Movement be formed.

2. Terms of Reference of the United Kingdom Council
That the terms of reference of the United Kingdom Council be as follows:
(i) To act as the United Kingdom section of the ‘EUROPEAN MOVE

MENT.
(ii) To nominate representatives to the International Council, the Interna

tional Executive Committee and the International Study Sections of the Euro
pean Movement.

(iii) To act as a co-ordinating link between British organizations or British 
sections of international organizations working for the cause of European 
Union.

(iv) To encourage study and discussion of the problems of European Union.

1 Minutes of meeting of 14 July 1948, and ‘terms of reference’ agreed there for 
the ‘British Council for European Union’, in Gollancz papers, MSS. 
157/3/UE/3/54.

2 Minutes of meetings of 21 Dec. 1948 and 16 Feb. 1949 in British Council 
Archives, Minutes of the British Council of the European Movement, with list of 
founder members. The list is reproduced as Appendix V to Forman, European 
Movement, op. cit., pp. 428 f.
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3. Composition of Council
That the Council be composed of:
(a) Honorary Presidents
(b) Patrons
(c) Honorary Vice-Presidents
(d) Chairman of the Council
(e) Vice-Chairmen of the Council
(f) Founder Members
(g) Affiliated Organisations
(h) Associated Organisations
(i) Co-opted Members

4. Honorary Presidents
That the Leaders of the Labour, Conservative and Liberal Parties be invited 

to be Honorary Presidents of the Council, or if they are unable to accept, to 
propose another prominent member of their Party to be an Honorary Presi
dent. (...)

8. Vice-Chairmen of the Council
That each of the following bodies, namely: The United Europe Movement, 

The Economic League for European Co-operation, the Socialist Movement 
for the United States of Europe, Federal Union, and the Parliamentary All- 
Party Group for European Union nominate one person as a Vice-Chairman 
of the Council.

9. Founder Members
That the following shall be invited to become Founder Members of the 

Council:
(a) all persons who accepted invitations to attend the Congress of Europe 

at The Hague in May, 1948, as members of the British Delegation; and
(b) all members of the Councils or Executives of the Organizations in 

Britain which sponsored the British Delegation to that Congress. (...)

13. Executive Committee
That there shall be an Executive Committee of the Council which shall 

consist of:
(a) The Chairman and five Vice-Chairmen of the Council.
(b) Two additional members to be nominated by the United Europe 

Movement, the Economic League for European Co-operation, the Socialist 
Movement for the United States of Europe, and Federal Union.

(c) The members of the Executive Committee of the Parliamentary All- 
Party Group for European Union (not exceeding 10, including the Vice- 
Chairman nominated under Resolution 5.3)

3 This should probably read ‘Resolution 8’.
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(d) Such additional members, not exceeding 10, as may be co-opted upon 
the decision of the Council or the Executive Committee. (...)

15. Meetings of the Council
That the Meetings of the Council shall be convened by the Executive Com

mittee at least 4 times a year.

16. Secretarial Services
That until such time as the Council or Executive shall appoint a salaried 

secretary, the Council and the Executive accept the offer of the London 
Office of the European Movement to provide the necessary secretarial ser
vices.

17. Appointment of Delegates to attend International Council Meeting at 
Brussels

That the Executive Committee be authorised to select:
(a) 8 delegates to represent the United Kingdom Council on the 

International Council of the European Movement;
(b) 1 delegate to represent the United Kingdom Council on the International 

Executive of the European Movement.

217. Federal Union: A Federal Europe. Aims and ‘march of 
events’ 29 May 1949

From Federal Union, Policy Statement 1949y London, 1949 (excerpts); Federal Union 
archives

Federal Union's Policy Statement' of 1949 - a similar one had been published in 19481 
- was approved by its National Council for publication on 29 May 1949\ and reiterated the 
Union's conviction of the need for a federal solution. It expressed disappointment at the 
limited powers of the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe set up, together with 
the Committee of Ministers, on 5 May 1949 - the new body was to be advisory only -  but 
also the hope that the Assembly might eventually be turned into a European federal parlia
ment with legislative functions.

There were strong differences of opinion over the final sentence of the document here 
reproduced, as objection was raised to the version proposed to the National Council by 
C.E.M. Joad after discussion by the Executive Committee of Federal Union, which stated 
that European federation was an essential preliminary to world government. The 
compromise eventually adopted was proposed by Miss F.L. Josephy.2

1 Federal Union, Policy Statement 1948, London, 1948 (FU Archives).
2 Federal Union, Minutes of Meeting of the National Council, 29 May 1949, FU 

Archives; Federal News, no. 171, July 1949, p. 10.
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(...) Europe today is uniting visibly, but the form its union will assume is 
still uncertain.

It is the policy of Federal Union to insist that the form of Europe’s unity 
must be genuinely federal. A federal solution means that the participating 
states transfer their powers in respect of defence and foreign policy, and some 
at least of their economic powers to a European federal government, and that 
they also bind themselves to accept a Charter of Human Rights. European fed
eration is not only the most promising field of advance in the immediate 
future; if achieved, it can give the world the breathing space which it needs for 
recovery. (...)

The European Consultative Assembly does not give us European federation 
nor is it a European parliament, for it has no legislative powers. It does, how
ever, present the peoples of Europe with the opportunity to demand a genuine 
federation. It is by the continuation of popular pressure from the peoples of 
Europe, organised by and expressed through such bodies as Federal Union, 
that the Consultative Assembly can be transformed into the first European 
Federal Parliament.

To the federal unity of Europe there are two alternatives: Europe may once 
again be rent by war between its separate sovereign states, or Europeans may 
be dragooned into forcible union as subjects of some predominant power or 
group of powers. (...)

European federation can guarantee peace only within Europe, not for 
Europe; world federation alone can guarantee peace finally to the world or to 
any part of it.

Hence, European federation is not the end; indeed it is only a means to an 
end which lies beyond, which is a federal government for the whole world.

218. The Conservative and Unionist Party: Statement of Policy. 
Foreign Policy: Europe July 1949

From The Conservative and Unionist Party, The Right Road for Britain. The Conser
vative Party's Statement of Policy. Foreword by Winston S. Churchill[ London, 1949,
pp. 60-1.

On 10 January 1950 the prime minister; C.R. Attlee, announced that a general election 
(which was due by July 1950 at latest) would be held on 23 February. In the previous summer 
the Conservatives had published two pamphlets setting out their policy in the event of 
victory. In Imperial Policy (June 1949) they presented themselves as champions of the 
Empire and Commonwealth; to which they assigned a leading role in the ‘defence of free peo
ples against the encroachments of world Communism \ They were in favour of regional agree
ments Including the project for Western Union\ but made it clear that they would not 
‘permit any such agreement to override or conflict with the political' economic or defence
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obligations falling on Britain as a member of the British Empire and Commonwealth of 
Nations'.1

The foreign policy section of the second pamphlet, The Right Road for Britain, reflected 
views previously expressed by Churchill2 on Britain's relations with Europe and> somewhat 
distantly, the objective of European unity'.

The first aims of foreign policy must be to safeguard national interests, to 
sustain international morality, and to maintain peace. Britain, who took a 
leading part in framing the Charter of the United Nations Organisation, has 
solemn duties to perform in supporting its ideals and upholding its authority 
in every way possible. Besides our membership of the Commonwealth, we 
belong to two other world systems, one European and one Transatlantic. Our 
traditions no less than our geographical position impose upon us special 
responsibilities which we must not shirk. Our role is one of world leadership. 
We must restore our own greatness and give courage and confidence to a 
bewildered world.

We must establish a sound and democratic Government in Western Ger
many operated under a statute which permits the maximum of freedom which 
security allows. We must envisage the ultimate union of Eastern and Western 
Germany. We can agree to such a union only provided that democratic condi
tions are established in Eastern Germany and that the imposition of Commu
nism by force has been stayed. We must beware of any proposal which would 
mean that the Western Powers would retire from Germany but that Russia 
would be able, with what forces she can organize, to impose Communism in 
such areas as she could influence or control.

Germany is not only the key to relations between the Western Powers and 
the Soviet Union, but the German question is at the core of the European 
problem. The establishment of a United Europe will help to solve the twin 
problems of preventing a German military revival and of enabling her to play 
her proper part in the political and economic recovery of Europe. It will be 
in this way that France’s natural anxieties and Germany’s legitimate hopes for 
the future may be reconciled.

No Treaty can be regarded as an adequate safeguard of Austrian independ
ence unless there is a simultaneous withdrawal of Russian forces and of those 
of the Western Powers. At the same time we must seek to secure the effective 
withdrawal of Russian troops from Rumania and Hungary. In order to 
achieve these ends we must make the conception of European unity a reality. 
Mr. Churchill clearly expressed this conviction at Zurich in 1946. He there 
laid the foundations of the one creative policy put forward since the war, a 
policy which the Socialist Government consistently rejected in theory, but 
have been driven to follow in practice.

1 The Conservative and Unionist Party, Imperial Policy. A Statement of Conserva
tive policy for the British Empire and Commonwealth, London, 1949, p. 8.

2 Cf. docs. 193 and 214 above.
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219. Socialist Europe Group: letter to Labour MPs at Strasbourg
28 July 1949

From Mackay archives, group 8, file 1.
*

The Socialist Europe Group was formed in July 1948 by MPs dissatisfied with the Europe 
Group of the Parliamentary Labour Party, led by R.W.G. Mackay, and with the policy of 
the Labour Party leaders. The chairman was W.N. Warbey1 and the vice-chairman S. Sil
verman; both had previously belonged to Mackay's group. A t the beginning of 1950 the new 
group claimed about 3 5 members. It advocated a ‘Socialist Europe Union'with a ‘central po
litical authority, or government', and, as a first step, the creation of a ‘Western Union', politi
cally and militarily independent of the US and the USSR, to form an ‘insulating zone' 
between the rival blocs?

On 28 July 1949 Warbey and Silverman, on behalf of the Group, sent a ‘strategy paper' 
to all Labour members of the British delegation to the Consultative Assembly of the Council 
of Europe4 as a basis for their deliberations. This paper, excerpts of which are given below, 
set out the group's objectives and ideas as to the role of the Consultative Assembly. The latter 
body, part of the Council of Europe set up on 5 May 1949, was to hold its first session on 
10 August 1949; in the Group's view, it provided an ‘opportunity for British Socialists to 
play a leading part in a development which may prove to have profound historical signifi
cance'.

(...) The task of Socialists, and especially of British Socialists (for the others 
clearly look to us for a lead, knowing that with the British Labour Government 
all things are possible, and without it, none) is to see that the almost inevitable 
movement towards some kind of European Union takes the right direction.

What is the right direction? There is a good deal of argument about whether 
we should make a ‘Functional’ or a ‘Federal’ approach. We think this is an 
out-of-date antithesis and an out-of-date way of posing the problem. In our 
view there should be a dual approach, or a pincer movement from two 
different directions, the one Functional and the other Political. The Functional 
approach can be made through the common tackling of specific problems 
through such bodies as O.E.E.C., E.C.E., and the Committee of Ministers of 
the Council of Europe. Practical experience of trying to deal with a specific

1 For Warbey and his views cf. doc. 15(C) and doc. 213.
2 Samuel Sydney Silverman (1895-1968): pacifist, solicitor, opponent of the 

Attlee-Bevin foreign policy (esp. in regard to Palestine and the Soviet Union); 
Labour MP for Nelson and Colne from 1935 to 1968.

3 The Socialist Europe Group, A Socialist Foreign Policy for the Labour Party, Lon
don, (Jan.) 1949, p. 1; repr., without introductory remarks, as Appendix III to 
R.W.G. Mackay, Western Union in Crisis. Economic Anarchy or Political Union, 
London, 1949, pp. 234 f. For the Group’s views see also their statement of 23 Jan. 
1950: European Political Unity. Proposals submitted to the General Affairs Committee 
of the Assembly of the Council of Europe; copy in Mackay papers 22/2.

4 For the composition of the Labour delegation cf. doc. 220, n. 1.
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problem, e.g., intra-European payments, will, more often than not, compel 
the participants to recognise the inter-relationship of economic problems, and 
so drive them from the specific to the general, until, it is to be hoped, they are 
forced to recognise the need for comprehensive economic planning.

From the other end, the Political approach can be made through the Con
sultative Assembly, political parties, the mobilization of public opinion by 
voluntary organizations, and inter-governmental consultations, agreements 
and treaties. At some stage, probably quite early on, the Consultative 
Assembly will decide that one of its functions is to try to devise a Constitution 
for a European Political Union. Socialists ought to take a firm hand in this 
from the beginning, despite their natural dislike for paper formulae.

The important thing is to ensure that both the Functional and the Politi
cal approaches converge on the same aim. European Union can have meaning 
for Socialists only if it contributes to political democracy, personal liberty, 
independence of Great Power pressure, Russian or American, and economic 
advance. The last is the condition sine qua non. It means that European Union 
must, if it is to have any value, bring greater overall economic efficiency, full 
employment, a rising standard of living and £fair shares’ for all. This, as we in 
Britain know, necessarily involves democratically-controlled economic 
planning over the whole area of the Union, with a central authority powerful 
enough to enforce decisions regarding such basic problems as capital invest
ment, allocation of scarce materials, external trade and distribution of real 
income. This can only be done through a strong centralised political authority 
of the unitary type.

The federal type of constitution, with only limited powers at the centre (usu
ally defence and foreign policy), places endless obstacles in the way of cen
tral economic planning, as the experience of the United States and Australia 
has shown. A European Federation of this type, particularly if it had a 
Supreme Court to which individuals could appeal against State and Federal au
thorities, would be a positive bar to Socialist advance in States where individu
alistic enterprise is strongly entrenched and would even endanger Socialist 
planning in countries, like Britain, where it is already well rooted.

The Conservatives in the Consultative Assembly will favour a loose federa
tion of this type, and will have 'behind-the-scenes’ American backing for it. If 
they gain the initiative many Liberal, and even some Socialist 'Federalists’ will 
accept their proposals as the 'best attainable’, and they will carry the day. The 
stage will then be set for a European Federation, which will freeze and even 
set back political and economic development and make a Socialist Europe vir
tually unattainable except by a revolutionary upheaval.

The situation will be still worse if Western Europe is economically stunted 
by lack of commercial intercourse with the economically complementary area 
of Eastern Europe. On the other hand, the development of East-West trade 
will naturally lead first, towards the economic integration, and ultimately 
towards the political integration, of the two sides of the iron curtain.

If British Socialists take a negative attitude towards proposals for politi
cal union, they will be accused of being merely obstructive, and will become
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divided amongst themselves, some trying to oppose developments which they 
see to be dangerous and others advocating the acceptance of a supposed 
second best.

The only way to avoid this dilemma is to take the initiative from the start, 
by openly setting the target as a unitary European Union, with a central Union 
Government endowed with effective over-all planning powers, including, inter 
alia, powers to own and control basic industries and services, to raise taxes and 
float loans, to regulate trade, to control essential commodities, and to institute 
a common currency. To win through with such a programme it will be neces
sary to ensure the support of the Socialist members of the other delegations to 
the Assembly, and to work continuously in close association with them. There 
should eventually be a European Socialist Parliamentary Group.

Once the Socialists are agreed, there are many non-Socialist ‘Federalists5, 
and many of the Continental Liberals and left-wing Christian Democrats, who 
could be persuaded to accept what would be in effect, if not in name, a plan 
for a Socialist European Union. (...)

220. E. Shinwell: the Consultative Assembly of the Council of 
Europe 4 Sept. 1949

From Mackay archives, group 8, file 1; cf. also The Times, 5 Sept. 1949, p. 4.

The Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe held its first session at Strasburg 
from 10 August to 5 September 1949. The British delegates of all parties1 took a very cautious 
line on European union and the development of the European political structure. Only 
R.W.G. Mackay2 argued for a federal approach and supranational institutions. The Labour 
representatives sought to damp down the enthusiasm of the Continentals, who in their view 
had exaggerated ideas of the possibilities and prospects of union, putting forward ‘woolly ’

1 In addition to Lord Layton the British delegation consisted of: R.J.G. Boothby, 
W.S. Churchill, D.M. Eccles, H. Macmillan, D.P. Maxwell Fyfe, R.D. Ross (Conser
vatives); F.S. Cocks, A.M. Crawley, H. Dalton, M. Edelman, Miss M.M. Herbison, 
Frederick Lee, R.W.G. Mackay, H. Morrison, W. Nally, A.L. Ungoed-Thomas, W. 
Whiteley (Labour). Dalton, Morrison and Miss Herbison belonged to the NEC of 
the Labour Party; W. Whiteley was the government Chief Whip. The British delega
tion was led by H. Morrison (afterwards H. Dalton); the Conservatives by W.S. 
Churchill (afterwards H. Macmillan).

2 Dalton, who was distrustful of Mackay and disagreed with his views on Europe, 
wrote to Attlee after the first session of the Consultative Assembly: ‘[Mackay] is, as 
you know, a fanatical federalist. (...) He was the nearest approach to a lone wolf 
in our Labour pack and we shall have to keep an eye on him.’ (Dalton to Attlee, 
10 Sept. 1949; Dalton papers, II C 9/7/46.) At the Labour Party’s annual conference 
in May 1948 Dalton described Mackay as a ‘doctrinaire’ for advocating ‘a federal 
parliament for its own sake’: Report of the 47th Annual Conference held at Scar
borough, May 17 to May 21, 1948, London, 1948, p. 177.
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proposals which were too often lacking in realism and responsibility.3 When some Labour 
representatives, in private conversation outside the Assembly, described the European Move
ment as a ‘reactionary organization ’ this provoked the French, Belgium and German social
ists to express strong criticism of the Labour Party for cold-shouldering the Movement.4 
While the session was in progress E. Shinwell, then Secretary of State for War and member 
of the NEC of the Labour Party, made a speech at Murton, Co. Durham, commenting on the 
theme of European union and the Conservative attitude.5

The European Assembly at Strasbourg must not become a happy hunting 
ground for Tory M.P.’s who are ready to ally themselves with Right-Wing ele
ments abroad in order to defeat Labour. Fortunately, decisions reached at 
Strasbourg are not binding on the Labour Party in this country.

No doubt European economic unity is desirable but it is just an ideal and 
as yet it is far from being a reality. On the other hand, Commonwealth unity 
is a reality. It has survived two great wars and is as vital to the economic and 
political interests of Britain as European unity. I am not prepared to abandon 
the British Commonwealth for all the tea in China.

Empire economic development may yet prove to be not only a salvation for 
this country but the greatest contribution that can be made in promoting world 
peace.

It is remarkable that the Tories, who have always professed to be the friends 
of the British Empire, appear to have completely forgotten its importance 
during the deliberations at Strasburg. I give credit, however, to the Labour 
members of the British delegation who, at any rate, do not appear to have lost 
their heads.

3 Cf. Dalton’s reports on the Strasburg assembly to Attlee (10 Sept. 1949) and to 
the Labour Party (12 Sept.), both in Dalton papers II C 9/7/45-8 and 50-1. These 
make clear Dalton’s deep mistrust and low opinion of the French Socialists, who 
were Very weak in every way’. He suspected André Philip of having leaked to the 
Tories confidential information about the socialists’ meetings at Strasburg, and 
spoke of ‘considerable rivalry’ between A. Philip and Guy Mollet. ‘Both tackled me 
at once in the last week demanding I should speak to Spaak, against the other, for 
a place on the permanent Committee’ (Council of Europe. Notes for Labour Party, 
12 Sept. 1949; Dalton papers II C 9/7/50-1). Similar mistrust of the French was 
repeatedly expressed in the Foreign Office and other ministries in London: cf. 
Young, Britain, op. cit., passim; it was by no means unimportant as a factor in Brit
ain’s attitude towards European union.

4 D. Healey, Report on the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe, 
August 10th-23rd, 1949; NEC Minutes (E.C. 4. 1949-50). Healey had to leave 
Strasburg before the end of the session.

5 Dalton and Healey also gave much prominence in their reports (notes 2 and 3 
above) to inter-party rivalry and the machinations of Churchill and the other Con
servatives at Strasburg. Dalton spoke of ‘overt Tory aggression’ against Labour, and 
described Churchill’s house in Strasburg as a ‘busy centre of anti-Labour intrigue’. 
(Churchill, as an honorary citizen of Strasburg, was lodged in a ‘sumptuous private 
house’ at municipal expense.) Among the Tories, only Maxwell Fyfe had made a 
serious attempt ‘to maintain friendly and gentlemanly relations with the Labour rep
resentatives’ (Dalton to Attlee, 10 Sept. 1949, Dalton papers IIC  9/7/47).
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221. Fenner Brockway: Britain, Europe and the Commonwealth
Oct. 1949

From Mackay papers, group 14, file 1

The ‘British Centre' of the Socialist Movement for the United States of Europe (SMUSE) 
was the British Section of the Comité International pour les États-Unis socialistes d'Europe, 
founded at Montrouge near Paris on 21-2 June 1947\ which in November 1948 changed its 
name to Mouvement Socialiste pour les États-Unis d'Europe /  Socialist Movement for the 
United States of Europe (MSEUE/SMUSE). The object of the movement was to bring about 
a socialist Europe including Britain, which should play a part in keeping the peace between 
the Eastern and Western blocs.1

The nucleus of the British Group of SMUSE was formed by members of the Independent 
Labour Party (ILP) such as Bob Edwards (also General Secretary of the Chemical Workers' 
Union) and John McNair; and former members of the ILP who had joined or rejoined the 
Labour Party. One of these was Fenner Brockway, a prominent figure of the Left, who had 
spoken at the Labour Party's annual conference in May 1948 in favour of a ‘United Socialist 
States of Europe', politically and militarily independent of the US and the Soviet Union.2 
On 22-3 October 1949 the British Centre of SMUSE organized a National Conference in 
London in order to arouse ‘interest and enthusiasm in the future of Europe from the stand
point of democracy and libertarian Socialism ’ and to ensure that European union took place 
under socialist auspices.3 The conference dealt with such varied matters as the results of the 
first session of the Consultative Assembly at Strasburg, the dollar crisis and the devaluation 
of sterling, the structure of nationalized industry in Britain, and the integration of Germany 
into Europe. Among the working papers circulated to participants was a study of some length 
prepared by Fenner Brockway in August 1949 on cThe Political Relationship of Britain, the 
Commonwealth and the Empire to Europe'. The following excerpts envisage a socialist 
Europe as part of a 1wider association' of nations, with Britain forming a bridge between 
Europe and the rest, i.e. principally the Commonwealth and Empire.

(...) The most urgent task is to win support in the British Labour Movement 
for a plan for a Socialist Europe. This would meet the fears which are held of 
union with a reactionary Europe.

The Socialist Movement for the United States of Europe must find a basis 
of co-operation with the Socialist Europe Group in the Labour Party and must 
elaborate a Socialist Plan for Europe in conjunction with it. This plan should 
be based on the retention of Britain’s social security scheme, its nationalization 
projects, and its working class standards of life.

1 For MSEUE references to SMUSE see Loth, Sozialismus, op. cit., passim; also the 
chapter in vol. 4 of the present work. The ‘third force’ idea, initially taken for 
granted, was gradually replaced by that of Western integration.

2 Cf. doc. 210.
3 Circular of the British Centre of SMUSE, dated 5 Oct. 1949, in preparation for 

the conference; copy, with other conference documents, in Mackay papers, 14/1.
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This plan should then be made the subject of a united socialist campaign in 
all European countries, and particularly in Britain. British speakers should be 
invited to the Continent and Continental speakers should participate in the 
campaign in Britain.

If this campaign were organized on imaginative lines, influential support 
could be obtained in Britain. We should set before ourselves the target of 
gaining the official co-operation of the Labour Party within three years.

The aim must be to secure endorsement of the plan by all the official 
Socialist Parties of Europe and the organization by them of a wholehearted 
and continuous campaign on its behalf. Meanwhile, the responsibility for the 
campaign must fall on the S.M.U.S.A. [sic]. Since the full implementation of 
the plan would require a Socialist majority in Europe, the campaign should 
undertake special activities in parts of the Continent which lag behind or 
which are of special importance.

The plan should be made in ‘terms of reference’ of the activity of the
S.M.U.S.E. within the wider European Movement and by its members who are 
delegates to the European Consultative Assembly.

The plan would serve three purposes. First, it would be the inspiration of 
international campaigning. Second, it would be the guide for immediate activ
ities. Third, it would be the pattern for ultimate realization.

During the first stages of the unification of Europe, prior to the full integra
tion of its political and economic structure, the independent association of 
Britain with the Commonwealth should be accepted. In view of the loose con
stitution of the Commonwealth, which is in effect an alliance of independent 
nations rather than a federation involving the surrender of national 
sovereignty, this should not raise difficulties.

But later, as the sovereignty of the separate European States is modified in 
favour of the Union, a distinctive relationship by one of those States with a 
group of nations outside Europe would create political, military, and economic 
problems.

It might prove possible to transfer the economic association of the Domin
ions with Britain to the European Union; but political and military association 
would depend upon the maintenance of a common attitude by Europe and the 
Dominions.

This problem, however, is likely to arise within the Commonwealth irre
spective of the relationship of Britain to Europe. India, as we have seen, 
already rejects Britain’s foreign policy and South Africa repudiates Britain’s 
conceptions of democracy and racial equality. Side by side with the develop
ment of Europe towards political and economic unity, changes will occur 
within the Commonwealth. Their exact nature cannot be foreshadowed, but 
they will probably be in a direction which should facilitate association with a 
democratic and progressive Europe.

As will be emphasised later, the Socialist Plan for Europe should certainly 
allow for special international association with Socialist countries in other 
parts of the world. Within the Commonwealth, Britain, Australia and New 
Zealand now have Labour Governments. The tendency towards Socialism in
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India and Ceylon is strong and in Canada it has taken root. Socialism in time 
may become the binding link between these Commonwealth nations. 
Certainly, any enduring international association, supplementary to member
ship of the United Nations or any other comprehensive world organisations, 
must be on the basis of a common political philosophy and practice. (...)

The relationship of Europe to the British Commonwealth and Empire is 
really a part of the larger question of the relationship of Europe to the rest of 
the world. A united Europe would participate in the United Nations and in 
international functional organisations as they are established. Should it also 
have any special association with nations or groups of nations within such inter
national structures?

The answer of the Socialist Movement for the United States of Europe 
should not be in doubt. One of its main purposes in striving to establish a 
Socialist Europe is to create a barrier to war between America and Russia. It 
aims to create a strong grouping independent of the two Power Blocs which 
will exert its influence in international affairs to prevent the outbreak of a con
flict between them.

This object demands not only a Socialist Europe but the widest possible 
grouping of countries with a similar aim in other parts of the world. A Socialist 
Europe would naturally form a special association with them.

Australia, New Zealand, and India should become members of such a group 
and probably other countries in South East Asia. If their confidence had been 
gained, African countries as they were liberated would join such a group. Thus 
the pattern emerges of a strong association between large parts of Australia, 
Europe, Asia and Africa, and real Third Force in the world.

If this association were economic as well as political, a self-sufficient 
grouping would be created potentially as strong in its natural resources and 
productive capacity as the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R.

Such a group of nations could serve a more enduring purpose than that of 
a barrier against war. It could become a bridge to peace.

The political philosophy of the group would be State planning plus demo
cratic liberty. Democratic liberty would be an arm of the bridge to the U.S.A. 
State planning would be an arm of the bridge to the U.S.S.R. If Socialist 
Europe and the other Socialist countries of the world proved by example that 
planning and liberty can be combined, they would ultimately penetrate both 
the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R.

When that has been achieved, there will be real hope at last of perma
nent peace.

222. Conservative and Unionist Party: debate on European unity
13 Oct. 1949

From: National Union of Conservative and Unionist Associations, 70th Annual Con
gress held in London, 12th-14th Oct. 1949, Verbatim Report of the Proceedings together 
with the text of Mr. Churchill’s speech, London, 1949, pp. 60-1, 62, 65-6 (excerpts).
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At their 70th congress in London on 12-14 October 1949 the Conservatives held a debate 
directly on the theme of European unity for the first time since the Second World War. A 
motion welcoming the creation of the Council of Europe and promising support for further 
measures was moved by D. Sandys and, with an amendment by Viscount Hinchingbrooke, 
was supported by all speakers except C. W. Bowditch. L.S. Amery, who opposed the idea of 
Britain forming ‘a subordinate unit’ of 'some rigid federation of Europe from which the 
Dominions kept aloof, supported the motion on the ground that ‘the unity and independence 
of Europe are essential to the development and the security of our own unity in the British 
Empire.5 Europe, he declared\ was waiting impatiently for British leadership. ‘It is only a 
strong and united Empire that can give the leadership, the inspiration, which Europe needs if 
it is to bring about its own effective u n ity .H . Macmillan, with a different emphasis from 
Amery, wound up the debate and supported the motion, which was carried with two dissent
ient votes. The debate reflected a broad consensus among Conservatives in favour of Euro
pean union, the nature of which, however; was not closely defined. The question of Britain's 
specific role was left open, and this vagueness made it possible for all sections of the party to 
support the objective, albeit on very different grounds.

The Rt. Hon. Duncan Sandys (Streatham) moved:
'That this Conference welcomes the creation of the Council of Europe and 

promises its support for all practical measures to promote closer European 
unity, consistent with the full maintenance of the unity of the British Empire.’

As Mr. Stanley’s speech has indicated, this Resolution is in effect an exten
sion of the last. At Llandudno last year the Conservative Party unanimously 
adopted a comprehensive statement on British Foreign Policy made by Mr. 
Eden. In it he declared that our aim must be to promote what be described as 
the Three Unities: the Unity of Empire, the Unity of Europe and the Unity 
across the Atlantic.

This Resolution, in pursuance of that policy, invites you to support the crea
tion of a United Europe working in collaboration with a United British 
Empire.

I welcome Lord Hinchingbrooke’s amendment, which adds a specific refer
ence to Mr. Eden’s third unity, the unity across the Atlantic. From the start the 
United States has actively encouraged the creation of a United Europe, and 
the rapid progress which has already been made owes much to American help.

Britain and most of the other Western European countries are at the 
moment upon the brink of economic catastrophe. Were it not for Marshall 
Aid, many of our own manufacturing industries would have been unable to 
buy the materials they need to maintain full production, and as a result great 
numbers of our people would now be unemployed.

That is what is going to happen in two years’ time when Marshall Aid stops 
unless between now and then we can devise new methods to pay our own way.

Sir Stafford Cripps tells us that as a result of the so-called benefits of his 're
valuation’ we shall be able to increase our sales to the dollar area to such an

1 National Union of Conservative and Unionist Associations, 70th Annual Con
gress, Verbatim Report, op. cit., p. 63.
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extent as to be able to close the dollar gap. But it has been calculated that to 
maintain the present volume of our purchases from North America would 
involve expanding our exports by something in the neighbourhood of 800 per 
cent. By all means let us do everything we can to expand our dollar earning 
exports; but I say to you, that by itself is not a policy.

Our economic future does not lie in trying to undercut the Americans in 
their own home market, but rather in creating another market equally large, 
secure and prosperous of our own. What the Americans have done we can do 
also, not of course by ourselves in this small island, but by joining with others 
whose needs and opportunities are the same as ours.

Our natural partners are, of course, our own, as has already been said, are 
our own kith and kin in the British Empire. But Britain is also a member of 
another group of nations -  Western Europe. As Mr. Stanley has just said, and 
as Mr. Menzies, the Australian Conservative leader, has well declared, Britain 
is not faced with the stark choice of choosing between working either with the 
British Empire or with Europe. Britain belongs to both the Empire and to 
Europe, and must participate actively in each and must ensure an effective col
laboration between the two.

The British Empire and Commonwealth, together with the countries of 
Western Europe and its immense overseas territories, embrace over two-fifths 
of the earth’s surface and one-third of the entire human race, including a white 
population of about 300 million. Producing and trading together, this vast area 
could without any doubt be as strong and as prosperous as the United States.

The benefits of European unity are, of course, not confined to the economic 
field. The creation of a United Europe is the surest means of turning the tide 
of Communism and tyranny which have already been allowed to roll too far 
unchecked. Europe united is a factor for peace. Europe divided has proved and 
will prove again an invitation to war. War in Europe means war throughout 
the whole world, a war from which the people of Britain and the peoples of 
the most distant parts of the British Empire cannot hope to escape. As Disraeli 
once said, ‘Neglect Europe at your peril.’

Without Britain’s participation -  let us be clear about this -  no unity or sta
bility in Europe is possible. A Europe from which Britain stands aloof must 
sooner or later fall under the domination of Russia or Germany or a combina
tion of the two. On the other hand, a strong and united Europe, linked 
through Britain to the British Commonwealth, could for hundreds of millions 
of people open out a new and expanding horizon of prosperity and progress.

Our national duty and our national interest alike require us to put our full 
weight behind this policy, a policy in line with the truest Conservative tradi
tion; a policy in the framing of which Conservatives have played a leading 
part; a policy blessed by Dominion statesmen and supported by America; a 
policy audacious and inspiring; a policy which will give to Britain fresh and 
glorious opportunities for constructive leadership and lasting greatness. (...)

Viscount Hinchingbrooke, M.P. (South Dorset) moved to insert at the end 
of the motion:
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‘and continuing collaboration with the United States.’
I have no desire to detract from the main content of this resolution. My only 

purpose in moving the amendment ... is to see that reference is made, not so 
much in the speeches which have been delivered but in the written matter in 
the Resolution which passes this great Conference, to our great ally and asso
ciate the United States of America. (...)

Mr. Harold Macmillan’s Speech
(...) We have a double opportunity. In the British Empire and Common

wealth we have the first, the obvious area of mutual prosperity and develop
ment. But we have a second field, at once an opportunity and a danger; either 
a potential weakness or a potential strength.

This resolution asks you to applaud the work of those -  above all our great 
leader, Churchill, the founder of the European movement -  who would seek 
to make Europe a source of comfort and strength and not in every generation 
a source of anxiety, weakness and sorrow.

Of course, there is no question, at least to my mind, of constitution-making, 
still less of Federation. Why, even in the Commonwealth and Empire we have 
made no rigid constitutional framework, still less can we do so in Europe.

By unity, whether Imperial or European, I mean just this: I mean the deci
sion to act together by agreement on a number of questions where action 
taken together can be more effective than taken separately.

May I take those questions. First, economically. Europe, or what is left of 
Europe, must be made prosperous if the Empire is to be prosperous. You have 
heard perhaps a lot of people say that European unity is opposed to Imperial 
unity. You have not heard that today, not from those who have the great
est right to speak.

Imperial Preference must stand. But the preferential system is a flexible 
instrument, and without loss to any Imperial interest -  indeed, underpinning 
and complementing an Imperial economy -  this method may be used to bring 
the European system into close harmony with our own. (...)

Then financial policy: Sterling was once the currency in which the world’s 
trade was done. What did it depend on? Confidence. Restore confidence in the 
British Government and the British determination to be a great Power, and 
you will restore the dominance of sterling. Even now, with all our mistakes, 
the sterling system leads the non-dollar world. The European currencies have, 
broadly speaking, followed our devaluation. Even with all the folly and dou
ble-dealing which has accompanied devaluation, even with all the problems 
which result from it, it may be an opportunity as well as an obstacle. It has 
given us, at least, a 30-40 per cent tariff round the sterling area and Europe. 
So let us use this opportunity; it is there waiting to be used.

Finally, politically and strategically: I can imagine someone preaching iso
lation, even Imperial isolation, 40 or 50 years ago. But I must say frankly 
today, after two world wars from which the Empire might have been isolated, 
had isolation been possible, but to which the Empire was inevitably commit
ted, after this bitter and repeated experience, with the growth of two vastly
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powerful Empires, in the East and in the West; with the end of the old balance 
of Europe, the collapse of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, the partition of Ger
many, the enslavement of Central and Eastern Europe in the Communist grip 
and all that that means -  the persecution of religion and the horrors of the tor
ture chamber and the prison camp -  the change in the whole balance of eco
nomic and industrial power in the world, staggering events which have taken 
place almost within a single generation, I believe the answer today is clear 
beyond doubt: the British Empire must be the centre and the pivot of the 
grand design. But for these new purposes, on political, strategic, moral as well 
as economic grounds, the new structure must include those countries of 
Europe which are still free, before they are engulfed either by a new Nazi Ger
many or by an irresistible Russian Communism or, worse still, by a combina
tion of the two. (...)

We must work in the closest collaboration with the United States, but we 
cannot shuffle off our burden on to the United States; we must take it up our
selves. Here is at once an opportunity, therefore, and a challenge. Britain must 
lead the Empire. Britain must lead Europe. Here lies our economic salvation. 
Here lies our political survival as a great nation. Here is our moat defensive 
against Communism and revolution. (...)

223. British Labour members of the Consultative Assembly: The 
‘functional’ instead of the ‘federal’ road towards European 
unity 28 Nov. 1949

From: Dalton papers C II 9/8/1-8. Conseil de l’Europe -  Council of Europe. Com
mittee on General Affairs: Contribution by some British members of the Consultative 
Assembly to the study of the problems to be examined by the Committee on General 
Affairs, 28 Nov. 1949; AS/AG (49) 2 (excerpts).

At its first session (10 August-5 September 1949) the Consultative Assembly had adopted 
a resolution to the effect that the purpose of the Council of Europe should be to create (a Euro
pean political authority invested with limited functions but real powers'.1 It instructed its 
Committee on General Affairs to study proposals for the future political structure of Europe 
and to prepare a draft for the Assembly. The British members of the Committee (whose rap
porteur was Guy Mollet) were H. Dalton, R.W.G. Mackay and H. Macmillan. Immediately 
after the first session of the Consultative Assembly, Dalton suggested that a \critical and con
structive' paper should be drafted for submission to the General Committee by D. Healey.2

1 Council of Europe/ Conseil de l’Europe, Consultative Assembly/ Assemblée 
Consultative, First/ Première Session, Documents, Strasburg 1949, Doc. 73(A 207), 
p p .163-68.

2 ‘Council of Europe. Notes for Labour Party’, 12 Sept. 1949; Dalton papers, II C 
9/7/50-1.
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The Utter submitted a lengthy memorandum3 in October 1949', which was discussed by the 
International Sub-Committee and the NEC of the Labour Party. In a much shortened and 
edited form, stripped of its more trenchant formulations, it was finally submitted to the Gen
eral Affairs Committee on 28 November 1949 as a ‘contribution by some British members of 
the Consultative Assembly’ including H. Dalton, Miss Herbison, J. Callaghan,4 M. Edel- 
man, W. Nally and A.L. Ungoed-Thomas. Bevin, the Foreign Secretary, had also approved 
the memorandum. Mackay, who had tried in vain for a paper representing the views of all 
Labour delegates, and had pressed for radical changes in Dalton’s draft,3 presented proposals 
of his own to the General Committee. The Labour representatives stated in their 
memorandum that they were fully prepared, and eager, for further immediate advances 
along what has been called the functional road towards European unity’; they also put for
ward specific proposals for closer co-operation in specific areas, such as economic difficulties 
and the dollar gap, but firmly rejected European federation. Apart from the usual arguments 
such as the Commonwealth and the sterling area, they based their objection on the Labour 
commitment to economic planning and social equality and the risk involved in suddenly 
creating a single European market.6

(...) Our Government, since 1945, with the steady support of the British 
people, have pursued a policy of economic planning, involving many necessary 
controls, aiming at maximum production and social equality. It is thus that full 
employment has been maintained, fair shares enforced through food rationing 
and price fixing, including food and housing subsidies, an import programme 
planned in accord with national needs, capital investment stimulated, and con
trol exercised over capital movements across the borders of the Sterling Area. 
In addition a number of key industries have been socialized, and a high level 
of social services established, which have already conferred great benefits 
upon our people. The combination of high social expenditure with high taxa
tion of large incomes, profits and fortunes, have already greatly reduced our 
social and economic inequalities. This planned and equalitarian economy, to 
which we in Britain are firmly committed, is not, perhaps, acceptable to all our 
colleagues. Here lies the germ of a potential conflict of opinion. We hold that

3 T he Labour Party and European Unity’, Oct. 1949; NEC Minutes (E.C. 5, 
1949-50). Healey’s memorandum formed the basis for the Labour Party’s pamphlet 
of June 1950 on ‘European Unity’: cf. doc. 227 below.

4 Callaghan replaced H. Morrison in Strasburg after the first half of the session. 
For membership of the Labour delegation cf. doc. 220, n. 1.

5 Mackay to Dalton, 9 Nov. 1949; Mackay papers 13/7b. Mackay caused Dalton’s 
memorandum in its final form to be critically analysed by the staff of The Economist 
and by E.J. Cleary, lecturer in economics at the Univ. of Swansea: Mackay papers 
8/1. For Dalton’s criticism of Mackay’s paper cf. Dalton to Mackay, 7 Nov. 1949: 
Mackay papers 8/1.

6 D. Healey had enlarged on this point in his memorandum (n. 3 above). Like the 
other arguments against European federation, it was sharply criticized by Mackay: 
‘I cannot approve of this persistent denigration of the possible value of a single 
market. (...) To my mind such a market must, in the end, be an advantage.’ Letter 
to Dalton, 9 Nov. 1949; Mackay papers 13/7b.
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our policy is not only beneficial and just on its own merits, but that experience 
shows it to be the best defence against the growth of Communism or other 
totalitarian creeds, which thrive on misery and unemployment. In no country 
in Europe, except perhaps among the Scandinavians whose policy closely 
resembles ours, is Communism weaker than in Britain. But some West Euro
peans write and speak in favour of a so-called ‘liberal’ or laissez-faire 
economy, and some West European governments adapt their policy to this 
conception. Such an unplanned economy does not easily mix with a planned 
economy like ours, and this difference of view must limit the extent to which 
the nations of Western Europe can merge divergent national policies into a 
common policy.

We are, however, prepared to give full support to any proposals for cooper
ation which, taking account of these considerations, are agreed between our 
Governments. This applies, most clearly, to cooperation for defence, within 
the framework of the Brussels Treaty and the Atlantic Pact. Defence, 
however, vital though it is to our survival, lies outside the terms of reference of 
the Consultative Assembly.

But it follows from the preceding argument that we cannot, at least in the 
immediate future, with which alone this paper is concerned, support pro
posals for European federation, using this last word in its strict sense. This 
means that we cannot agree to hand over to a supra-national authority for 
Western Europe the power to decide, by a majority vote, against out will, 
questions which we regard as vital to our economic and financial interests, and 
to those of the Commonwealth and Sterling Area.

It is possible to argue that the creation in Western Europe of a single market, 
within which workers, goods and capital move freely, would have great 
long-term advantages. There are also, in the particular case of Western 
Europe strong arguments the other way. But, however this may be in the long 
term, there is no doubt at all that the sudden adoption of such measures now 
would cause most serious dislocation, unemployment and loss of production 
in the short term. This would sharply widen the dollar gap, just at the moment 
when it is most imperative to close it. It would also cause most dangerous 
social convulsions. Whole branches of industry and whole districts in many 
parts of Europe would go bankrupt and destitute. No theoretical ‘mobility’ of 
labour and capital could, in practice, make good such losses quickly. Europe 
today is not strong enough to stand shock tactics of this kind, even if it could 
be proved -  which is highly debatable -  that they would do her good in the 
end. I doubt if she would live to see the end, as a free continent. Communists 
and Fascists would stand to gain most from such economic and social disturb
ances, and democracy, particularly in countries where there are already pow
erful Communist parties, might be an early casualty.

Federalism, in short, at this stage of European history, is a dangerous doc
trine and a false scent, and we believe that, as our problem is increasingly stud
ied on the plane of concrete realities, and not of abstract theories, this is 
becoming generally recognised.

If in the future we were to study Federalism as a practical possibility, there
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would be something to be said for seeking to found it, not on the basis of the 
Strasburg Statute, but on that of the Atlantic Pact.

On the other hand, as we have already stated, we are fully prepared, and 
eager, for further immediate advances along what has been called the Func
tional, as distinct from the Federal, road towards European unity. The present 
movement towards such unity is based on cooperation by consent between 
national Governments, each democratically responsible to its own Parliament 
and its own electorate. We are convinced that it is along this line that progress 
must continue. But the nature of such progress may, of course, be helpfully 
influenced, and its pace be quickened, by the pressure of opinion not only 
within national Parliaments, but in our own Consultative Assembly, where so 
many eminent members of so many Parliaments take counsel together. (...)

224. Winston S. Churchill: Franco-German reconciliation as a step 
towards European unity 28 March 1950

From Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 473, cols. 192 f., 196, 28 March 
1950. Excerpts in United Europe, News-Letter of the United Europe Movement, no. 25, 
May 1950, pp. 292-6; full text in R.R. James (ed.) Winston S. Churchill. His complete 
speeches 1897-1963, vol. VII: 1950-1963, New York, 1974, pp. 7979-87.

The general election of 23 February 1950 reduced Labour's majority in the Commons to 
5 seats. The Conservatives, who in 1945 had won 213 seats out of 640, now held 298 out 
of 625. Labour's strength was reduced from 393 to 315 seats, the Liberals from 12 to 9. The 
narrow majority and the likelihood of another election in the near future made it improbable 
that the main parties would alter their European policy in any way. There was in any case 
no reason to expect this; the question of European union had played a very secondary part 
in the election campaign.1

The first foreign policy debate in the House after the election was opened by W.S. 
Churchill. He spoke chiefly of the ‘Western scene' and one of its key problems,2 viz. relations 
between Germany, France and Britain and the importance of those relations to Western 
Europe and European union. He did not touch on military matters; on 16 March, however; 
he had addressed the House in favour of a military contribution of the Federal Republic of 
Germany to West European defence.3 Churchill took a very cautious line on the prospects of 
European union. He intimated that the existing political and institutional structures 
appeared to him sufficient.4 The chief task was to encourage Franco-German reconciliation -

1 H.G. Nicholas (with an appendix by D.E. Butler), The British General Election of 
1950, London, 1951; cf. also Craig (ed.), Election Manifestos, op. cit., pp. 138-67. 
The parties’ references to Europe in their manifestos did not go beyond generalities.

2 Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 473, col. 190, 28 March 1950.
3 Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 472, 16 March 1950, cols. 

1280-98, here col. 1289.
4 Harrison takes a different view: Churchill, op. cit., pp. 239-42. According to For

man, however (European Movement, op. cit., Part III, p. 3) Churchill and most other
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a constant theme of his since the Zurich speech of 19 September 1946.5 France's fears of 
German recovery or German rearmament should be assuaged by British action and closer 
Anglo-French co-operation.

(...) When I spoke at Zürich nearly four years ago, I said it would be the 
proud duty of France to stretch forth her hand and lead Germany back into 
the European family. I said at the time that this statement would create aston
ishment, and it certainly did. But since then we have made great progress. The 
whole structure of Western Union has developed. We thank the Foreign Secre
tary for the part he has played in it. We are presently to have a meeting at Stras
burg of the Council of Europe and the Assembly where, we trust, in spite of all 
that has happened, French and German hands will be clasped in concord. I 
recommend to the House that we should do all in our power to encourage and 
promote Franco-German reconciliation as an approach to unity, or even per
haps some form, in some aspects, of union. Let anyone who can take a point 
on this, beware how he mocks at such themes.

But France, after her tribulations and in her present disturbed condition, 
may not be strong enough to accomplish single-handed her mission. That is 
why the intimate and inseparable relationship between Britain and France and 
between the British Empire and Commonwealth of Nations and France must 
be affirmed and asserted continually in the most effective manner. France and 
Britain, both sorely distressed, can combine together and, thus joined, have the 
superior power to raise Germany, even more shattered, to an equal rank and 
to lasting association with them.

Then these three countries, helping each other, conscious of their future 
united greatness, forgetting ancient feuds and the horrible deeds and tragedies 
of the past, can make the core or the nucleus upon which all the other civilized 
democracies of Europe, bond or free, can one day rally and combine. Woe be 
it to anyone in the free world, who, by lack of understanding, or by lack of 
goodwill, or by lack of world hope, or any more flagrant fault or blunder, 
obstructs or delays this essential combination. (...)

I have always held that the cause of united Europe would not be helped, and 
might well be injured, by attempts to draw up precise and rigid constitutions 
and agreements too soon or in a hurry. The first stage is to create a friendly 
atmosphere and feeling of mutual confidence and respect. Even a day’s delay 
in working hard for this is a matter for regret. Once the foundation of 
common interest and solidarity of sentiment has been laid, it may well be that 
formal agreements would take the form, not of hard bargains or weak com
promises, but of setting down on paper the living basic truths and thoughts 
which were in all minds. Then difficulties, at present insuperable, might well 
become irrelevant.

Conservative leaders of the European Movement in Britain gave the impression from 
the beginning of 1949 onwards that they thought their work had been basically 
accomplished with the creation of the Council of Europe.

5 Cf. doc. 193.
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In this field it is a practical and immediate step that can be taken, namely, 
the arrival at Strasburg this summer of a German delegation to the European 
Assembly of the Council of Europe. More than two years have passed since 
the Germans came to The Hague on the invitation of our unofficial European 
movement. I had an agreeable and, to me, a memorable interview with them. 
It was there I met Dr. Adenauer, little knowing how soon he would be the 
German Chancellor at the head of a German Government. Since then great 
forward steps have been taken. The Council of Europe and the European 
Assembly are institutions formally and permanently established; young, but 
august; sustained by many freely elected Parliaments. The presence of Ger
many in our midst will be an event from which nothing but good can come. 
(...)

225. Resolutions, statements and declarations of pro-European 
organizations and pressure groups on the Schuman plan

May-June 1950
From: (A) United Europe, News-Letter of the United Europe Movement, no. 26, June 

1950, p. 303.
(B) The Times, 22 May 1950, p. 5; repr. in United Europe, News-Letter of the United 
Europe Movement, no. 26, June 1950, p. 303.
(C) UK Council of the European Movement, Meeting of the Council, 25th May, 1950; 
UKC/M /4; Archives of the British Council, Minutes of the British Council of the Euro
pean Movement.
(D) Federal Union, Minutes of the Meeting of the National Council of Federal Union, June 
24th-25th 1950; Federal Union Archives.

On 9 May 1950 the French foreign minister, R. Schuman, proposed tha t‘the entire French 
and German coal and steel production should be placed under a common High Authority 
within an organization open to accession by other European statesT The Schuman plan 
marked a watershed in the process of European integration, directly confronting governments 
with the possibility of a change in the political structure of Western Europe. In a statement 
to the House of Commons on 11 May 1950, Prime Minister Attlee undertook to study the 
proposal carefully and added that his government ‘welcome this French initiative to end the 
age-long feud with Germany and so bring unity and peace to Europe. ’2 The pro-European 
associations and organizations also took notice of the plan in resolutions, statements and 
readers5 letters.

1 Agence France Presse Informations et Documentations Nr. 291, Paris 13 May 
1950.

2 Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 475, 11 May 1950, col. 587.
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A. Statement of the UEM issued on the authority of Mr. Winston S.
Churchill, Chairman of the Movement, following a meeting of the Executive 
Committee of the UEM 17 May 1950

The United Europe Movement warmly welcomes the historic initiative 
taken by M. Schuman for the integration of the European coal and steel indus
tries.

The United Europe Movement has for long advocated an approach of this 
kind as a contribution not only to economic equilibrium, but to the politi
cal stability and unity of Europe. In this connection, it recalls the resolutions 
passed by the Hague Congress in 1948, by the Brussels and Westminster Con
ferences of the European Movement in 1949, and the recommendations of the 
European Consultative Assembly last autumn.

The United Europe Movement urges His Majesty’s Government to 
announce immediately that it is prepared to play its full part with the Govern
ments of other European countries in working out methods for the practical 
implementation of M. Schuman’s proposals, with a view to the submission of 
the project in fuller detail to the Council of Europe for discussion at Strasburg 
in August.

B. Letter to The Time? from the British Committee of ELEC (published 22 
May 1950)

M. Schuman’s proposals to create a European steel and coal organization 
as one of the foundations of a new Europe may prove to be as momentous as 
General Marshall’s offer at Harvard. The French Government has taken a 
courageous and statesmanlike initiative, the main purpose of which is to pre
vent the recurrence of war. If is not enough to applaud it. We must take our 
full share in working out the Schuman plan. Its political and economic implica
tions are of great importance to this country, but the details remain to be 
worked out. It is, therefore, very much in British interests that we should take 
an active part in its elaboration from the beginning. Britain should show 
plainly that she means to take her full share in the building of peace in Europe 
and in the solution of our common economic and social problems by 
responding at once to M. Schuman’s invitation. The security and economic 
progress of Europe can only be achieved if Britain, France, and Germany 
work together on the task. M. Schuman has shown how a beginning can be 
made. We cannot turn our back on Europe at this critical moment.

C. Resolution of the United Kingdom Council of the European Move
ment4 25 May 1950

3 The signatories were: J. Amery, E. Beddington-Behrens, H. Butler, D. Eccles, R. 
Edwards, Lord Hailey, E. Hulton, H. Hynd, H.J. Klare, Lord Layton, M.J. Layton,
H. Macmillan, P. Elton Mayo, J. Midgley, J. Rhys-Williams, P. Rykens, J.A. Salter, 
P. Thorneycroft, P. Tweedsmuir, D. Waley.

4 In form and content the resolution, passed unanimously, was largely the work of 
H. Macmillan, who was a signatory of the letter of 17 May 1950 from the British
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The United Kingdom Council of the European Movement congratulates the 
French Government upon the proposals made by M. Schuman on its behalf for 
the unification of the steel and coal industries of Europe, and expresses its 
strong belief that in the political and economic interests of this country and 
of Europe His Majesty’s Government should take full and active part in 
working out a concrete plan for giving effect to M. Schuman’s proposal.

D. Resolution of the National Council of Federal Union5 24 June 1950 
This Council of Federal Union whole-heartedly welcomes the opportunities 

provided by the Schuman Plan, designed as it is to prevent Franco-German 
rivalry, and in the words of M. Schuman, to be £a first step towards European 
Federation’ for which Federal Union has fought so long.

Federal Union further points out that in order to safeguard wages and 
working conditions in the industries concerned, and to prevent the higher 
authority to be set up under the Plan from becoming a cartel, the authority 
should itself be representative of employers, workers and users, and must 
come under the control of a democratically-elected European Political 
Authority.

This Council of Federal Union therefore urges: -
1) the Government to join in the discussions of the Plan;
2) the people of Britain to bring pressure to bear on the Government to 

take part in it;
3) the delegates to the European Consultative Assembly at Strasburg, as 

one of their most immediate tasks, to work out details for the establishment 
of the European Political Authority unanimously agreed last year to be 
necessary and ways and means of bringing this authority into operation.

226. The coal and steel industry: reactions to the Schuman plan
1-3 June 1950

From: Cabinet, Working Party on the Proposed Franco-German Coal and Steel 
Authority, minutes of meetings: CAB 134/294.
(A) F.G. (W.P.) (50) 4th meeting, 1st June, 1950
(B) F.G. (W.P.) (50) 5th meeting, 2nd June, 1950
(C) F.G. (W.P.) (50) 6th meeting, 3rd June, 1950

The proposal by the French foreign minister; Robert Schuman, to establish an interna
tional High Authority for coal and steel production had far-reaching potentialities for those

Committee of ELEC. R.J.G. Boothby had proposed unsuccessfully an amendment 
whereby the ‘new organization’ referred to in the Schuman plan would be directly 
subordinated to the Council of Europe: Meeting of the Council, 25th May 1950; 
UKC/M /4; Archives of the British Council.

5 The resolution was adopted unanimously.
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industries and the workers in them. In Britain as elsewhere, the employers and workers made 
a thorough study of the plan and its implications. Their views were presented to a govern
ment working party which met for the first time on 25 May 1950 to consider 'practical meas
ures for implementing the French proposals on the assumption that the coal and steel indus
tries of the UK would eventually be brought within the proposed scheme*J On 1 June R.M. 
Shone, director of the British Iron and Steel Federation, addressed the working party for the 
employers, followed on 3 June by Lincoln Evans, general secretary of the Iron and Steel 
Trades Confederation (trade union); the National Coal Board - the central governing 
authority of the coal industry, nationalized by the Attlee government - was represented by 
H.R. Hodgson. The plan was discussed on the basis that its industrial and commercial aspects 
could not be dissociated from its political importance, which was judged to be overriding. 
The central question in the view of the speakers quoted below was how the UK would be 
affected by the establishment of the proposed High Authority, and whether membership of 
the Authority, implying a surrender of national sovereign rights -  this being the political 
essence of the plan - appeared desirable to the representatives of the two industries.

A. R.M. Shone (British Iron and Steel Federation):
Mr. Shone said he considered that there were many ways in which the 

establishment of the projected higher authority for coal and steel would be 
useful at the present time. Some impartial body looking at the coal and steel 
industries of Europe as a whole would have great value appraising proposals 
for the organizing of the industries concerned, for the general direction of 
new investment, for dealing with arrangements about markets and for 
examining proposals about prices. A body of this type, while having a perma
nent existence, could not itself have executive powers. For this there were sev
eral reasons. The kind of topics with which it would have to deal, e.g., tariffs, 
wages or the location of individual plants, raised issues going much wider than 
the scope of the two industries concerned, large and important though they 
were. Compulsion would, in the last resort, have to depend upon the national 
governments which would be affected in many ways outside the scope of the 
coal and steel industries. The new body would, on this basis, have the right to 
raise matters, to report upon them and to ventilate the issues publicly, but it 
would not, for lack of a corresponding governmental authority to which it 
would be responsible, itself have compulsory powers. (...)

As regards tariffs, the reference in the French proposals to a common export 
policy appeared to mean a restriction of exports to non-member countries if 
the problem arose through a fall in expert prices following upon a surplus of 
steel supplies. Mr. Shone felt that taking the iron and steel industry as a whole, 
the Commonwealth markets and preferences were more important to most 
sections of the industry than the possibility of gaining unrestricted entry to 
European markets.

1 Working Party on the Proposed Franco-German Coal and Steel Authority, min
utes of the first meeting, 25 May 1950: F.G./W.P. (50) 1st meeting; CAB 134/294.
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B. L. Evans (Iron and Steel Trades Confederation):
(a) It seemed clear that public opinion would not allow the United Kingdom 

to stand aside from the scheme as not interested. On the other hand he could 
see no objection to letting France, Germany, Italy and Benelux go ahead with 
their talks without us and it would be interesting to see what kind of difficulties 
they ran up against.

(b) The proposals appeared to have an air of unreality and he found it diffi
cult to decide to what extent they are based on idealism and to what extent on 
practical economics. They seemed to call for a degree of integration in the 
European steel industries far beyond that which exists, or would be tolerated, 
in the American industry.

(c) From the trade union standpoint he foresaw many complexities, particu
larly in regard to the proposal for equalizing living conditions. Labour condi
tions depend upon trade union strength and government policy, and the 
United Kingdom enjoys the best conditions in Europe (with the possible excep
tion of Sweden). The higher authority would have to raise the level in other 
countries to the United Kingdom level, and he could not see how this could be 
done for (say) the French steel industry in isolation from other French indus
tries. On the Continent there is, from the trade union point of view, a closer 
connection than in the United Kingdom between the steel industry and other 
industries (particularly the engineering industry) and selective treatment 
would accordingly be more difficult.

(d) In principle British trade unionists are convinced internationalists, but 
it is very unlikely that they would, in practice, look with favour on a pro
posal to share labour’s portion of the fruits of increased productivity in the 
United Kingdom steel industry with Continental workers whose productivity 
is less.

C. H.R. Hodgson (National Coal Board):
(a) Quite apart from the French proposals the National Coal Board’s view 

is that it would be desirable to have contacts with overseas producers and con
sumers and to discuss such points as the size of the likely market, the best way 
of meeting it without cut-throat competition among producers, whether there 
would be any value in studies on such subjects as the classification of coal, the 
development of the utilization of coal, etc. Contacts could be made both at the 
commercial level and, by the development of E.C.E., at Government level, 
and they would be of value not only in times of a surplus of availability over 
demand but also in times of increasing demand, when, for example, an alloca
tion system might prove valuable. (...)

(h) Whilst in favour of discussions on the lines of (a) above, the National 
Coal Board would be opposed to any arrangement which gave an international 
authority power to issue directions on the management of the United 
Kingdom coal industry (e.g., that a certain pit or area should be closed down) 
capable of affecting the balance of the whole industry. Even a general decision 
by the authority (e.g., that the United Kingdom should produce not 250 mil
lion tons per annum but only 200 million tons) might, especially in view of the
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different types of coal produced, have the effect of seriously unbalancing the 
industry.

(i) It is true that His Majesty’s Government enjoys powers over the National 
Coal Board’s activities (e.g. in respect of investment, prices, wages, exports) 
probably as extensive as the powers an international authority would acquire. 
So far, however, His Majesty’s Government has urged the National Coal 
Board to increase output, and in any case His Majesty’s Government and the 
National Coal Board have common financial and political bonds which would 
not exist between the National Coal Board and an international authority. 
Moreover the National Coal Board is sure of getting a fair hearing from His 
Majesty’s Government. (...)

227. The Labour Party: European Unity 24 May -  12 June 1950
From: The Labour Party, European Unity. A Statement by the National Executive 

Committee of the British Labour Party, London, 1950, pp. 6-8, 11; excerpts in U. 
Kitzinger (ed.), The Second Try. Labour and the EEC\ Oxford, 1968, pp. 59-77.

*

The 15-page pamphlet European Unity, a follow-up to Feet on the Ground (1948),1 was 
the Labour Party's second extensive policy statement on this issue, and probably the most 
important. Based on preliminary studies and a draft by D. Healey, secretary of the Interna
tional Department of the Labour Party>, it was the product of close co-operation between 
Transport House (the party headquarters) and the Foreign Office. Approved unanimously by 
the NEC on 24 May 1950, with Attlee and Bevin present, it was released on 12 June, a few 
hours before an important Commons statement by the prime minister and the publication of 
a White Paper on the Schuman plan.2 Three days later, a conference of European socialist par
ties (16-18 June 1950) was due to be held in London to discuss the control of basic indus
tries.3

1 Cf. doc. 212 above.
2 Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 476, cols. 35-7, 13 June 1950; 

Anglo-French Discussions regarding French proposals for the Western European Coal, 
Iron and Steel Industries, May-June 1950, Cmd. 7970, London, 1950. The timing of 
the pamphlet was much criticized at the time (as it has been subsequently) and, 
together with Attlee’s distinction in the Commons (loc. cit., col. 38) between govern
ment and party policy, gave rise to speculation that he had not known of it before
hand. This, however, was unfounded, nor is the pamphlet to be regarded as a direct 
attack on the Schuman plan. The decision to publish a policy statement on European 
unity was taken by the International Sub-Committee of the NEC on 20 April 1950, 
and Healey submitted his first draft to H. Dalton on 3 May, i.e. before Schuman’s 
declaration; the comments on the plan were hasty subsequent additions. On the 
origin and timing of the pamphlet see Grantham, Labour Party, op. cit., pp. 256-8; 
Newman, Socialism, op. cit., pp. 133-6; Pimlott, Dalton, op. cit., pp. 580 f.; Bullock, 
Bevin, op. cit., p. 781.

3 On this conference, which was prejudiced by the Labour Party statement, see 
Loth, Sozialismus, op. cit., pp. 267 f.; Grantham, Labour Party, op. cit., pp. 296-301; 
also vol. 4 of the present work (in preparation).
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The pamphlet removed any remaining doubt as to the Labour Party's attitude to European 
integration and its resolve to take no part in federal solutions. It came out decisively against 
supranational organizations: the only form of co-operation it would accept was among 
national governments. It rejected the idea that the Consultative Assembly of the Council of 
Europe should be developed into a European parliament with legislative powers: 'The Con
sultative Assembly should remain consultative.'4 The pamphlet strongly advocated close 
co-operation with the West European nations in organizations such as the OEEC’ but rela
tions with Western Europe must not be allowed to endanger Britain's position as 'nerve 
centre of the Commonwealth and banker of the sterling area'.5 It rejected the idea of a 1neu
tral geographical bloc' in Europe as an ideological bridge between capitalist America and 
Communist Russia: Tor some time to come its [i.e. Western Europe's] economic stability 
and strategic defence will depend on close co-operation with the USA. '6

The extracts below discuss the arguments for European unity and explain the party's rea
sons for rejecting a political and economic union; they outline Labour's idea of a European 
community' developing from voluntary co-operation among governments, and argue that 
new 'constitutional forms' must be the result of such a development and not vice versa.

(...) Some people believe that the required unity of action cannot be 
obtained by co-operation between sovereign states; it must be imposed by a 
supra-national body with executive powers. They consider that the European 
countries should form a Union in both the political and economic spheres by 
surrendering whole fields of government to a supra-national authority.

The Labour Party considers that it is neither possible nor desirable under 
existing circumstances to form a complete Union, political or economic, in this 
way. Instead national policies must be progressively harmonized or co-ordi
nated by consent through co-operation between governments. Whether or not 
this process will ultimately lead to a complete Union cannot be foreseen. But 
it will be enough to solve the urgent problems of the immediate future.

The European peoples do not want a supra-national authority to impose 
agreements. They need an international machinery to carry out agreements 
which are reached without compulsion.

Various types of Union may be envisaged. There has recently been much 
enthusiasm for an economic Union based on dismantling all internal barriers 
of trade, such as customs duties, exchange controls and quotas. Most sup
porters of this policy believe that the free play of economic forces within the 
Continental market so created would produce a better distribution of man
power and resources. The Labour Party fundamentally rejects this theory. 
Market forces by themselves could operate only at the cost of economic dis
turbances and political tensions which would throw Europe open to Commu
nism.

4 European Unity, op. cit., p. 13.
5 Op. cit., p. 5.
6 Op. cit., p. 9.
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The sudden dismantling of internal barriers to trade would in the short term 
cause serious dislocation, unemployment and loss of production.7 This would 
sharply widen the dollar gap just when it is most imperative to close it. It would 
also cause most dangerous social convulsions. Whole branches of industry and 
whole districts in many parts of Europe would go bankrupt and destitute. 
Europe today is not strong enough to undergo shock treatment of this kind 
even if it could be proved that it would do her good in the end -  which is 
highly debatable. Communists and Fascists would gain most from such disturb
ances, and Democracy, particularly in countries where totalitarianism is 
already present, might be an early casualty.

There is moreover a real danger in proposals which aim primarily at 
increasing trade within Europe. Europe’s main economic problem is the dollar 
gap. The greatest difficulty impeding its solution is the unwillingness of pri
vate traders to attempt the difficult dollar markets while it is so much easier to 
sell in soft currency areas. The main positive argument for devaluation was 
that it increased the relative attractiveness of dollar markets. Any further liber
alization of intra-European trade will tend to offset the benefits of devalua
tion by making it easier to sell in Europe. A complete economic union would 
undoubtedly create a protected high-cost European market and greatly 
hinder the solution of the dollar problem. The right compromise between this 
extreme and paralysis of inter-European trade is probably something like a 
return to the position which obtained in 1928.

Socialists would of course welcome a European economic Union which was 
based on international planning for full employment, social justice and 
stability. But international planning can only operate on the basis of national 
planning. And many European governments have not yet shown either the 
will or the ability to plan their own economies. In this respect M. Schuman’s 
proposal to plan the steel and coal resources of Western Europe as a whole 
presents a critical challenge which socialists will be the first to welcome.

The fact is that an economic Union would require a degree of uniformity 
in the internal policies of the member states which does not now exist and is 
unlikely to exist in the immediate future. Civic and administrative traditions 
would prevent some countries from applying the methods of democratic 
socialism as practised in Britain and Scandinavia, even if their parliaments had 
a Socialist majority. And even under a Conservative government Britain could 
not afford the degree of economic laisser-faire practised in Italy or Germany. 
By planning and control Britain has gone twice as far towards bridging her 
dollar gap as all the E.R.P. countries together, including Britain. Full employ-

7 The central assumption of advocates of economic integration was that a large 
internal market would lead to increased productivity and economies of scale and 
would have a dynamic effect on economic growth, increasing employment, 
workers’ welfare and living standards. This argument was already contested in the 
memorandum, based on a study by Healey, which H. Dalton and other Labour 
MPs had submitted to the Committee on General Affairs of the Consultative 
Assembly of the Council of Europe on 28 Nov. 1949: cf. doc. 223 and n. 6 
thereto.
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ment and fair shares have created a degree of national unity never before 
known in peacetime Britain. Countries with smaller problems may feel that 
they can afford smaller successes. Britain could not. We could not afford to 
have one out of ten workers idle, like Belgium, Germany and Italy. We could 
not afford to lose 22 million days’ production through strikes alone, as did 
France in 1947.

Moreover our population would not tolerate the flagrant injustices of a free 
market economy in which workers live in squalor yet see the shops bulging 
with goods beyond their reach, in which building materials and labour are 
spent on splendid villas and luxury flats while millions still seek a home. If the 
Conservative Party in Britain genuinely intended to pursue the social aims it 
claims in its Manifesto it would have to use economic methods far closer to 
those of the present Labour Government than to those of the Governments of 
Germany, Belgium, France and Italy.

A complete economic Union of Western Europe must therefore be 
excluded, since it would demand an unattainable degree of uniformity in the 
internal policies of the member states. If based on ‘laisser-faire’ it would not 
only impede the bridging of the dollar gap but also cause fatal political upheav
als. If a complete economic Union is impossible, a complete political Union is 
thereby also excluded. (...)

The fact is that attempts to force co-operation on unwilling peoples by 
binding them in rigid constitutional shackles can only hinder the development 
of mutual confidence. Those who champion such methods are unwittingly 
among the most dangerous enemies of European unity. New constitutional 
forms can only follow, not precede, the growth of a genuine European com
munity. The main responsibility for fostering this still delicate plant must fall 
on the governments which are democratically responsible to the European 
peoples.

Unity can develop best on a basis of success in solving problems in which 
all recognise an urgent common interest. At the moment there are enough such 
problems to strain Europe’s resources of expert skill and knowledge to the 
utmost. Nor is there any lack of organisations for dealing with them.

Military co-operation is pursued by the Atlantic and the Brussels Treaty 
organisations. The Organisation for European Economic Co-operation exists 
to co-ordinate the struggle of Western Europe to bridge its dollar gap. Both 
O.E.E.C. and the Atlantic Treaty organs are concerned to associate the U.S.A. 
with Europe’s major problems. There is scarcely any European organisation 
which does not grapple with the problem of Germany in some form or other.

Where progress has been disappointing, the cause does not lie in any inade
quacy of the institutions which exist. It lies in real conflicts of interest which 
cannot simply be ignored or suppressed -  they must be patiently removed by 
mutual adjustments freely made. (...)
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228. Federal Union: Comment on the Labour Party’s policy state
ment on European unity Oct. 1950

From: Federal Union, Let the Argument Proceed. A reply by Labour members of Federal 
Union to the policy statement \European Unity ' issued by the National Executive of the 
British Labour Party, London, 1950, pp. 1-4, 12 (excerpts). Federal Union Archives.

The Labour Party's statement on European Unity' aroused violent controversy. The 
Conservatives and Liberals, and large sections of the press, reacted with a storm of protest. 
The pamphlet in fact said nothing basically new, but set out what had long been the party's 
European policy, admittedly with brutal frankness and in language that was at times 
aggressive and arrogant. The pamphlet did much to brand the Labour Party as ‘anti-Euro
pean'. Continental sceptics were confirmed in their long-held suspicion that the British 
government was only taking part in the European discussions in order to sabotage the whole 
undertaking. The pamphlet aroused hostile reactions even in the USA.1 Criticism centred on 
the person of Hugh Dalton: at the second session of the Consultative Assembly of the 
Council of Europe in August 1950 he was regarded, much more even than in 1949, as cthe 
major stumbling-block to proposals for greater European unity'.2

In Britain, despite all party polemics, there was in fact far-reaching agreement as regards 
the key question of European integration, posed unequivocally by the French in the Schuman 
plan of 9 May 1950 and the discussions that followed: viz. the transfer of sovereign rights 
to a supranational institution.3 Controversy centred on tactical questions (e.g. whether 
Britain should take part in the negotiations) rather than matters of substance. Within the 
Labour Party there was overwhelming support for the Executive's statement. ‘It is not every 
day,' said Dalton at the party's Annual Conference at the beginning of October 1950, ‘that 
the National Executive Committee issues a statement which results in several resolutions 
being put on our Agenda in full support and not one in opposition. '4

There was criticism, however, even in the Labour Party, especially from R.W.G. Mackay 
and his ‘small band of federalists'.3 In a letter of 18 June 1950 to the News Chronicle he 
described the statement as ‘deplorable in every respect: in its tone and timing, in its dogmatic 
and inaccurate statements (...), in its refusal to look beyond Britain (...) and above all in 
its ostrich-like complacency. '6 In October 1950 Mackay published a longer critique of his par-

1 Grantham, Labour Party, op. cit., pp. 305-7.
2 Pimlott, Dalton, op. cit., p. 581.
3 Morrison’s remark on the Schuman plan: ‘It’s no good, we cannot do it, the 

Durham miners won’t wear it’ (B. Donoughue and G.W. Jones, Herbert Morrison, 
Portrait of a Politician, London, 1973, p. 481) is often quoted as an expression of 
Labour fears of a ‘surrender’ of the British mining industry to an international body. 
Much less often quoted is Churchill’s similar statement that he would not agree to 
any supranational authority that could tell Britain ‘not to cut any more coal or make 
any more steel’ (Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 476, 27 June 1950, 
col. 2149.)

4 The Labour Party, Report of the 49th Annual Conference held in the Winter 
Gardens, Margate, Oct. 2 to Oct. 6, 1950, London, 1950, p. 166; on the attitude of 
the party rank and file see also Grantham, Labour Party, op. cit., pp. 260 f., 307.

5 Newman, Socialism, op. cit., p. 140.
6 Corrected text of letter in Mackay papers, 21/1.
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ty's statement.7 Members of Federal Union also published a 12-page pamphlet commenting in 
detail on the Labour Party views; this reflected the views of its Labour supporters, but not 
necessarily those of Conservatives and Liberals.

As federalists we have wanted to see the establishment of a United States 
of Europe with a European federal parliament elected and invested with cer
tain limited functions but real powers in the field of foreign policy and 
defence, in the planning of economic resources, more particularly with a view 
to the co-ordination and common control of basic industries, and in respect of 
the maintenance of human rights. As socialists, we have welcomed this pros
pect as providing better opportunities for the development of our political 
ideas. Democratic socialism has its roots and its home in Europe, where mil
lions of socialists, reduced to comparative impotence by their division into 
national parties, see themselves squeezed between the forces of totalitarian 
communism and right-wing reaction.

The Statement, 'European Unity’, holds out little hope for a foreign policy 
which will progressively lead us towards world socialism. It accepts the 
existing international anarchy, accepts the exclusive concentration of power 
in the hands of Russia and America, and then issues in the conclusion that the 
best that British Labour can do is to line up with the United States.

We are sure that there is more initiative and confidence for the future in the 
British Labour Party than finds expression in this pamphlet. We are disap
pointed by the little value placed on the internationalism of socialist policy and 
by the failure to recognise the artificiality and dangers inherent in the sover
eignty of nation states. Perhaps this arises from the fact that the short-term 
view seems to have dominated this pamphlet. We are, however, encouraged to 
see the objectives of foreign policy defined thus: £We believe that our 
overriding aim in the present age must be to unite all the non-communist peo
ples into a single system which is both economically stable and politically 
secure’ (page five). Our efforts must at the moment be restricted to the non
communist people, but this restriction is not dictated by ideological considera
tions. It is forced upon us by circumstances in general and by Russian policy in 
particular, for as the authors of the pamphlet well say, 'So long as Russia con
tinues to believe that she has more to gain by obstructing world co-operation 
than by joining it, the free nations must pursue their aims without her for the 
time being.’ (page five).

Federalists can find running through the statement many of the themes on 
which the case for European unity is based, which will we hope stimulate a 
further study of federalism in the Labour movement. 'Society must be or
ganized so as to offer all its members equality of opportunity, responsibility 
and sacrifice ... but it can be fully satisfied only if the peoples are able and 
willing to control the operation of economic forces’ (page three). Federalists 
believe that such control must come from a democratically elected parliament; 
until there is a parliament for Europe, the European peoples cannot take con-
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trol. Piecemeal control within national boundaries is only partially effective 
and can lead ... to dangerous economic rivalries...

There is some confusion of thought between a complete European union 
and a European federation. It is not suggested that all nations of Europe 
should be thrown together to form one big supra-nation. As federalists we 
should strongly oppose any such scheme. On the other hand, we regard as 
practically worthless the proposal under which government representatives 
will sit in permanent conference without any power of decision except in the 
comparatively rare circumstances in which there is complete unanimity in 
feeling and thinking. We believe that the individual states of Europe must 
transfer to an elected European parliament certain functions and powers 
which are at present exercised by the nation states. The decisions of that 
parliament within the agreed scope of its powers, will be binding on all the fed
erated states. The decisions taken by such a parliament will represent the 
wishes of the majority of the people. Can we, as democrats as well as social
ists, quarrel with that? National governments will, of course, continue in 
being, and will continue to control the internal affairs of their own territories. 
The European federal parliament will be concerned only with those matters 
that affect Europe as a whole (...)

It is true that at present socialists would not have a majority in a European 
parliament, although we might well constitute the largest single party, but even 
so we should under federation be no worse off than we are now. Indeed, 
united in our endeavours we should have a good chance of winning Europe 
for socialism. The alternative is the demise of the socialist parties of Italy and 
France which already are only shadows of their former selves. Those states, 
such as Britain, that want socialist government, will be able to have socialist 
governments in their own states within a European federation. (...)

We should like the United States of Europe to be socialist; we shall en
deavour to make it so; but we do not agree that it is a condition for our sup
port, provided that the rights of national governments are properly safe
guarded. (...)

As federalists we welcome the opportunities offered by the establishment of 
the Council of Europe, particularly the Consultative Assembly. Whilst it is by 
no mean ideal for dealing with Europe’s problems, it is a step on the road, and 
could be developed into a real European parliament. If, as the Labour pam
phlet says, £in its present form the Assembly is quite unfitted to exert legislative 
powers’ (page 13) it is up to us to put forward suggestions for its reform. We 
regard as exaggerated and misleading the statement that the Assembly has 
tended to become an official opposition to the European governments. Cer
tainly, the Committee of Ministers, and in particular the British repre
sentatives on that Committee, disagreed with many of the decisions arrived at 
by the Assembly. We believe, however, that the attitude of the Assembly 
expresses the hopes and desires of the European peoples. The first session of 
the Council of Europe showed clearly that European unity cannot be achieved 
without political machinery on a supranational level. The authors of the 
Labour pamphlet rightly complain on page 14: Though every country in the
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Council of Europe is pledged to pursue full employment and social justice, 
even a superficial glance at the present situation will reveal glaring failures to 
redeem these pledges/ The only way we see of ensuring the full observance of 
those pledges is by granting legislative and administrative powers to an elected 
Assembly. Fundamental conflicts cannot be overcome by a purely consultative 
body. The idea that completely sovereign nations can be made to co-operate 
for their mutual good has been proved false in the League of Nations and the 
United Nations. The time is ripe to try the only possible alternative: a Euro
pean Federation.

This is our answer, as socialists and federalists, to the pamphlet on ‘Euro
pean Unity/ This is our case for the only European unity that can be real and 
lasting. Now, therefore, let the argument proceed.

229. Duncan Sandys (Cons.) and Sir H. Williams (Cons.): European 
unity and the Council of Europe 13 Nov. 1950

From Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 480, 13 Nov. 1950, cols. 1410, 
1411, 1463.

On 13 November 1950 the Commons held a debate on the Council of Europe and the 
sessions so far of the Committee of Ministers and the Consultative Assembly. The Committee 
of Ministers, meeting in Rome on 3-4 November, had taken note of the recommendations 
of the Consultative Assembly and had decided not to discuss the formation of a European 
army.1 The Assembly's recommendations for the reform of the Statute of the Council of 
Europe had been referred by the Committee of Ministers to a committee of senior officials of 
the foreign ministries of the member states.

Apart from slight differences, speakers in the Commons debate displayed a large measure 
of inter-party agreement concerning European integration and the development of the po
litical structure of Europe. None of the speakers - Mackay was evidently not present - 
favoured a federal approach or any appreciable enlargement of the powers of the Council of 
Europe. Boothby indeed called for a radical change in the structure of Europe, but also said

1 In the first part of its second session in Aug. 1950, following a speech by Church
ill to the Council of Europe, the Consultative Assembly had adopted by a large 
majority a resolution calling for ‘the immediate creation of a united European army 
under the authority of a European Minister of Defence’. Among the Assembly’s 
recommendations for strengthening the political authority of the Council of Europe 
was a proposal that questions of European security should be included in its terms of 
reference. (Text of political recommendations in Europa Archiv 5 (1950) pp. 3350, 
3361-65). The Committee of Ministers rejected this on the ground that under the 
Statute matters of national defence were not within the competence of the Council 
of Europe, while the question of a European army was already the subject of discus
sion between governments. ( The Times, 6 Nov. 1950, p. 3; Text of proposal of 
24 Oct. 1950 by the French prime minister, R. Pleven, for a supranational European 
army in Journal Officiel de la République Française 25 Oct. 1950, pp. 7118 f.)
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that Britain had been right to refuse to join the federation'proposed by France.2 The Liberal 
spokesman, E.O. Roberts, objected that the government have never made clear what exactly 
they intend the Council of Europe to do in European organization \ but he was content to 
leave the matter to the government's initiative and expressly conceded that they had taken 
\some very practical steps towards European unity'.3

E. Davies, the parliamentary undersecretary for foreign affairs, opened the debate with 
a speech firmly rejecting any British participation in a European federation and making clear 
that the government held to their \original conception of the Council of Europe' as a forum 
of discussion'. He regretted that the European movement on the Continent and ‘some' 
members of the British opposition parties had pressed for the Council of Europe to be turned 
into a federation' and the Consultative Assembly into a European parliament'.4 Duncan 
Sandy s' reply indicates the views of Conservative Europeans' and the Conservative party 
leadership at that time, while Sir H. Williams' speech gives an idea of the views of Conser
vative back-benchers.

(A) Duncan Sandys (Cons.):
(...) It is a fact that almost all the political parties on the Continent, and 

most of their Governments, have declared themselves in favour of some kind 
of European federal system. As far as I know, with the exception of the hon. 
Member for Reading, North (Mr. R. MacKay), whose views are perhaps influ
enced by his experience of Australian federal institutions, none of the British 
delegates of any party advocated federation at Strasbourg.

What we have done is to recommend an alternative method, the functional 
approach. This involves no federal constitution and no irrevocable transfer of 
sovereign powers. (...)

I have not suggested that the Assembly or the Council of Europe should be 
given legislative or executive powers. The decisions and recommendations of 
the Assembly are advisory. It is a consultative body and nobody on this side 
of the House has disputed that position.

There is no question either of the Assembly being a supra-national Parlia
ment. We have never suggested that. We consider that it should aim not at 
being a supra-national Parliament but rather a joint consultative committee of 
the national parliaments, through which the parliaments of Europe can 
exchange ideas and discuss problems of common concern and which can pro
vide a focus for European opinion. If the European Assembly concentrates 
upon that role, it will I believe be able to play a valuable and perhaps decisive 
part in promoting the security and well-being of the European peoples. (...)

(B) Sir H. Williams (Cons.):
(...) I am completely opposed to our participation in the Schuman Plan. I 

do not believe in what is described as a European Army. I do not know what 
it means. Neither do I know what a European Minister of Defence can mean.

2 Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, vol. 480, 13 Nov. 1950, col. 1433.
3 Ibid., cols. 1464, 1467.
4 Ibid., cols. 1392-1408 (quotations, cols. 1407, 1401).
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He must be responsible to somebody. But obviously he cannot be responsible 
to an individual government; therefore is he to be responsible to the Strasburg 
Union Debating Society, as I am inclined to call them. Let us have the prin
ciples clearly before us -  I do not mind very much from which side they come 
-  before we are asked to tie ourselves to purposes which I regard as wholly 
undesirable.

When I read the Hague Resolutions in 1948, they seemed a complete de
struction of all those purposes for which many of us had been working for 
years. The whole conception of Western European customs union would 
involve the destruction of the system of protecting our own industries from 
foreign competition, and the destruction of all Imperial preference. Having 
worked for these things all my life. I saw no reason why a self-appointed body 
of people should go to The Hague and reverse what I regarded as some of the 
fundamental principles of the Conservative Party to which I have always 
belonged.
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VIII. The Beginning of the Discussion 
on European Union in Ireland

M iriam H ederman

Introduction

To analyse Irish attitudes to European Integration from 1945 to 1950 it is 
necessary to mention briefly four features which distinguished the country 
from its European neighbours at that time.

The first, and most obvious, was Irish neutrality and its effects both on Irish 
prestige abroad and on the Irish self-image at home. There were marked dif
ferences between Ireland’s neutrality and that of other neutral European 
states. Ireland was not a Switzerland, with a long tradition both of neutrality 
and non-involvement in the affairs of her neighbours, providing a respected 
and useful point of contact for all sides in international disputes and wars. Ire
land was a young, post-colonial state which had just survived a civil war1 and 
was still deeply involved, socially, economically and politically, with Great 
Britain, her closest neighbour and former overlord. The declaration of 
neutrality made by the Irish Taoiseach (Prime Minister) Eamon de Valera in 
19392 was, understandably, not well received in the United Kingdom and iso
lated the country both during and after the war.3

While neutrality on the whole kept Ireland isolated from European devel
opments it did have some repercussions which pulled in the other direction. 
Since Ireland was not in NATO,4 and the USSR regularly vetoed Irish entry 
into the United Nations until 1956, the decision by the then Taoiseach, John 
A. Costello, to take Ireland out of the Commonwealth and declare her a

1 Civil War 1922-1923; brought about by a breach in the nationalist movement 
over the Treaty between Great Britain and Ireland signed in London, 1921, creating 
the Free State of Ireland, excluding the six counties of Northern Ireland which were 
to remain in the United Kingdom.

2 Bail Reports 75: 1159-1160.
3 The best published account is: Irish Neutrality and the U.SA. 1939-1964 by T. 

Ryle Dwyer, (Gill & Macmillan, Rossman & Littlefield) London and Dublin 1977. 
This includes a good description of the political reaction in Ireland.

4 Ireland declined an invitation to join the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation in 
1949. The reasons were given by Sean MacBride as Minister for External Affairs in 
February 1949. See Dail Reports, 114: 323-326.
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republic in 1948 left her without a place in any international forum. The 
resulting sense of isolation was severe and unpleasant.5 It is not therefore sur
prising that membership of the OEEC and particularly the Council of Europe 
assumed substantial importance in Irish political life and the contributions of 
Irish Ministers and parliamentarians there were very fully covered by press 
and radio.6

The second feature, which was unique to Ireland, was the existence of 
‘Northern Ireland' (comprising six of the original thirty-two counties) as a part 
of the United Kingdom. The existence of two states within the island influ
enced Irish policy and attitudes to Great Britain, the United States, Europe 
and the rest of the world. It was to colour and complicate national and inter
national relations. The partition of the country preoccupied leaders and politi
cians in both parts; those in Northern Ireland devoting all their energies to 
either preserving or overthrowing it; those in the rest of the country trying to 
win allies who would put pressure on Great Britain to abandon it.7 It is signifi
cant that one of the attractions of European integration was its offer of a way 
out of this situation.

The third special aspect was the continuing massive emigration which 
affected the Irish potential for social and economic progress and left a mark 
on the cultural and psychological outlook of the people. The steady and per
sistent drain of the working-age population not only deprived Ireland of a 
vital part of her potential manpower but also, by reducing population pres
sures on resources at home, led to a certain acquiescence in conditions of 
under-development.8 It was also a factor which further separated Ireland 
from the mainland of Europe because Irish emigration was confined to Eng
lish-speaking countries. Neither those who contemplated emigration, nor 
those who kept in touch (financially or otherwise) with emigrants, had any 
reason to make contact with the European mainland.

The fourth distinguishing feature was the Irish view of the outside world, 
strongly influenced by the history of three hundred years of foreign domina
tion and underpinned by the Irish brand of nationalism. There is perhaps a cer
tain historical analogy with some of the countries of central and Eastern 
Europe but the Irish view of Europe itself was quite different, being warm, nos
talgic and idealised.9 The people had more family and social ties with the U.S.

5 For analysis of the period see: Ireland in the War Years and After; 1939-1951 
edited by Kevin B. Nowlan & T. Desmond Williams, Dublin -  London 
(Macmillan) 1969.

6 Ireland did not have a national television station until 1961.
7 Many of the speeches of Irish delegates to the early sessions of the Assembly of 

the Council of Europe raised this problem.
8 See Report of Commission on Irish Population Problems. Published: Stationery 

Office Dublin, July, 1954.
9 Views of European countries were influenced by the education, religious and cul

tural ideas imparted in the schools and by the examples of co-operative enterprise 
shown particularly by the smaller European nations.
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than with continental Europe but they regarded themselves as Europeans,10 
part of the ‘old World’.

Irish nationalism had derived much of its inspiration from 18th-century 
European republicanism but had been forced into a different channel by the 
nature of Irish society and the lack of any significant sustained support from 
France or the rest of Europe.11 It should, however, be noted that while nation
alism was a strong, unifying force within Ireland during the war years and 
immediately after, it had no particular feelings of attachment or antagonism 
to any European country other than Great Britain. There was strong opposi
tion, on religious and cultural grounds, to ‘atheistic Communism’ and to Fas
cism but not to close relations with other nationalities.12 Proposals for Euro
pean unity therefore fell on virgin, if somewhat inhospitable, soil. They did 
not have any appeal as an alternative to the nation state; neither did they 
appear as a threat.

These four features combined to keep Ireland apart from developments in 
Europe. There were, however, counteracting forces and these were the sim
ilarities between Ireland and the rest of Western Europe which occurred at this 
time.

The first was the state of the economy.13 Although not physically destroyed 
by the war the fragile economy of the young state had been crippled by its 
effects. In such a post-war situation the invitation to take part in the European 
Recovery Programme was accepted, after some reservations on the part of the 
Department of Finance,14 and virtually forced the economic policy-makers to 
consider themselves as part of Europe. Once working alongside their Euro
pean counterparts Irish officials and politicians began to see how much 
ground they had in common (literally so because of the importance of agricul
ture) and their mutual need to open more markets for the new industries that

10 ‘Europe’ in this context must be understood to exclude Great Britain and the 
USSR.

11 Irish historians, when dealing with the influence of European nationalism on the 
Irish brand, lay considerable stress on the effects of the rebuff suffered by the 
‘Young Ireland’ Movement when they sought help in 1848 from the Second 
Republic in France and were refused by Lamartine, who himself wished for help 
from Great Britain.

12 There is a large number of books on Irish nationalism. Its broad sweep is best 
covered in Ireland Since the Famine by F.S.L. Lyons, (Fontana, revised ed.) London 
1973. Other useful publications include: Ireland in the Twentieth Century by John 
A. Murphy, (Gill & Macmillan) Dublin 1975; Political Culture in Ireland: The Views 
of Two Generations. Ed. John Raven et al. (Institute of Public Administration) Dublin 
1976.

13 The Irish summer of 1946 was one of the wettest on record, the price of food 
and other goods rose rapidly, agriculture was in poor shape and in 1947 fuel supplies 
were at dangerously low levels. Frustration showed itself in strikes and in renewed 
violence on the Border between the two parts of Ireland.

14 For account of the negotiations see: Ronan Fanning, The Irish Department of 
Finance 1922-1958, (Institute of Public Administration) Dublin 1978.
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had to be built. It was, however, a slow enough process and certainly led to 
little overt comment within the five years under review. The establishment of 
the OEEC, however, provided a more public platform and one used by Irish 
Ministers to drive home a message of European co-operation which was quite 
new to the Irish public.15

A second similarity between Ireland and the rest of Western Europe was a 
certain reshuffling of political parties and groupings and a mood of disen
chantment with social and political conditions. In 1945 the Government was 
in the hands of the country’s largest party, Fianna Fail16, with Fine Gael17, 
Labour18 and Clann na Talmhan19 in Opposition. Fianna Fail and Fine Gael 
represented those who had taken opposing sides in the Civil War of 1922 and 
it is a measure of the restless political climate that two new political parties 
were formed in 1946. One, the National Agricultural Party, was a breakaway 
from Clann na Talmhan and did not gain much support. (Indeed it and its ‘par
ent’ party had disappeared from the political scene by 1965.) The second, how
ever, Clann na Poblachta,20 was founded on a mixture of republicanism, social 
radicalism and frustrated idealism and brought a new group into Irish political 
life. In 1947 it won two out of three by-elections and its rapid growth was 
partly responsible for the General Election of 1948 which ended sixteen years 
of Government by Fianna Fail under their leader Eamon de Valera.21 One of 
the founders of Clann na Poblachta was Sean MacBride22 who became

15 For an account of the political change involved see A Place Among the Nations 
by Patrick Keatinge, (Institute of Public Administration) Dublin 1978. pp. 128-48.

16 Fianna Fail -  subtitled ‘The Republican Party’ -  founded in 1926. First entered 
Dail Eireann (The Irish Parliament) in 1927 and formed the Government in 1932. 
Original leaders opposed the Treaty of 1921 with Great Britain and were on the 
losing side in the ensuing Civil War.

17 Fine Gael -  founded from a merger of other parties in 1933. Original leaders 
supported the 1921 Treaty between Ireland and Great Britain.

18 Irish Labour Party -  founded in 1912 -  supported the nationalist cause from 
1916-1921 and took no official line on the 1921 Treaty. Had members in Dail 
Eireann from 1922, when it formed main opposition to first native Irish Government 
because of policy of abstention pursued by Fianna Fail until 1927.

19 Clann na Talmhan -  small farmers’ party -  founded 1938 and drawing most sup
port from West of Ireland. For information on Irish political parties see: The 
Government and Politics of Ireland by Basil Chubb, (Oxford University Press) 
London 1970; and Irish Political Parties by Maurice Manning, (Gill & Macmillan) 
Dublin 1972.

20 Clann na Poblachta -  ‘Republican Party’, 1946-1965 -  supported originally by 
former members of the Irish Republican Army and teachers, lawyers and workers 
and farmers. Saw itself as a modernising force in Irish society.

21 Eamon de Valera (1882-1975) -  politician, statesman, leader in the 1916 armed 
uprising against the British; Taoiseach from 1932-1948 and again 1951-1954 and 
1957-1959; President of the Republic of Ireland 1959-1973.

22 Sean MacBride (1904-1988) -  lawyer and politician. Son of John MacBride, Irish 
republican who fought for the Boers in their war against Great Britain, and 
Maud Gonne, famous Irish beauty and republican leader. Born and educated in
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Minister for Foreign Affairs in the first Inter-Party Government formed after 
the General Elections held in February 1948 under the premiership of John A. 
Costello. This Government lasted until 1951.

Although the Irish Labour Party had sympathy and some links with Labour 
movements elsewhere, there was little or no contact between the three main 
parties and others in Europe. Of the new faces only Sean MacBride had a per
sonal knowledge of and enthusiasm for the mainstream of European integra
tion and he was more involved in establishing his Party’s policies on domestic 
issues and on Northern Ireland than in launching a crusade for European fed
eralism in Ireland.23 While, therefore, the mood of impatience and realign
ment was common to the electorate in Ireland and on the mainland the poli
cies offered were quite different in each.

A third factor, common to Ireland and the rest of Europe at this time, was 
the relationship between the USA and the USSR and its international reper
cussions. The American policy of giving aid to Europe as a whole and encour
aging the recipients to develop their recovery together had some impact on Ire
land. During the war years the U.S. official disapproval of Irish neutrality had 
changed the relationship between the two countries and there was probably 
considerable relief that relations had improved. Any anti-Communist bias in 
U.S. strategy would not create a problem in a country where the local Commu
nist Party enjoyed little or no support and there was a strong aversion to ‘Rus
sian imperialism’ and atheistic Communism. Two lessons, however, were 
learned as a result of U.S. policies; firstly, that the ‘Irish vote’ in America was 
not strong enough to offset action hostile to Ireland if the interests of the U.S. 
seemed to require it; and, secondly, that Ireland was considered as part of 
Europe in the context of the recovery programme and would have to make 
her case in such a framework. Both were to edge Ireland closer to Europe.24

Paris. After Irish political career became deeply involved in human rights 
organizations and subsequently awarded both Nobel and Lenin Peace Prizes.

23 Federalism was associated in Ireland with attempts to solve the problem of 
Northern Ireland through a federal solution. First mooted by Eamon de Valera in 
1921, was also proposed by the Irish in the Treaty negotiations in 1923. Fullest 
report of de Valera’s ‘Irish’ federalism in the London Evening Standard' 
17 October, 1938 and reprinted in full in The Irish Press, 18 October, 1938. For 
de Valeras attitude to the federation of Europe see Doc.237: Dail Reports, 
117:706. Also Doc. 238: Official Reports of the Council of Europe Consultative 
Assembly, Part One, August 1949, p. 142.

24 Many significant works have been published on Irish post-war political and eco
nomic developments but few deal at any length with the European dimension. Irish 
Elections 1918-1977 - Parties, Voters and Proportional Representation by Cornelius 
O’Leary -  (Gill & Macmillan) Dublin 1979 -  gives a picture of the political struc
tures. The Economy of Ireland -  Policy and Performance by J. W. O’Hagan -  (Irish 
Management Institute) Dublin 1975 -  and Ireland: Some Problems of a Developing 
Economy by A. A. Tait and J. A. Bristow -  Dublin (Gill & Macmillan) 1972 -  indicate 
the economic situation. The Formulation of Irish Foreign Policy by Patrick Keatinge 
-  (Institute of Public Administration) Dublin 1973 -  traces the trend of international
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There were three newspaper groups with a national circulation (a fourth, 
The Cork Examiner; was confined, in practice to the Southern part of the 
country). These three were: Independent Newspapers, The Irish Press group and 
The Irish Times. All three (and the first two in particular) had the advantage 
bf a good distribution network but they suffered from two disadvantages in 
the post-war period. The first was heavy dependence on international news 
agencies for coverage of events outside Ireland and the fact that they were 
English-language papers meant that the material they used had been prepared 
for British consumption. Inevitably, news stories about European develop
ments from such sources concentrated on the implications for Great Britain 
and the Commonwealth rather than for Ireland. They, naturally, carried the 
British view of Europe. Furthermore, speeches and interventions of Irish poli
ticians abroad got very little coverage unless they supplied their scripts 
directly to the home papers. Competition from the mass-circulation British 
dailies was a problem. These had better sports coverage and were able to bring 
out special ‘Irish’ editions, particularly of the ‘Sundays’, so that the Irish 
papers competed with them as well as with each other.25

Irish political, social and economic development in the post-war years was 
both striking and erratic. The domestic problems of the period 1945-1950 
however were so severe that they overshadowed all else. The people who saw 
Ireland’s future as being part of an integrated Europe were few and scattered 
through different milieux. The young farmers, who were the largest body in 
favour of at least exploring the possibility, were fighting for the survival of 
their own organization.26 The trade union movement was deeply involved in 
trying to heal the wounds which had divided it and was not prepared to add 
another factor which would inevitably be divisive. The Churches were not in 
favour of becoming involved in this particular political arena, whatever the 
feelings of individual churchmen. The business sector was small and compara
tively weak and would instinctively fear rather than welcome the possibility of 
further competition.27 In the immediate post-war period Ireland was very iso
lated from both Europe and the rest of the world. It was only in the succeeding

affairs during this period and Church and State in Modem Ireland 1923-1970 by J. 
H. Whyte -  (Gill & Macmillan) Dublin 1971 -  outlines church/state relations and 
their political consequences.

25 When speaking in the Seanad on 5 August 1948 (see Doc.235) Seanad Reports 
Voi. 35, p. 766, Senator Eleanor Butler specifically deplored the inadequate news
paper reports of the Hague Congress and feared that the public had no idea of the 
extent of the discussions nor the measure of agreement reached by so many different 
groups.

26 A good account of farming attitudes is contained in Regeneration -  Rural Resur
gence in Ireland  ̂ Ed. Sean FitzMaurice, (Irish Farmers’ Association) Dublin 1976.

27 For an account of the problems of the labour movement see Trade Unions in Ire
land 1894-1960by Charles McCarthy, (Institute of Public Administration) Dublin 
1977. For the general picture: Irish Attitudes to European Integration 1948-1961 by 
Miriam Hederman, Doctoral Thesis, Trinity College Dublin, 1981.
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decade that the coincidence of change in Ireland and Western Europe became 
relevant.

Comparison between Ireland and her neighbours in the period under review 
leads to the conclusion that it was the differences which were more striking 
than the similarities. The paucity of written material makes analysis more diffi
cult but the conclusion must be reached that a formal relationship between Ire
land and an integrated Europe only became a real issue in the succeeding 
years.

230. Michael Tierney: ‘Nationalism: A Survey" December 1945
Studies, Dublin, vol 34, December 1945, p. 476 and 482

&

Studies, an influential monthly published by the Irish Jesuits, provided a forum for aca
demics to reach a wider audience on subjects such as politics, sociology, economics, religion 
and literature. Professor Michael Tierney1 (subsequently President of University College, 
Dublin) was a delegate to the Congress at The Hague in 1948.

The doctrine of nationalism may be compared to a powerful intoxicant, 
which in small doses is harmless and even stimulating but in large quantities 
is very dangerous. In this country we like to think ourselves temperate in our 
addiction to it; but, as is often the case with alcohol, it has ended by becoming 
a necessary part of our daily diet. We commonly believe it to be good for us, 
and if ever called upon to justify our partiality for it we vehemently asset that 
our particular brand of intoxicant is not the poisonous stuff consumed in such 
copious draughts by continental peoples, but just plain and simple patriotism 
-  perhaps a little gingered up with a dash of strictly native brew called Irish 
nationality, but none the less sound and healthy for that. (...)

Cultures are obviously far older than nations and can never be shown to 
coincide with them. Modern European culture is in reality one, a rich compo
site of Hebrew, Greek and Roman elements. It has, of course, multiple local 
variations, which should be fostered and preserved, but not for nationalist rea
sons. Experience has shown only too clearly that far from being favourable to 
such cultural variations, nationalism with its inherent emphasis on State-om
nipotence and centralisation is among their deadliest foes. We are living 
during the last phase of an apparently inevitable historical process, which is 
likely to end in the emergence of a single, all-powerful world-State, similar on 
a far grander scale to the Roman Empire. In the struggle which is fairly certain 
to precede this final development, the nation-State with its claim to omnipo
tence is far more likely to weaken civilisation than to strengthen it, because of

1 Member of Fine Gael Party. Professor of Greek in University College, Dublin.
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its very nature it breeds disunion. The dream of an ideal world of co-equal 
nation-States has vanished with the Versailles Treaty and the League of 
Nations, and is very unlikely to return. Nationalism has not led to an ideal uni
versal Humanity, but has very nearly brought down civilization because of its 
inherent indeterminancy and its logical self-contradictions. How much will 
survive will depend on whether its wider aberrations can be controlled, and 
superseded by rational and constructive patriotism of a less doctrinal and 
more traditional kind.

231. John Murray S.J.: ‘The Problem of Europe’ March 1946
Article in Studies, Dublin, vol 35, March 1946, pp. 5-14 (excerpts)

John Murray S.J., Editor of the Jesuit publication The Month, was a prolific writer and 
lecturer. This article considers the first meeting of the United Nations Organisation at 
Westminster and regrets the practical absence of Europe from the discussions.

The major problem of this year’s peace-making is concerned with the set
tlement of the Continent. Yet, of the three Big Powers, one is Asiatic and defi
nitely less European than was the Russia of thirty or fifty years ago. The doc
trine of Communism is an un-European thing. The United States is extra-Eu
ropean, though its traditions -  religious, cultural and political -  are, in origin, 
European. Britain stands half-way between Europe and the overseas world. 
She is half European, linked with the Continent through her centuries-old alle
giance to European Christendom and her share in the heritage of Christian civ
ilization. She is also one half extra-European, on account of her spiritual 
break with Europe during the sixteenth century and her subsequent growth as 
a Colonial and Imperial Power. Britain has accordingly a special responsibil
ity in all the problems of European settlement and reconstruction. She should, 
at least, understand Europe, as Russia certainly cannot and as the United 
States must find it difficult to do. Because of her own home circumstances, she 
should comprehend the real problem of Europe, which is that of the associa
tion of a number of highly differentiated peoples within a genuine unity. That 
is Europe’s secret. Unless the Powers that have the main say in the settlement 
of Europe discover this, that settlement will not be lasting.

It must appear curious to a North American or to a modern Russian, should 
the latter have the opportunity of reflecting on these matters, that the peoples 
of Europe should have lived side by side, for so many centuries, and still 
remain so very different from one another. European history has known no 
such steam-rollering process like that which has converted men and women of 
such a variety of racial origin into plain citizens of the U.S.A. Diversity in 
unity -  that is Europe’s formula; it has been also Europe’s strength. In M.



VIII. Discussion on European Union in Ireland 771

Bidault’s calculations, there were twenty-two nations from the Continent 
which should have had their representatives in any ideal meeting of the United 
Nations. Americans, travelling across Europe before the war, were wont to 
become impatient when -  as they complained -  they were awakened every 
two or three hours to cross yet another national and customs frontier. Yet it is 
just this individuality, just this clash of peoples within a relatively small Conti
nent and inside a harmonious Christian tradition, which has made Europe the 
centre of culture and civilization and has given to Europe the leadership of the 
world. To-day, that leadership has passed, to some extent, to the New World. 
The world’s political centre of gravity has been transferred to America. None
theless, technical considerations apart, America, both North and South, is 
European in all the things of the mind and spirit. Europe remains -  a medley 
of peoples, sadly disorganized because of two world wars, sorrily destitute as 
the battlefield of greater Powers, and clamouring not only for immediate 
relief but also for a fresh social and political reconstitution.

What extra-European Powers will be tempted to ignore is the unity of 
Europe. For it is a unity, every bit as fundamental as the diversity of European 
peoples -  and perhaps far more fundamental. Europe was Christendom; and, 
though the old Christian ideas have been overlaid with other and often contra
dictory conceptions, that Christian basis of association subsists. Europe is the 
creation of Christianity, which took over the task and values of the Roman 
Empire in the West, transforming them and gradually producing the 
harmonious balance of classes and peoples that was medieval society. And this 
Latin civilization included not only French, Germans, Italians and Spaniards, 
but Poles also and Hungarians, with Slovaks, Slovenes, Czechs and Croats. 
Nor should Christendom be confined to the peoples who were the direct heirs 
of Rome. Byzantium, despite its ultimate schism from the Holy See, left a 
European legacy. Our memories are frequently all too short. Roumanians and 
Serbs, to quote but two examples, have their share in this European heritage. 
(...)

The balance of Europe is a balance between many different peoples, jealous 
of their local loyalties and diverse in character and tradition, but manifesting 
also the strongly-defined traits of a history and experience enjoyed in common. 
From time to time, one Power has endeavoured to impose itself upon these 
peoples; Spain, with Austria, in the sixteenth to seventeenth century; France, 
after the Revolution; Germany, twice during the twentieth century. All these 
attempts have failed -  by an inner law of necessity, one is tempted to add. And 
all these attempts have upset the European balance. The war of German 
Nazism launched, in the first place, against these peoples of the Continent has 
left a vacuum, an emptiness, at Europe’s heart. The war was itself a treason 
against Europe; like some ancient Greek tragedy, it was a crime of violence, 
of hybris, against the due order appointed by the gods. It has brought with it 
widespread ruin and intense misery all over the Continent and has left Europe 
exposed to a new danger or rather to a new form of a very old danger, known 
already in many guises throughout her history, the danger from the East. (...)

There is one encouraging development on the Continent which, if it be per-
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mitted its natural course and is not stifled by pressure from outside, will play a 
major part in European reconstruction. I am referring to the emergence of 
Christian political parties in many Continental countries. In more settled 
times, it used often to be debated among Catholics whether Catholic political 
parties were advisable. One conclusion, fairly general, I think, was that special 
circumstances might justify or even call for them, such as the Kulturkampf in 
Germany which gave rise to the Catholic Centre, but that otherwise they were 
as much a liability as an asset. There were, of course, the Catholic Party in Bel
gium and in the Austrian Republic, from 1918 to 1933, the Christian Social 
Party. But that was in the days when the conflict between those who believed 
in God, accepted the spiritual order and set a value upon the Christian tradi
tions of Europe, and the enemies of this spiritual order and tradition was less 
open and outspoken than it has since become. The attack of militant 
materialism and secularism upon the Christian faith and those institutions in 
which that faith has found a partial reflection, has grown in bitterness and 
intensity. Christians, both Catholic and non-Catholic, are now more vividly 
aware of this. Hence the rapprochement during the war -  in France, Holland 
and Germany, as in England and the United States -  of Catholics and non- 
Catholics, conscious of the danger common to what they held most dear. 
Hence too these Christian parties in many countries. (...)

These are some few aspects of the problem of Europe to-day. There is great 
distress, and the immediate need is for food and clothing and medical requi
sites. Some countries are more fortunate; but others still want the ordinary 
necessities of normal life. All are troubled by the consequences of the war, 
moral as material, and over all there hangs the dark cloud of insecurity. What 
the solution of all these long-term problems should be, is another matter. Is it 
to be found in federations of the East-Central countries -  in one or many 
such? Certain it is that Europe must rediscover her unity -  that centuries-old 
union of many peoples within bonds of a common outlook and common expe
riences.

232. James Dillon: A new Federal Union 19 June 1946
Dail1 Reports, vol. 101, cols. 2188-2191

James Dillon (Fine Gael Party - Independent for some time) was almost the only 
politician who had opposed the policy of neutrality during the war. A brilliant speaker in 
the House he was noted as a fine, if individualistic, parliamentarian. He was the first 
speaker in the House suggesting that the States of the present Commonwealth and the

1 Dail Eireann is the Lower House of the Oireachtas (Parliament) and Seanad 
Eireann is the Senate or Upper House.
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States of Western Europe together should constitut ‘a new Federal Union* and conceded 
(to the Union Federal Government the right and duties of peace and war; of foreign 
policy, of tariffs and of customs'.

I think that to-morrow’s morrow calls for a further change because we can 
see with our own eyes that all over the world to-day, and particularly in 
Europe at the present time, every problem that besets mankind is rendered a 
thousand times more complex by the multiplicity of national barriers with 
which the surface of Europe is chequered -  customs barriers, immigration 
barriers, monetary barriers, every sort of institution to divide neighbours from 
neighbours.

Has it ever occurred to the Deputies of this House that but for the fact that 
the United States of America constituted itself a Federal Union 150 years ago 
that continent would be flooded in even greater degree with the problems 
which are at present baffling Europe? The 49 states of that Union to-day, but 
for this federal concept, would have 49 armies, 49 customs barriers, 49 immi
gration laws, just as in Europe to-day there are innumerable armies, customs 
laws and immigration barriers. I believe that the Commonwealth of Nations 
has an important lesson to teach in the future, and I believe that it is one which 
our people should be prepared to learn -  that is, to constitute itself through its 
existing members into a new federal union in which there will be no frontiers 
recognised between its members, but each state member retaining, as the Fed
eral States of the United States do, full sovereign jurisdiction over its internal 
affairs but conceding to the Union Federal Government the right and duties of 
peace and war, of foreign policy, of tariffs and of customs; thus having to all 
men within its bounds free passage for man, money and goods over the entire 
surface controlled by the federal union and, at the same time, so designing its 
constitution that there might ultimately be within its bounds room for other 
sovereign States who desire to join and who accept the fundamental principles 
in which we believe, but not necessarily accept the governmental principles. I 
can see a day when such a federal union might comprise, not only the existing 
States of the present Commonwealth of Nations, but such States as Sweden, 
Norway, Holland, Belgium, and even some day France and Italy and Spain 
and Portugal as well.

I can see the day when such a federal union will exist here in Europe and 
throughout the Commonwealth bound, not by any legalistic tie not by any 
attempt at fusion, but bound by treaties of friendship and understanding and 
co-operation with the Federal Union of the United States of America. Is there 
any force in the world that could dare then to break the peace? Is there doubt 
in the mind of any man that in any part of either of those vast segments of the 
world the freedom of bishops would ever be challenged; and if we in this 
country -  Ireland -  to-day have a hand in bringing that about will we not have 
shown ourselves equal to a very lofty destiny? It will have this additional value 
that at this time when the whole social outlook of Ulster finds itself veering 
away from the social outlook that dominates, and looks like dominating Eng-
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land for some years to come, there may be found a more open mind in Belfast 
to-day than there has been for many a year on the subject of their return to the 
nation where they truly belong. But, if they are to be induced -  and induce
ment is the only tolerable method of bringing them home; coercion will not 
do, the Taoiseach’s futile pipe dreams notwithstanding -  if they are to be 
induced, while not ceding them any fundamental in which we believe, it is an 
essential prerequisite that we recognize the things to which they attach funda
mental importance as we must insist that they recognize the things on which 
we lay peculiar emphasis as well. As I understand the present position, there is 
one fundamental upon which all Parties in this country can find common 
ground and that is that we want to see Ireland united, sovereign and independ
ent. I believe most of us would agree that we want her as a nation not only to 
prosper but to fulfil a destiny worthy of her in the world. The purpose I have 
outlined here to-night is no pipe dream. There are those in other countries in 
the Commonwealth who think as I think now. I have heard Dutchmen to say 
that they longed for the realization of such a federation as I have outlined, in 
which their sovereignty could make its contribution.

I believe there are many other sovereign States in the world at this hour who 
realize that their freedom and independence depend ultimately on the strength 
of such a federal union as I envisage and must ultimately perish unless that 
haven of refuge can be found. If then we can thus build a citadel for independ
ence, for sovereignty, for peace, and above all for the undying freedom of 
Bishops to discharge the duties of their pastoral office, would we not be doing 
something that was truly worth while and does such a destiny for our country 
compare unfavourably with the Wexford Republic that accredits its ambassa
dors from Buckingham Palace?

233. Irish Independent: ‘Congress of Europe’ 8 May 1948
Extract from the Editorial of the Irish Independent, 8 May 1948

The three main Irish daily papers carried the story of the Hague Congress hut none 
mentioned the Irish delegation which attended.1 The Irish Independent, a fairly 
conservative paper, with the widest daily circulation, supported the Government of the 
time. The following excerpt from the unsigned editorial of the issue of 8 May 1948 is a 
good example to show that the Irish daily papers carried the British view of Europe.2

1 Ireland was represented by five, two from the Six Countries (Northern Ireland) -  
Fred Thompson M.P., Deputy Speaker of the Northern Parliament, and 
Archdeacon Hannon - , and by Senator Eleanor Butler, Senator James Douglas 
and Professor Tierney from Dublin. (Reports of Seanad Eireann, vol. 35, p. 749; 
cf. below Doc. 235)

2 cf. Introduction to this chapter p. 768 above.
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Eight hundred delegates from twenty-three countries attended at The 
Hague yesterday the opening meeting of one of the most remarkable gather
ings of our time. (...) One of the resolutions adopted by the Congress 
declared that its objects will only be attained on the day that the whole of 
Europe is united and organized.

There can be nothing but praise for efforts to give peace, stability and se
curity to a Continent which has already undergone terrible agonies. When, 
however, examination is made of some of the aims of the Congress doubts may 
arise. A complete federation, a European Parliament, common citizenship, a 
single defence force, unified economy, common currency and removal of all 
Customs barriers cannot be brought about without sacrifice of national sover
eignty on the part of members of the Federation. Some -  indeed many -  coun
tries may not be ready to accept a metamorphosis which might leave them 
mere provinces in a larger State. Short of such vast changes, there is ample 
room for fruitful co-operation. The Marshall Plan affords one example of 
mutual help. Its operation may well lead to others. Though some of its objec
tives are far off, the meeting at The Hague promises further to foster the spirit 
of goodwill, and to show, in free association and in sympathetic 
understanding of each other’s difficulties, the peoples of Europe can work 
together for concord and progress.

234. Sean MacBride and Eamon de Valera: ‘Debate in the Dail on 
United States of Europe’ 20 July 1948

Dail Reports, vol. 112, cols. 903-5 MacBride (a) and 916-7 De Valera (b) (excerpts)

Sean MacBride1, the new Minister for External Affairs, when presenting the estimates for 
his Department, made his first major speech on Ireland's international relations to the Dail 
in July 1948. Apart from government policy this speech reflected the outlook of his party, 
Clann na Poblachta2, expressed for the first time in Parliament.3 When Eamon de Valera4 
rose, as Leader of the Opposition and former Minister for External Affairs, to contribute to 
the debate he began by expressing his support for the official government policy. In the debate 
two deputies5 queried the proposals for a ‘United States of Europe' and in his reply Sean Mac
Bride explained that moves towards a United States of Europe were being discussed, not by 
Governments but by Parliaments in Europe independently of Governments (...) and we 
should think out our attitude in advance'.6 He went on to defend his statement that Irish sym
pathies lay with Western Europe.

• r

1 See Note 22 to Introduction.
2 See Note 20 to Introduction.
3 Dail Reports. 112: 900-930 and, in reply to the debate, 956-960; 976-998; 1011.
4 See Note 21 to Introduction.
5 Con Lehane (Clann na Poblachta) and Vivion de Valera (Fianna Fail).
6 Dail Reports 112: 1022-1023.
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(a) Sean MacBride
(...) We in Ireland are not much troubled by conflicting ideologies. We are 

firm believers in democracy in its true sense and are firmly attached to the 
principles of Christianity. Our sympathies, therefore, lie clearly with the 
nations of Western Europe.

Many suggestions have been made recently in support of a plan to form a 
United States of Europe. While these plans are still in their preliminary stages 
and have not got the official backing of the Governments of Europe, it might 
be well that we in Ireland should begin to think about these plans. It is clear 
that with the development of transport communication and science generally, 
isolationism is no longer possible. If another disaster -  which this time might 
well mean the complete annihilation of Europe -  is to be averted, it is obvious 
that some form of world organisation is inevitable.

The United Nations Organization has not so far provided a solution. The 
mere fact that, in the present crisis, it does not appear to have taken any effec
tive steps to resolve the present crisis is, in itself, an indication of its failure. 
The fact, too, that we have been excluded from it demonstrates that its mecha
nism is open to abuse. In this connection I should mention that, at some time 
in the near future, it may become necessary that the Government should con
sider whether our application for membership of the United Nations Organi
zation should not be withdrawn. I have delayed in bringing this matter 
formally before the Government and the Dail as I did not wish, in the present 
situation, to take any steps that would indicate a lack of faith in any attempt 
that was being made to discuss world problems at a conference table. No 
matter how abortive or fruitless such conferences may prove, it is still the only 
way of avoiding conflict. The more representatives of different nations meet 
to discuss their problems, the greater the possibility of reaching understanding 
and peaceful solutions.

A start has been made in the direction of a united states of Europe in the 
economic sphere by the creation of the Organization for European Economic 
Co-operation. This organization has undertaken its work in a businesslike and 
constructive manner. If it continues to progress in the same direction, it may 
well form a nucleus around which economic co-operation throughout the 
whole of Europe can be planned.

If the countries of Europe are all prepared to surrender a certain small frac
tion of their sovereignty, then a United States of Europe could become a prac
tical possibility, in the political as well as in the economic sphere.

This movement for a United States of Europe is the result of the realization 
that, unless something tangible is done to remove the causes of war, the world 
will again drift towards self-destruction. I feel, however, that what is really 
more important than the creation of international machinery is the creation 
of an ideal of peace, based on the recognition of certain fundamental demo
cratic rights. Materialism and expediency, coupled with fear and intolerance, 
have been the dominating influences in European politics. It is essential that 
the people of Europe should be given some hope, based on faith and idealism.
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For us, this is relatively easy, because our attachment to Christian principles 
gives us that faith and idealism.

Because of our desire for peace, because of our belief that man has a higher 
function to fulfil than to act as a cog in a flywheel, and because of our close 
relationship with the Western Hemisphere, we should be able to play an 
important role in Europe. Our usefulness in this respect is largely nullified by 
the fact that we ourselves suffer from an injustice, in that our country is artifi
cially divided against the wishes of the overwhelming majority of its people. 
(...)

(b) Eamon de Valera
I am very glad to note at the start that there is not in the case of this Depart

ment -  this Ministry -  the violent reversal of policy which is so apparent in 
every other case. I would like to assure the Minister, as far as this side of the 
House is concerned, that we have had experience, and that we know full well 
how important it is in dealing with outside nations and in dealing with all 
external affairs that we should speak, as far as possible, with the same voice. 
The Minister need have no fear, therefore, that when we talk on the subject, 
our attitude will not be one of constructive criticism when criticism is neces
sary at all.

This is a most serious time for all peoples. It is a particularly serious time 
for peoples in small nations; it is doubly so for us seeing that we have here an 
old quarrel, if I may put it that way -  an old source of grievance with our 
neighbour -  that our country is divided. That is a difficulty which is not, of 
course, of our making, but it is one which complicates and makes particularly 
difficult for us every critical international situation. I think it is only right that 
our people should begin from now on to think very seriously of the situation 
which may confront us. Nobody, apparently, wants war and yet war comes, 
and it comes because of the fact that nations have not yet agreed upon a fun
damental principle either of law or of the methods of adjusting their disputes. 
As the Minister pointed out, we have no system by which the disputes between 
nations can be resolved as the disputes between individuals are resolved within 
a particular nation or community. That is the need of the world and it is a need 
that has not so far been supplied. (...)
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235. James Douglas and Eleanor Butler: Debate in the Seanad on 
‘United Europe5 5. August 1948

From: Reports of Seanad Eireann, vol. 35, 747-761 (a) and 761-771 (b)

The senators James Douglas1 and Miss Eleanor Butler2 and Professor Tierney besides 
the northem-Irish Fred Thompson MP (Deputy Speaker of the Northern Parliament) and 
Archdeacon Hannon were the Irish representatives at the Hague Congress. Back from 
The Hague Douglas moved a motion - the Minister Sean MacBride T.D. was in 
attendance - which should make known the results of the Congress and demanded 
reaction and a statement by the government ('That Seanad Eireann directs the attention 
of the Government to the resolutions in favour of a United Europe which were passed at 
the Congress of Europe at the Hague and requests the Minister for External Affairs to 
make a statement’).

This motion was discussed in the Seanad Eireann on 5 August 1948, when Senator 
Douglas substantiated his motion making specific mention of his intention to draw the 
attention of the public to the movement towards European unity (a). Seconding the pro
posals of Senator Douglas and corresponding to the informing character of his speech but 
going further in the conclusions and the consequences to the policy of government E. 
Butler outlined the background of moves towards European Integration and the hopes 
generated by the Hague Congress (b).

(a) James Douglas
(•••)
I move this resolution because I believe that the attention of the Government 

and of the people of Ireland should be drawn to the movement towards Euro
pean unity which is gaining substantial support amongst members of all politi
cal Parties except the Communists in the States of Western Europe.

For years our people were insular in their outlook and only a small minority 
took a real interest in international affairs. During the war we were prevented 
by the censorship from reading any news which the powers that be thought 
might interfere with our neutrality, and, generally speaking, the Government 
during that period discouraged too much interest or curiosity on the part of 
the man in the street in what was taking place in Europe.

1 Senator James Douglas (1887-1954) was an influential member of the Fine Gael 
Party. He had been a member of the Committee which drafted the Irish Constitution 
of 1922 and had consistently spoken on foreign affairs in the Seanad. (Unfortunately 
his memoirs were not completed before his death and do not include this period.) 
A prominent member of the Society of Friends, he was not involved in the Civil War 
and he had considerable standing in business, economic and other circles apart from 
his political party.

2 Eleanor Butler was a member of the Labour Party, an architect who became 
involved in politics through concern over housing conditions, a member of the 
Irish delegation to The Hague. She advised the Labour Party’s first delegation to 
the Council of Europe and influenced the attitude of the then leader of the Party, 
William Norton, on European developments.
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A change took place after the end of the war, and I think I am correct in 
stating that there is now much more interest in European affairs than there has 
been for a long time. By sending food to those parts of Europe which were 
suffering acutely as a result of the war we recognized in a practical way that 
we had a special duty towards other countries in the continent of which we 
form a part. Our participation in the Marshall Plan and in the councils of the 
16 nations is another indication of the fact that we are vitally interested in the 
rehabilitation of Europe.

Can the peace of the world be maintained if Europe remains divided into 
political and economic units? Can any European nation stand alone against 
the dangers with which it is threatened? Can a divided Europe maintain 
principles of democracy, the belief in individual freedom and the faith in 
human brotherhood and the ultimate equality of man in the sight of God 
which is essential to our Christian tradition?

The advocates of a United Europe believe that the answer to all these ques
tions is in the negative, and they further believe that the spread of Commu
nism can only be checked if the countries in Europe who believe in the princi
ples of freedom will unite in an effective way to combat it. (...)

[Report about the Hague Congress and reading of the political resolution 
of the Congress]

The most important part of this resolution which I have just read is the 
suggestion that a European Assembly should be convened as soon as possible 
and that it should be chosen by the Parliaments of the countries of Europe who 
are willing to participate. It would be the function of this Assembly to consider 
what practical measures can be taken towards political and economic unity in 
Europe. It would, presumably, be for such an Assembly to recommend the 
extent to which the European nations must transfer a portion of their sover
eign rights in order to make a federated union of Europe possible.

This seems to me to be the crux of the whole problem. Without some sur
render of sovereignty no real federation is possible. United action could con
ceivably take place by agreement from time to time, but it would be always 
liable to fail in time of emergency if every nation maintained its absolute sover- 
eign rights. (...)

To see and hear leading statesmen from large and powerful countries like 
England and France openly and vigorously advocating the surrender by their 
own nations of a portion of their sovereign powers was to me an event of 
striking importance. Smaller nations, however strong their national outlook 
and feelings may be, have always known they could only exercise their full sov
ereign powers with discretion and to some extent with an eye on their 
powerful neighbours. (...)

Small nations are not likely to show any real unwillingness to surrender a 
portion of their sovereignty if and when they are perfectly satisfied that an 
equal surrender is being made at the same time by more powerful nations.

Personally, I am of the opinion that the time is ripe for the creation of a 
European Assembly, provided that it does not attempt too much. The powers 
delegated to it should be confined to matters on which a common interest is



780 Documents

fully recognized by the peoples of the democratic States of Europe, and they 
should be the minimum necessary to make united action practicable in a time 
of emergency. I may be wrong, but I feel that the worst enemies of a united 
Europe are those persons who want to attempt too much and who fail to rec
ognize that national feeling is a genuine thing in the hearts of the people in 
many countries and should not be confused with the flag waving which often 
denotes only a superficial or spurious nationalism. I believe that a healthy and 
honest nationalism is as necessary to internationalism as a high standard of 
individual character is essential to a good society.

There were some people at the Congress of Europe who would like to see 
a federated Europe in which the individual States would have no more power 
than that exercised by States in the American Union. Even if this be desirable, 
and I do not think it is, it could only come about very gradually and as the 
result of a complete change of attitude on the part of the people generally.

By all means let us learn that we are Europeans with many interests in com
mon, but to do this it is quite unnecessary to forget that we are Irish, French, 
Dutch or Belgians and so on.

One of the most difficult problems to be solved in any scheme however 
moderate of federation will be that of representation in a European Parlia
ment. (...)

[Report about the discussion of this problem at The Hague; then reading 
of the economic resolution]

It will be noticed that the resolution sets out what are described as ‘first 
methods5 and ‘ultimate objectives.5 While I am in general sympathy with these 
objectives, I am by no means convinced that it is possible or necessary to 
abolish all quota or tariff restrictions on trade. That these can be reduced sub
stantially, as part of a united effort, I have no doubt, but the smaller nations 
who will form an important part of any federated Europe will have to see that 
there is enough work for the people who desire to remain in their own coun
tries. I feel that it will be a long time before the smaller nations can afford to 
surrender their rights to afford some measure of protection to native industry. 
Therefore, while I am in sympathy with the ideal of the resolution, I am 
sceptical of the proposal for a full customs union as an ultimate objective.

The cultural resolution was of considerable importance.
(...) My own feeling is that, if there is to be any scheme or any measure of 

federal Europe, the vital thing is that, while there should be the greatest 
possible interchange on a cultural level, there should be no attempt of any 
kind to suggest that the national culture of any nation could be interfered with 
or is at all likely to be interfered with. It seems to me that the essence of worka
bility of any scheme must be the full recognition of national characteristics 
and that every nation must develop and maintain its own characteristics -  at 
any rate, in so far as it believes in them. I believe in unity, but I have no belief 
whatever in uniformity.

In conclusion, I would like to say that I believe this movement towards 
European unity cannot be ignored. It is based partly on high idealism and 
partly on fear of what may happen to democratic Europe if war breaks out
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before some measure of unity has been achieved. Although the objective is a 
united Europe, it is perfectly clear that at the present time the only practicable 
proposal is a federation of the Western European nations who still believe in 
democratic principles and who could conceivably agree to a charter of human 
rights. If any Government in Europe would be prepared to take the first step 
and would propose the summoning of a European Assembly, as suggested in 
the political resolution, I believe it would receive widespread support in most 
if not all the Western European nations.

(...)
I do not for a moment suggest that our Government should take any action, 

but I do commend these resolutions to members of the Oireachtas as well 
worthy of study. I commend the movement to the Government as something 
which it should watch with sympathetic interest. More than that I do not 
suggest.

(b) Eleanor Butler
I have pleasure in seconding this resolution. I do so for two reasons: first, 

that I believe, having been present at the Congress of Europe, that a United 
States of Europe, beginning perhaps with a Union of Western Europe, is well 
within the bounds of possibility within the next few years and is no longer a 
Utopian dream.

( . . . )
Because I believe western union as a first step towards a united Europe is 

well within the bounds of possibility within the next few years, I think the time 
has come when the Government of Ireland should make known to the people 
of Ireland the existence and strength of such a movement on the Continent and 
should consider what steps they would be prepared to take if they were sud
denly faced with the question of making the decision.

(...)
The second reason I support the motion is that those who took part in the 

conference and who were inspired by the discussions there and the amount of 
co-operation between such varying points of view pledged themselves to make 
known to their respective Governments what had happened.

( .. .)
The most impressive feature of the conference was the amount of agreement 

between the varying points of view. There was, of course, a tremendous 
amount of difference as to the ways and means of bringing into effect a united 
Europe, but there was this unifying point between them all, a common belief 
in democracy, a hatred of injustice and a common Christian tradition which 
they were all prepared to recognize as being the basis of a way of life 
which we all share. No one, I hope, would deny that Ireland shares these 
beliefs and considers herself part of that common tradition.

(...)
But there is a far more serious thought, that is, the danger to the Irish people 

of losing their judgment of what really matters -  in other words, their sense 
of values -  the danger of becoming a nation, which, in an age when all admit
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that civilization, as we know it, freedom, justice, the rule of law and democracy 
are all doomed to perish unless a united stand is made, is incapable of deciding 
to play its part because of an internal grievance, incapable of deciding what 
the primary issue of our times is, incapable of visioning not only possibilities 
which such European co-operation could open for Europe as a whole, but the 
possibilities it offers to all those who believe in democracy and freedom of the 
hope of a third alternative, a middle course for Europe, a European solution 
based on a common Christian tradition and a common cultural tradition.

In accepting our part in the European recovery plan, we have accepted, like 
all the other 16 countries, certain ties and a certain common policy with the 
rest of Europe. In accepting these common ties and common policies with the 
rest of Europe, we have to a certain extent created a tie with the United States. 
I am not in any way criticizing this state of affairs. I am merely making the 
point that we have, in certain respects and in common with the rest of Europe, 
tied ourselves to the United States economically over a period, the duration 
of which we do not definitely know at the moment. This common tie with the 
rest of Europe made it, in my opinion, more necessary than ever before for 
European countries to get together and to discuss together how they can 
maintain their political freedom, how they can find a European solution of 
their own problems politically. There is nothing new in this idea of a united 
Europe. It is one which has been considered through the ages. (...)

[Discussion of some points of the political resolution of the Hague Con
gress; Report about working in the economic Committee and development of 
European Integration up to date]

That is roughly the position to date. There is nothing in the whole course 
of events to show us that there is the slightest doubt but that within a period 
of a few years a united or at least a Western Europe will be a fait accompli. The 
real reason for this resolution is that fact, that we are going to have to make 
a decision and perhaps make that decision quite quickly, that our people 
should be prepared and that the real issues of our day should be put before 
them.

To my mind, the real issue to-day is how to project on a world scale an 
answering ideology to warring ideologies; how to create an organism which 
will save democracy and make it a living force. I feel that we have passed out 
of the phase of the rights of small nations. I feel that the world organizations 
such as the League of Nations, which heretofore were based upon this slogan 
of the rights of small nations, failed because of the very rights which they tried 
to maintain and protect, for such rights, when translated into terms of econo
mies, only meant that each country claimed the inviolable right to produce 
and export as much as it could and to keep out as much as possible its neigh
bour’s goods by tariffs and quotas, and so on. Surely, we as a nation are 
capable of seeing the wider issues of providing the world with a new ideology, 
even of seeing the benefits which it might bring to our own country, even of 
seeing the possibility of the constitutional position -  that unreal position 
which we all resent so much, our own particular grievance -  collapse like a 
pack of cards. The resolutions for a united Europe, which would include the



VIII. Discussion on European Union in Ireland 783

abolition of Customs barriers and European passports, I feel would even 
abolish the artificial border. If that were done, what is left? It even eliminates 
the necessity of having to make up our minds whether we are or are not in the 
Commonwealth, and whether we go in or stay out. With all this out of the 
way, what is left? Surely, then, our own grievance and our own particular 
question should not be made a bargaining issue. Surely, our people can at least 
be given an opportunity to play their rightful part in the European group to 
which they so rightly belong.

I feel, however, that I should like to go a little further than Senator Douglas 
has gone. He stressed the point that he did not want to make any sug
gestion to the Government as to action. Neither do I wish to make any sug
gestion as to what action should be taken, but I think, at least, the two possibil
ities open to the country should be placed before the country. One is to signify 
to the other countries that took part in the congress of Europe our agreement 
with the resolutions as set out as a basis for discussion and for the setting up of 
an Assembly and to make known our willingness to send our representatives 
to such an Assembly, or, alternatively, if we feel that we would like to be more 
concrete, if we feel that we can clearly say that the future of Europe depends 
upon a united Europe, to signify our willingness to take our responsibility 
with the existing movement, with the Benelux countries, with the countries 
that have signed the Brussels agreement. These are the possibilities open to us.

( . . . )
I feel that these aims are applicable to the Irish people. I am not sug

gesting that legal action should be taken. I am merely suggesting that it should 
be made known that the feeling is that we stand not alone for a civilized 
Europe but for an endeavour to do our part in that respect.

236. Joseph Retinger: Report on the Formation of an Irish National 
Council for the Unity of Europe 6 September 1948

Archives of the European Movement, Deposit in the College of Europe, Bruges, file 
marked ‘Irlande 1948-1950’. (The report is dated Paris, 6 Sept. 1948, here unabridged)

Joseph Retinger was a Polish intellectual and federalist, prominent in European circles 
in London during 1939-431 with many contacts throughout the U.S., Latin America, the 
United Kingdom and all of Europe. He is widely credited with the organization of the first 
Congress of the Hague. He knew the Irish Ambassador to the Holy See, Joseph Walsh, and 
used his good offices to secure an introduction to Most. Rev. Dr. J. C. McQuaid, the Catholic 
Archbishop of Dublin and a very influential figure at the time. He also knew Sean MacBride 
and had met Professor Michael Tierney and Senator James Douglas at the Congress of the

1 Joseph Retinger, Memoirs of an Eminence Grise, Ed. John Pomian, Sussex (Uni
versity Press) 1972.



784 Documents

Hague.2 He hoped for a strong political committee which would form an Irish Council of 
the European Movement with the hacking of the Catholic Church. This did not come about 
because the Irish politicians were not prepared to become involved3 and the Catholic bishops 
in Ireland did not see themselves playing a role in such an organisation.

After having arrived in Dublin on the 19th of August I saw the following 
persons:
The Archbishop of Dublin -  A man of great personal standing, he appeared 

very interested in, and favourable to our ideas. His support will be of 
very great value to us in view of his great influence in Ireland.

Mr. S. MacBride -  Minister for External Affairs.
Personnally very favourable to our movement, he promised me his 
wholehearted support and co-operation, and assured me of the 
sympathetic attitude of the government. During our conversation he 
suggested that the Preparatory Assembly should include one repre
sentative of each of the sixteen countries participating in the E.R.P. In 
that way all the European countries would from the start join in the 
formation of a United Europe.

Mr. E. de Valera -  Who proved co-operative and assured me of his 
and his party’s support for our movement in Ireland.

I also saw three members of the Irish group at the Hague Congress, 
namely: -
Professor M. Tierney -  President of the University College of Dublin. 
Senator M. Hayes -  Government side in the Senate, late Speaker 

of the Senate.
Senator Duffy -  President of the Irish Labour Party.

They were of very great help to me and organized a meeting at which 
various persons representing different aspects of Irish life were present.
They were ready to assume an active part in the formation of an Irish 
National Council, and participate in its work.
I also saw: -

Mr. R. Briscoe, T.D. -  An influential member of Mr. de Valera’s party,
and his personal friend. Subsequently I asked him, if possible, to join 
the Irish National Council.

Mr. McDermott -  A London barrister and a Federalist who while
holidaying in Ireland did much preparatory work, seeing various

2 He appears, however, to have confused Senator Douglas and Senator Hayes and 
not to have realized that it was Senator Eleanor Butler who represented the Irish 
Labour Party in the Hague, and not Senator Duffy whom he met in Dublin.

3 See below Doc. 239, Letter from James Douglas to G. L. Rebattet.
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people. He gave me a very good exposé of the Irish political situation 
in relation to our movement, and many valuable items of information.

In the evening of the 23rd of August, the meeting arranged by Professor M. 
Tierney, Senator Hayes and Senator Duffy took place in the buildings of 
the University College. (A list of the people present is attached to this 
report).
After a brief expose of our aims, the history of our movement, and our 
organization, I invited questions. Those which were formulated might be 
grouped under the following headings: -

The internal organisation and structure of our movement.
Finance, the organization of Councils, practical day to day work, and 
the implementation of resolutions agreed upon by the International 
Committee.
The attitude of various governments towards our movement, 
relationship to U.N.O., the geographical scope of our activities, with 
special reference to Franco Spain -  a question which the Irish people 
seems to have very much at heart.
The nature of United Europe as envisaged by our movement, its 
constitutional structure and the powers that would eventually be 
delegated to its institutions.
Finally there was a question about our attitude towards the problem of 
the partition of Ireland, to which I replied that it would be easier for 
the Irish people to reach a settlement on that particular issue within the 
framework of a United Europe.

It was decided to form a National Committee. To that end a sub-committee 
has been appointed to do all the necessary spadework. (A list of the persons 
appointed is attached to this report).
I insisted that the Irish National Council ought to be formed definitely not 
later than the middle of September.

237. Sean MacBride and Eamon de Valera: Debate in the Dail on 
the Statute of the Council of Europe 12 July 1949

Dail Report., vol 117, Cols. 695-700 historical background, 700-6 report on the 
Statute: Sean MacBride (a) (reprinted in full), 706-11: De Valera (b) (reprinted in 
full)

On 12 July, 1949 the Statute of the Council of Europe was presented to Dail Eireann 
for ratification. Although speaking as Minister for External Affairs when presenting the 
Motion to approve the Statute of the Council of Europe the speech of Sean MacBride 
does also give an indication of his attitude as leader of his party, Clann na Poblachta. 
Having treated the House to a historical background of European Union (including the
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Due de Sully, William Penn, Jeremy Bent ham, Jean Jacques Rousseau, Aristide Briand, 
Dr. Benes, Clement Attlee and Winston Churchill as fellow-travellers on the road to 
European integration), Mr. MacBride went on to say what he thought was wrong with 
the Statute under discussion. In his contribution Eamon de Valera echoed ‘the regret that 
it could not go much further\ and spoke on the question of sovereignty.

(a) Sean MacBride
(...) I should next like to deal with what I hope the Council of Europe 

will achieve, and the reasons why I recommend it to the House.
At the outset, I should emphasize that there is no desire in this statute to 

interfere in any way with the independence and sovereignty of the 
participating nations. European nations are not new nations that can be de
tached from their traditions and culture. They are all old nations which are 
largely the main-spring of a civilisation and culture which now spreads far 
beyond Europe into most parts of the world. There is no wish -  even if it were 
possible -  to in any way alter or interfere with the tradition, culture or 
individual characteristics of the different European nations that will compose 
the Council of Europe. This would be both impossible and undesirable.

While, as I have said, Europe has been the main-spring of the civilisation 
and culture which now spans the world, she has also been the storm centre and 
the origin of the wars which have caused so much destruction to the social 
structure of Europe. This may be due to the fact that so many nationalities are 
encompassed in such a proportionately small area of the world and are 
dependent for their existence on limited resources. However, that is immate
rial to this discussion.

The one thing that is all-important is the elimination of the causes of war. 
Destructive as the last two wars have been, it is now abundantly clear that 
another war must lead to the complete material destruction of the countries 
through which the war passes. The development of atom bombs and new 
weapons can leave no doubt as to the utter destructiveness which another war 
must cause to Europe.

The material destruction caused by war is only part of the damage which 
war causes to the structure of our civilisation and society. It destroys and dis
torts moral values that have taken centuries to build. The extent to which the 
last war destroyed the moral concepts which we had complacently come to 
accept as safely entrenched in our civilization is frightening to contemplate.

There is always a tendency in human beings to avoid facing those things that 
are horrible and unpleasant and that are an indication of our own weaknesses. 
So, within just a few years of the end of the most terrible war in the history 
of the world, we are again inclined to forget its terrible lesson. The last war 
proved how weak and ineffectual our man-made civilisation in reality was.

Few of us would have thought, even in our most horrible nightmares, that 
planned extermination of racial groups, or wholesale destruction of civilian 
populations would have come to be regarded as part of civilized planning. Yet
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these things happened, practically in our midst. It would be dangerous self- 
deception to imagine that these things happened because of the vice or weak
ness of any particular nation or group. Those who were responsible for these 
ghastly deeds were highly civilized -  just as civilized as we claim to be.

The lesson of the last two wars, with the methods of destruction used, 
should teach us that the veneer of our civilisation is very thin and has not 
hitherto been able to withstand the impact of the immense scientific develop
ments that have taken place in this century.

In the past, wars were localized, by reason of transport difficulties and by 
the restricted range of weapons. Because wars were localized and because 
weapons of destruction were not as effective as they are now, it was possible 
to enforce certain rules. Now, because of scientific advances, wars have come 
to be what we euphemistically call ‘total warfare5. It is no longer a question 
of two armies fighting in a field. In order to win a war, you must aim at des
troying the productive capacity and social organisation of your opponents. In 
order to do this you aim at the destruction and extermination of your oppo
nents by every means at your disposal. Unfortunately science has placed at the 
disposal of mankind weapons that will enable mankind to hurl itself to self-des
truction. The mass air-raids, the atom bombs and the extermination camps of 
the last war will pale into insignificance, should another war take place.

The social and economic destruction caused by modern warfare leave their 
imprint, not merely in the countries through which the war has passed, but on 
the rest of the world as well.

Communism, in the main, was built out of the wreckage of the last two wars. 
World War I, in effect, created a situation in Central Europe which caused 
World War II. The last war has created a situation which at present disrupts 
Europe. There is no longer a victor in a war -  there are but sufferers when it 
is over.

I have dealt with these matters because I think it is essential, no matter how 
unpleasant, that we should face these realities frankly and search for remedies. 
I know that wars have been the rule rather than the exception and that, there
fore, it may sound Utopian and unrealistic to think that it is possible to avoid 
wars. The truth of the matter is, however, that another world war is likely to 
entail the complete destruction of this civilization.

The advance of scientific development is largely the cause of the peril which 
faces the world. Or, rather, I should say, the advance of scientific development 
without a proportionate advance in the moral and ethical outlook of mankind. 
Full of our own material achievements, we have been complacent and apathetic 
in relation to the moral and ethical basis of human society.

In a way, the Council of Europe is a recognition of the dangers and of the 
remedy for these dangers to which I have just referred. In the first paragraph 
of the preamble -  for which we, incidentally, were largely responsible -  it is 
recognized that the pursuit of peace is vital to the preservation of human 
society and civilisation. The preamble also recognizes that spiritual and moral 
values form the basis of our civilisation. While these declarations may not go 
as far as some of us would like them to go, and while they are but words, they
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nevertheless indicate at least a realisation of the dangers we are facing and of 
the necessary remedies, if we are to survive.

In broad outline the statute seeks to provide for closer co-operation and 
contact between European States. It provides machinery for this purpose at 
Governmental level and at Parliamentary or representative levels. Its success 
will depend on the degree of understanding and co-operation it can bring 
about, not merely between Governments and representatives of different 
countries, but between the peoples of the different countries themselves. It 
cannot, however, in any way replace the functions of religion or education. 
It can, however, help in both spheres by creating a public opinion that will 
emphasize the ethical and moral basis which must govern human action and 
relationship. The statute provides for two bodies, one a Committee of Foreign 
Ministers representing the Governments of the participating countries and the 
other a Consultative Assembly.

The powers of the Committee of Ministers are defined in Articles 15 to 19 
of the Convention. It is really the executive body and can do most things that 
are within the objects of the Council of Europe and that it is not specifically 
excluded from doing by the statute.

Considerable difficulty was found in relation to the method of reaching 
decisions by the Committee of Ministers and a rather elaborate procedure for 
providing for a unanimous decision of the Ministers voting and a majority of 
the Ministers entitled to vote is provided in some cases. In other cases a two- 
thirds majority is to apply, and in yet another set of cases a simple majority 
may suffice. That matter is dealt with in Article 20 of the statute.

The powers of the Consultative Assembly are very limited indeed. It cannot 
initiate proposals, save with the consent of the Committee of Ministers, and 
can only make recommendations to the Committee of Ministers. However, in 
practice, I have a feeling that the assembly will rapidly succeed in loosening 
many of the bonds and fetters which the statute seeks to impose upon it. For 
instance, while the assembly has no power to include items for discussion on 
its own agenda, it may recommend to the Committee of Ministers the inclusion 
of items on the agenda. I think it would be hard for the Committee of Ministers 
to resist recommendations made by the assembly if it carries sufficient support 
in the assembly.

As to the representation, France, Italy and Britain will each be entitled to 
18 delegates and 18 substitutes. Sweden, the Netherlands and Belgium will be 
entitled to six delegates and six substitutes. Ireland, Norway and Denmark will 
be entitled to four delegates and four substitutes each. Luxemburg will be 
entitled to three delegates and three substitutes. There will, accordingly, on 
present membership of the Council of Europe be a total of 87 delegates and 87 
substitutes at first. That is on the present representation of the council, which 
is composed of ten nations.

One matter which caused a great ideal of difficulty, and which, indeed, is 
not resolved yet, is the exact relationship which is to prevail between the Com
mittee of Ministers and the Consultative Assembly. That was dealt with in 
Article 27 of the statute and was largely sidestepped and referred to a
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committee which rules to govern that position. In our view, individual 
members of the Committee of Ministers should be free to participate in the 
deliberations of the assembly without voting, while, in the view of some other 
States, members of the Committee of Ministers should only address the 
assembly when they are deputed to do so by the Committee of Ministers itself.

We felt that this latter course was open to a number of grave objections -
Firstly, a Minister who has a minority point of view in relation to the Com

mittee of Ministers as a whole should not, we felt, be precluded from 
addressing the assembly and putting forward his point of view.

Secondly, we felt that there could be no collective responsibility in the 
Ministerial Committee in the sense that we know it here, because, in the final 
analysis, each Foreign Minister is responsible to his Government and to his 
own Parliament, and not to the Consultative Assembly.

Thirdly, we felt that if Foreign Ministers are themselves precluded from 
addressing the assembly, Foreign Ministers will take good care to ensure that 
another Minister from their country will be chosen as a delegate who can then 
express freely the same viewpoint. We felt this would be a drawback as it 
would tend to change the texture of the various national delegations attending 
the assembly. There would be a tendency to write-off with Government 
members to make up for the fact that the Government representatives on the 
Committee of Ministers were not allowed to participate in or to express a view
point in the assembly itself and, also, we felt generally that the Foreign Minis
ters of various countries should have an opportunity of giving their viewpoint 
there as, in many cases, they include people of standing in Europe whose view
point would be helpful to the assembly. To a certain extent, they are the 
experts in matters of foreign policy.

Article 40 provides for the granting of privileges and immunities to members 
of the council, freedom from arrest and legal proceedings in the territories of 
all member nations in respect of utterances made at the assembly.

I think I have covered most of the main provisions. The method of selection 
of the delegation is left to the Government of each participating country.

As I said at the beginning, this statute may be full of infirmities and may be 
largely the result of compromise between different viewpoints. Nevertheless, 
it is, in my view, one of the most important and constructive developments that 
have taken place in Europe. Speaking personally, I hope that it will evolve 
rapidly into a more closely-knit body that may lead us to a Federated States of 
Europe. Paradoxically enough, one of the features of the statute which, in the 
long run, will give strength and reality to the Council of Europe is that it 
excludes from its ambit all questions of military measures. Unlike many other 
attempts at world organization, it relies rather on moral, ethical, social and 
economic forces than upon military measures.

I have pleasure in asking the House to ratify the statute.

(b) Eamon de Valera
I take it that our only power here is either to ratify or not to ratify, that is, 

the question of amendment does not come in. There are, perhaps, a number
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of things in the statute itself which, if we were dealing with it with the power 
of amendment, we might suggest should be changed but cannot approach it 
from that point of view. We have accordingly considered it from the simple 
point of view as to whether it should or should not be ratified, that is, whether 
we should or should not give support to the idea that a Council of Europe, a 
European organization such as envisaged, is of advantage.

I think if we approach it from that simple point of view there is nobody who 
will say that it is not an advantage, that it is not desirable. Most of us will regret 
that it could not go much farther but anyone who has had any experience in 
trying to bring a number of States to agree will realise how difficult it is to 
make any real, significant advance towards effective co-operation and will also 
agree that unless we are to despair altogether we should try to make some 
beginning no matter how slight. We must regard this as a very slight begin
ning. In practice I fear the new council will find itself up against the difficulties 
which proved too great for previous organizations.

It is true that military measures are excluded, but just as difficult in their way 
and just as important are economic measures. Each State has considered a cer
tain economic foundation to be necessary for its well-being and it is very hard 
to get these States to change their viewpoint in that respect. The question is, 
whether the alternative which threatens is sufficient to bring about a cohesion 
that otherwise could not be secured. It would be completely wrong, I think, to 
despair and to say that because efforts in the past have failed new efforts 
should not be made. I believe that eventually States and peoples will be driven 
by the very prospect of the alternative to face the difficulties, and to face them 
in a realistic way, which union of any sort entails. For instance, the question of 
sovereignty has been mentioned. It surely must be clear to everybody who 
thinks at all that the right to do as you please is not consistent with any form of 
real collaboration and that the first thing States must be prepared to do, if they 
want to enter into a union that will be effective, is to face that question and to 
realise what indeed they do when they enter into treaties, that absolute sover
eignty cannot be retained if there is to be agreement with others. I have always 
wondered why so much was made about this question of sovereignty. When 
you enter into a treaty, over the period in which the treaty is effective or lasts, 
you to that extent bind yourself not to follow your own sweet will but to do 
the things which you have contracted to do. I have always held that when this 
question of sovereignty is raised we ought quite flatly to tell everybody that 
sovereignty in the sense of being allowed to do as you please must go if there is 
to be any type of union. It is essential that it should go. It is inconsistent with 
union and with real co-operation and I see nothing derogatory in contracting 
to limit your sovereignty in the same way that other States are prepared to 
limit theirs.

The next question is to what extent, for the sake of co-operating, you are 
to sacrifice your own economic ideals. Again, all one can do in these cases is 
to consider what is vital and what is not vital. Surely, the alternative being what 
it is, the things that are not vital we must be ready to give up. The sacrifices 
in that respect that would have to be made by the different States are by no
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means equal and that is one of the fundamental difficulties, I think, in the 
whole situation. A State like ours cannot condemn itself -  that would be the 
meaning of it -  to persist in the position in which it found itself as a result of 
many centuries of foreign rule. We have to build up. We have to build up our 
industries and to build up an economy that would be suitable to our people. 
The Minister will therefore have to watch very, very carefully in any commit
ments that may be suggested that that right of our people to get up to the level 
which others have reached through their freedom will not be denied or surren
dered in our regard.

In speaking in this way I may be regarded as speaking from a selfish nation
alistic point of view. These phrases have been used and bandied about a good 
deal. When a nation like ours, however, is trying to secure the material means 
by which it can continue its existence -  a reasonable livelihood for a 
reasonable population -  that is not, and should never be classed as, extreme 
nationalism. The States that would compel other nations to be subservient to 
their interests are the States that, in my opinion, are guilty of excessive and 
unreasonable nationalism. But for an old nation like ours to make sure that 
means for its continuance should be left to it, that is not extreme nationalism 
and ought never to be referred to as such.

Our representatives, then, in entering into any union such as this, in being 
asked to co-operate, ought to make sure that the reasonable needs of this 
country are safeguarded and that they are understood. It is along the lines of 
these economic matters that I consider our problems in international co-oper
ation and I feel that certain other States will have similar difficulties and, just 
as in our case, no matter how anxious we are for co-operation with other 
States, we have to consider the fundamental matter of our own continued 
existence as a nation, so too, other States may have considerations of a similar sort 
and it is these that cause the difficulties. They are not to be lightly brushed aside as 
things that should not be considered by States that desire genuine co-operation; 
they are and must be regarded as vital by every nation and the ability of the 
council to get these often conflicting interests reconciled will be its principal task.

However, I can say for my part, and I think on behalf of our Party, that we 
support the ratification and that every step that is reasonably taken to bring 
about the unity of the States of Europe we will support, always looking criti
cally to see that if we are asked to make any sacrifices, other States will be 
asked to make similar sacrifices.

It is not the first time that representatives of this State have spoken in favour 
of union. I was interested, as the representative of this State, in these ideas at 
Geneva and I remember it was like a cold douche to read some of the replies 
that were sent to the memorandum that was circulated in connection with the 
Briand proposal. The replies pointed out genuine difficulties which must be 
faced if we are to have success.

There are a number of things in this statute which I think could be bettered, 
but we are not concerned with that. We have to take it in the hope that gradu
ally as time goes on it will become a better instrument for the co-operation 
intended and the aims expressed in the preamble.
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Before I close, there are a few relatively small matters about which I would 
like to ask the Minister. I notice the signature is on behalf of the Irish Republic 
and I notice also that in another place where the names of the countries are 
indicated it is also the Irish Republic. Recently, we passed an Act declaring that 
the description of the State should be the Republic of Ireland. I am wondering 
is there any special reason why the official designation in the Act was departed 
from. In the case of the list of names where you have the simple words Belgium, 
Denmark, and so on occurring, I was wondering why the name Ireland did 
not appear instead of Irish Republic. I am sure the Minister will be able to give 
some good reasons.

The next matter I would like to ask him about is, what is the basis on which 
representation in the Consultative Assembly is determined, and whether it is 
on a similar basis, or by way of similar proportion, that the financial contri
butions are assessed. It seemed to me that, looking at the representation that 
is proposed to be accorded to the States, these are not in proportion to the pop
ulation -  they certainly do not seem to me to be -  and I do not know either 
whether the financial contributions are on the same basis as the number of rep
resentatives.

Another matter to which the Minister might give an answer is the Govern
ment’s attitude -  if it has arrived at any decision -  with regard to repre
sentation on the Consultative Assembly; whether the view of the Government 
is that our representation should be altogether Governmental -  I can see rea
sons why the Government would so decide -  or whether it is intended that it 
should represent the Dail as a whole. If it represents the Dail as a whole, I 
would like to know on what basis the representatives are to be chosen. Are 
they to be nominated by the Government and, if so, on what basis?

Another point, a small point, is the question of the secretariat. I think the 
Secretary-General is appointed by the Consultative Assembly, or is it the 
Council of Ministers with ratification by the Consultative Assembly? When the 
secretary is appointed he selects his staff. Is this selection to be ratified by the 
Council of Ministers or by the assembly?

These are relatively small points, but on the main issue we are at one with 
the Government in desiring to have this unity of Europe brought about. Our 
regret is that it is only a very partial unity, because it does not embrace all the 
European States and it is only a very minor and, indeed, a hesitating first step. 
I am not saying that the Minister or the Government here are responsible in 
any way for that. The Government can be assured that we will support them 
in every effort they reasonably make to bring about this union and make it as 
successful as possible.

238. Eamon de Valera: Federalist and Gradualist Approaches to 
European Unity 15 August 1949

Official Reports of the Council of Europe, Consultative Assembly; Part One : August 
1949, pp. 141-142 (here unabridged)
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Eamon de Valeraspeaking at the Fifth Sitting of the Assembly on 15 August, 1949, chose 
the occasion to consider the division between the two main trends within the members, that 
of the rapid federalist and gradualist approaches. He went on to support the earlier speech 
of his Minister (and political opponent) William Norton, on the partition of Ireland. 
Returning to the immediate problem of the Assembly, however, Mr. de Valera suggested 
immediate practical co-operation on economic matters and a further study of the implications 
of political unity.

One cannot belong to this Assembly or indeed stay in this city, without 
becoming sharply conscious of two distinct and well-defined currents of opin
ion. There is the one in favour of the immediate political union of Europe as a 
federal State, such a union as would convert this Assembly into a real Parlia
ment with power, by majority vote, to take coercive decisions binding each of 
the Member States, whether that State or its people were prepared to accept 
the decision or not. The other is in favour of proceeding cautiously under the 
provisions of our present Statute by way of ad hoc agreements on specific mat
ters, with far less thought of general considerations and powers than of 
practical achievement in the solution of immediate and pressing individual 
problems.

The first view is taken mainly by the Representatives of States here on the 
mainland of the Continent. The second is taken by the Representatives of the 
Island of Britain and, I think, also by the Representatives of my own country, 
and at least by some of the Representatives of the Scandinavian countries. It 
would be quite wrong to say that the first view is an expression of impulsive 
theoretical or doctrinaire idealism. I think it is founded on the practical con
sideration that the dangers are so imminent that they do not permit of the lei
surely approach involved in the second course, and that to solve satisfactorily 
the present economic problems requires total political integration.

It would be equally wrong to say of those who are of the second opinion 
that they are without vision or imagination, that they are still living in a world 
very different from that in which Europe finds itself in this year 1949.

In both cases I believe that the chief urge is of a practical character, and that 
the difference depends on the fact that the people of the mainland have had 
this question of the political unity of Europe, and all that it involves, discussed 
more widely in public than have the peoples in the Island of Britain or our own 
people in Ireland.

As the responsible Representatives of democratic peoples, we must at every 
stage be conscious not merely of our responsibilities in safeguarding our peo
ples5 interests as we conceive them, but of the responsibilities for seeing that 
their right of free decision is respected and that they are led and not driven.

1 See Introduction, Note 21. (Eamon de Valera did not attend the Assembly again 
and returned as head of Government after the General Election of 1951. He com
mented in later years on his views of the developments of this period but did not 
express them any further at the time).
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The acid test which we must always apply is this: are our several peoples pre
pared to accept the majority vote, in some such Assembly as this, as 
determining definitely and coercively, for instance, their economic develop
ment? Are they prepared, in specific instances, to forget their own obvious 
and imperative national needs because of the general advantages which union 
would provide? In the practical working of democracy there is scarcely a ques
tion but that the particular and the present are far more influential factors in 
determining a decision than the general and the remote: each one of us must 
be aware of this; so there is, in my mind, no doubt whatever that with democra
cy as we practise it our people will move towards any desirable ultimate goal 
much more rapidly by way of specific agreements than by way of a charter, 
setting up a European Federation, that appears to be coercive.

The whole question requires detailed study, and I am altogether in favour 
of the proposal of my Welsh neighbour here, Mr. Ungoed-Thomas, that a 
Committee should be set up to examine the matter. That does not imply, of 
course, that in the meantime the Committee of Ministers and the Assembly 
should not proceed with all possible rapidity under the Statute to find by 
co-operation and agreement remedies for the economic and other ills that are 
upon us or threaten us.

We in Ireland might be regarded as being perhaps too nationalistic in our 
outlook, but, as Mr. Norton has already reminded you, we have not sought, 
and do not seek, to impose our will or our national ideas on any other nation. 
We have desired, and still desire, simply that the right of the people of our 
country to govern themselves, in freedom from outside domination, and to 
order their own lives, should be recognised and accepted. We ask for nothing 
that we do not concede to be the right of other nations.

For seven and three-quarter centuries we have fought to preserve our own 
national being and to prevent it from being destroyed, submerged or absorbed 
by a larger political entity. It must be obvious that it would be extremely diffi
cult now to induce our people to reverse suddenly the whole current of their 
thought and history, and voluntarily to give up or seriously endanger their 
identity, towards the preservation of which such glorious devotion has been 
shown and such sacrifice endured.

I do not wish to develop here the other matter to which Mr. Norton 
referred, namely, the partition of Ireland; but I am sure you can understand 
with what a cynical smile the Irish citizen would regard you if you spoke to 
him about uniting into a single unit the several States of Europe, with their di
vergent national traditions, so long as he contemplates his whole country kept 
divided against his will. If you were to speak to him, as Representatives have 
spoken here, of a mutilated Europe, how quickly he would recall to you the 
picture of a mutilated Ireland.

Each of our democracies will, then, have special difficulties which it would 
be futile, and in my opinion completely wrong, to ignore. I am indicating ours. 
It is because I am acutely conscious of these difficulties that I am in favour of 
a more gradual approach. In that I find myself in agreement to a large extent 
with the conservative attitude which has been indicated here and, I might say,
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with the British attitude as I have been able to understand it. I do not share 
the British fear of written constitutions, although I am afraid that some of my 
remarks will make Representatives think that we have somehow been infected 
by some of their phobias.

By pursuing a course of agreement under the Statute, we can make real pro
gress. Those who are impatient of the method will serve to hurry us up. I 
believe that the Statute is not a bad beginning. It represents the distances 
which Members as a whole at the present moment are prepared to go. We can 
make this Assembly an instrument of progress by stepping on the heels of the 
committee of Ministers if we find that they are not moving fast enough. I 
agree that there must be no antagonism between the Assembly and the Com
mittee of Ministers; but we should, in my opinion, have the Ministers here to 
participate in our debates.

Finally, if the nations here on the mainland of the Continent consider that 
they cannot wait for us, perhaps they should consider going on without us by 
an agreement among themselves for a closer union. It is with no desire to delay 
progress towards a union that some of us have spoken against the attempt at 
immediate federation. It is simply because we know the task which will con
front us in persuading our people to proceed by the other road. I am satisfied 
that we shall make progress by way of the Statute, and in our own language 
may I express the hope and the prayer. ‘Go Stirire Dia Suin'- ‘May God direct 
us in our work.’

239. James G. Douglas to G. L. Rebattet 4 November 1949
Archives of the European Movement, Deposit in the College of Europe, Bruges/Bel- 

gium, file marked ‘Irlande 1948-1950’.

Letters and replies from Irish politicians to the European Movement are rare and Senator 
James Douglas is one of the exceptions. It appears from his letter that he was unable to find 
an acceptable figure prepared to head an Irish Council, that instead he managed to constitute 
at least an Irish Parliamentary Group of the European Movement, but made the position dif
ficult.

The Irish Parliamentary Group met on November 2nd and appointed the 
following officers:

Senator J.G. Douglas, Chairman, Dublin 
Deputy M. Dockrell, hon. treasurer, Dublin 
Senator J. Crosbie,
Mr. M. Christie, Clerk of the Senate, hon. Secs. Dublin.1r

1 It is somewhat unusual that the Chairman Hon. Secretary and Hon. Treasurer 
were all members of the Fine Gael Party. Mr. Christie, as Clerk of the Senate, was 
a civil servant.
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At present the group consists of 15 members from both Houses of Parliament 
and a letter is being sent out to all Senators and Deputies which may result in 
a somewhat increased membership.

I am sorry that the group will not be represented at the meeting of the Inter
national Parliamentary Group on 19th November. Both Houses are meeting 
this month and none of the members present at the meeting were able to go to 
Paris for the meeting. We are only a few of the members who can afford to 
make a trip to Paris at their own expense. I will make a special effort to see 
that we are represented at the next meeting of the group which I assume will 
be early in 1950. It would be a great help to me if I knew the date well in 
advance of the meeting. (.. .)2

240. Eleanor Butler, Ireland’s role in Europe 20 July 1950
Reports of Seanad Eireann, Vol 38, May-Jiily 1950, cols. 819-825 (here excerpts cols. 

819-21, 824-25)

Eleanor Butler; speaking on the estimate for the Department of External Affairs, stated 
that if Ireland was to play its proper part in European affairs parliament would have to take 
a more active interest in them. If the Council of Europe, in particular; was to survive the 
interest of the people must be awakened. It would also wither away unless given statutory 
powers which would involve concessions of sovereignty. Ireland should make recommenda
tions to that effect and be prepared to take responsibility to see how such powers were exer
cised. She further called for more information as to how votes were cast in the Council of 
Ministers.

The last Estimate I want to touch on is the Estimate fo r the Department of 
External Affairs. I should like to congratulate the Department on their very 
encouraging year’s progress and to congratulate the Minister and all his asso
ciates on the outstanding year we have had, a year in which Ireland was 
allowed to play its proper part in the affairs of Europe and the world. We have

2 In a later letter of 2 December 1949 J.G. Douglas explains to M. Rebattet the dif
ficulties further: A  meeting of the Irish Parliamentary Group was held on December 
1st but unfortunately we were unable to find any member of the group who is able 
to attend the meeting of the International Parliamentary Group to be held in Paris 
on December 17th and 18th. (...) Unfortunately there is no organisation or society 
for European Union in Ireland and no National Council. There are therefore no 
funds available and unless and until some organisation is created I do not see how 
Ireland can be represented at Conferences like that at Lausanne. I very much regret 
that this should be so but up to the present efforts to form an Irish Association for 
European Union have not met with any success.’ (Archives of the European Move
ment, Bruges, file ‘Irlande 1948-50’).
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made no inconsiderable contributions in E.R.P., the Council of Europe and 
various other European organizations with which we have decided to co-oper
ate, but I feel that, if this undoubtedly important part which Ireland is playing 
is to be sustained, both Houses of our Parliament will have to take a lively 
interest in the whole matter of foreign policy and foreign affairs, and that is 
why I wish to refer to a few points under this heading.

If the Council of Europe, to which we, in association with ten other nations, 
have pledged our support, and which the nations of Western Europe now 
regard as the one hope of consolidating democracy, is to survive, we must 
awaken the interest of our people in the whole question of European affairs. 
Because we believe in democracy, we can move only as fast as the people we 
represent. If we move faster than the people we represent, it ceases to be de
mocracy. Therefore we must awaken the people of this country and carry 
them with us, and always move at as fast a pace as, or at a slightly faster pace 
than, the pace they are prepared to accept. The Council of Europe will 
undoubtedly die, as many other idealistic organizations have died, unless it 
has that support and interest from the countries it represents.

Getting down to practical considerations, the Council of Europe, which is 
still only a consultative assembly, will die unless it is given some statutory 
powers. If it is given statutory powers, this will involve the making of certain 
concessions perhaps with regard to national sovereignty by the countries 
taking part. Ireland has already made certain recommendations as a country 
for the setting up of statutory organizations for specific purposes, and I feel 
that we should make a definite recommendation that statutory powers be now 
given to the council. If we give these powers we must be prepared to take the 
responsibility of seeing how they are exercised both abroad and here in our 
own Parliament. I should like to put forward one more suggestion which 
might come from this country to the Council of Ministers, that is, the need for 
some alteration in the present powers of this Council of Ministers. The 
Council of Europe is a consultative assembly which can only refer its decisions 
for the approval of the Council of Ministers, and approval of the Council of 
Ministers has to be unanimous before any action can be taken. The fact is that 
there is no obligation on the Council of Ministers to make known how they 
voted on any particular matter.

I want to make it clear that I am not raising this point as a reflection upon 
our own Minister or any other Minister, but I maintain that, under this secret 
vote, matters which may affect our country or any other country intimately 
-  because, whether we like it or not the Council of Ministers has become an 
influential body in Europe to-day and is really acting as an Upper House for 
the Council of Europe -  can be decided there without our being in a position 
to know how our own country voted. There is no obligation on the Council 
of Ministers to make known who voted for what or how the voting went. A 
very important proposal which might affect our whole future could be 
defeated by one vote, and all we would hear is that the Council of Ministers 
had failed to reach a unanimous decision. I contend that that is not democratic 
procedure, and I urge that this country, which has considerable influence with
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that body, should take immediate steps to put forward the suggestion that at 
least the vote of the Council of Ministers should be made known on every pro
posal put before it. We would then be in a position to discuss in our own Parlia
ment the attitude of our country on each occasion. I feel that the result of the 
work of the Department of External Affairs as a whole, of the news agency, of 
the bulletins and those who went abroad to the Council of Europe has been 
extremely creditable. I should like to say, however, that I think these possibili
ties have opened up for us not only opportunities but responsibilities, and that 
our responsibilities include not only the making known our own national 
problem abroad, but also the making known of positive and constructive ideas 
which this country might have to offer in a world of confusion. (...)

Two leaders of Europe said the other day that if we had proof in any 
country that Europe possessed the power for a new force of life, the whole 
international situation would change overnight. I believe that it is Ireland’s 
role to give that proof that there is a power for a new force and life in Europe.

I believe that the unity of Europe, or Ireland for that matter, will not come 
by chance but by change, and that for too long we have tried to unite without 
having to make any change of heart or of mind. What we should be aiming 
at to-day is to unite Europe and Ireland, not by fear or by force, but as a family 
of free men. I believe we can do that, but that we must face the facts of this 
age we are living in. We must realise that the fate of our nation or the nations 
of the world is not decided primarily through machines and markets, or by 
pacts, profits and wages, but by the ideas which will capture and move the wills 
of the millions of ordinary people. I feel that when we are discussing foreign 
policy or internal policy the question we should all have in our minds is, can 
we, the people of Ireland, offer the people of the world an idea of statesman
ship and citizenship that is more satisfying and more spacious than any idea of 
class or race supremacy? Can we in Ireland show any hope of a renaissance in 
our own country to answer the hates of the revolutionary philosophy which, 
on a world scale, is dividing nations from each other and within themselves? I 
think that we must think swiftly if we are to give this answer to the people of 
Europe, which I believe we can do. We must learn ourselves and so teach 
others how to rise above sectional, national, political or confessional 
differences which divide us and no longer wait for other nations to do some
thing in this fight. (...)

So long as we are divided within our own nation and so long as the nations 
of Europe are divided from each other by these things, our fears, our dislikes 
and our greeds, it is foolish for us to hope that we can unite either our own 
country or Europe. We have to remember that neither Ireland nor the coun
tries of Europe are not [iic] lines on a map or columns of statistics but millions 
of ordinary people like ourselves who will not respond to any exhortation but 
who will follow example.
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IX. The Beginning of the Discussion on 
European Union in Greece

T hanos V eremis 
and D imitris C onstas

Introduction

The history of the initial phase of European integration (1945-50) in Greece 
is short and unimpressive. The first official reaction to a constant flow of chal
lenging ideas from Western Europe was the appointment of a delegation of 
parliamentarians to represent the Greek Constituent Assembly1 at the First 
Conference of the European Parliamentary Union (EPU) held at Gstaad 
(Switzerland) in September 1947. The person who inspired the formation of 
this delegation was Leon Maccas, a Social Democrat. Maccas, who served as 
Vice-President of the EPU,2 was to establish himself, in the years to come, as 
the most prominent figure among a small but distinguished pro-European 
group in Greece. The Greek Parliament was also represented at the Second 
Conference of the EPU.3

Members of the Constituent Assembly like K. Kallias, G. Kasimatis, L. 
Maccas, P. Pipinelis, A. Tambacopoulos and others, as well as academics like 
Professor S. Kalogeropoulos, took part in the Hague Conference (May 1948). 
Following the Conference, in July 1948 a number of prominent Greeks estab
lished the Hellenic League for European Cooperation. A. Tambacopoulos, 
the Secretary-General of the League and of the Greek National Council of 
the European Movement, managed to bring into these organizations several 
Greek personalities whose political affiliations were inevitably conservative.4

1 The Fourth Constituent Assembly was formed following the parliamentary elec
tions of 31 March 1946 and lasted until 8 January 1950. The draft Constitution that 
it prepared (‘Greek Constitution of 1952’) was adopted on 21 December 1951 by an 
Extraordinary Constituent Assembly elected on 9 September 1951.

2 Leon Maccas also served as President of the EPU from 4 July to 8 September 
1947.

3 For a list of Greek participants in the Second EPU Conference (Interlaken, Swit
zerland) see Document 244.

4 See list of the Members of the Greek National Council (all members of the Hel
lenic League for European Cooperation) communicated by A. Tambacopoulos to 
Dr Retinger (Document 245).
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Conservative domination of pro-European organizations occasionally caused 
friction with the Socialist Movement for a United States of Europe (MSEUE). 
Greek members of the latter who wished to represent their country in Euro
pean integration conferences met with strong opposition from the Hellenic 
League.5 Nevertheless, the importance of such differences should not be exag

gerated. The activities of Greek pro-European organizations draw little 
^public attention, and only a few, more or less like-minded, intellectuals were 
involved in them until the mid-fifties.6

By far the most significant development of the 1945-50 period in this area 
was the decision of the Greek Government to deposit its instrument of acces
sion to the Statute of the Council of Europe on 9 August 1949. Several months 
later (28 November 1950) Greece signed the European Convention on 
Human Rights.7 Greece’s participation in these institutions met with opposi
tion from certain quarters, especially in Great Britain,8 on the ground that the 
existence of concentration camps and the atmosphere of oppression that the 
civil war had brought to the country could hardly be reconciled with Greece’s 
contractual obligations under the Statute and the Convention.9

The overall impression that may be given by the documents compiled in this 
Chapter is that the views expressed on European integration by Greeks during 
1945-50 lack diversity and originality. A number of reasons explain these 
shortcomings and at the same time help to differentiate Greece from other par
ticipants in the European integration efforts during the period in question.

' ‘ The momentum that the idea of European integration acquired in most of
Europe after the end of the Second World War was not matched in Greece. 
The civil war that plagued the country from late 1946 to October 1949 dis
rupted the domestic political process, increased Greece’s external dependence 
and alienated her from political and economic trends that favoured the speedy 
rapprochement of Western European states.

In so far as the political situation is concerned, during 1945-50 the forces 
of the Left that were linked with the largest resistance organization during the 
German occupation -  EAM (the National Liberation Front) -  were excluded 
from the political process. The KKE (Greek Communist Party) abstained 
from the parliamentary elections of 31 March 1946 and was subsequently

5 See Introduction to Document 245.
6 Interview with Mrs A. Douka, former General Secretary of the Greek Section of 

the European Youth Movement (Athens, 25 February 1983); also interview with 
Professor S. Kalogeropoulos (Athens, 25 April 1983).

7 The interesting debates in the Greek Parliament on the ratification of these 
agreements took place in the early 1950s and are therefore excluded from the mate
rials reviewed in this Chapter.

8 Cf. speech by British Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin in the House of Commons 
(22 January 1948), Documents on International Affairs, 1947-1948 (Royal Institute 
of International Affairs, London, 1952), pp. 201-21.

9 Interview with K. Kallias, currently Member of the European Parliament, former 
Minister and Member of the Greek Parliament from 1946 to 1981 (Athens, 22 Feb
ruary 1983).
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banned. Right-wing parties captured 235 of the 354 parliamentary seats, 
marking the beginning of an era of domination of Greek political life by con
servative forces. The cruelty of the civil war, along with the isolation of the 
left-wing sector of the electorate -  an estimated 20-25% of the voting popula
tion10 -  led to closer cooperation among non-socialists, giving the Constituent 
Assembly a homogeneous character. The excerpts from documents and Parlia
mentary speeches on European integration that appear in this Chapter reflect 
the ideological limitations of their authors. The vote on the appointment of a 
delegation to represent the Greek Parliament to the EPU indicated that all 
major political parties were in favour of a European federation. However, 
beyond the acceptance in principle of this ideal, the spectrum of political 
forces represented in Parliament in 1946 rarely developed clear and specific 
positions on the short-term and long-term objectives of European integration. 
The writings of the most prominent members of the pro-Europe group 
reflect, during the period under examination, a strong sense of idealism.11 G. 
Kasimatis (a Conservative Member of Parliament), perhaps the most gifted 
writer among the small group of active pro-European intellectuals, displays in 
his writings a preference for generalizations that are rarely supported by refer
ences to factual data.12 The exclusion of left-wing intellectuals from official 
and unofficial debates on European integration until the fifties deprived the 
discussion of a socialist perspective and helped to create the impression of a 
one-sided theoretical monologue.

The breadth and quality of Greece’s political and intellectual involvement 
in the process of European integration from 1945 to 1950 must also be seen 
in the light of the country’s dependence on the US. From late 1945 the US 
gradually replaced Great Britain as the principal supporter of Greece’s conser
vative forces in their contest against the left.13 The Truman Doctrine provided 
the ideological basis for American involvement which proved decisive to the 
outcome of the civil war. US economic and military aid to Greece from 1946 
to 1950 exceeded $ 1,200 million. Training and equipping the Greek army in 
its struggle against the Communists became an American ‘responsibility’. At 
the same time, under a series of bilateral agreements14 the US undertook a 
prominent role in the planning and application of the economic programme 
for the reconstruction of Greece, especially the regulation of imports and 
exports, industrial and agricultural development, wage and price control, the 
reorganization of public administration, etc.

10 See W .H. McNeill, The Greek Dilemma: War and Aftermath, London, 1947, 
p. 194.

11 See e.g. Documents 248, 249 and 250.
12 Notable exceptions, however, are Documents 247 and 252.
13 See United States Foreign Relations Diplomatic Papers 263 (Washington, D.C., 

1945).
14 E.g. agreement of 20 June 1947 (Law No. 763/1948); agreement of 8 July 1947 

(Law No. 764/1948); agreement of 2 July 1948 (Law No. 722/1948).
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It is evident that under such conditions of unilateral dependence, and as 
long as the outcome of the civil war remained uncertain, the Greek govern
ment could not engage in any ventures that were not immediately and directly 
conducive to its war and reconstruction efforts, or that involved any dissocia
tion of its foreign policy objectives from those of the US. However, Greece 
was willing to make sacrifices of its, at that time rather ambiguous, ‘national 
sovereignty’ in order to join institutions that owed their existence to forces out
side Western Europe -  the threat from the Communist East and the alliance 
with the United States -  i.e. the institutions of ‘Atlantic Europe’. As Leon Mac- 
cas, the most prominent Greek supporter of ‘Greater Europe’ came to admit, 
Greece’s decision to join the Council of Europe in 1949 was due to the fact 
that ‘such membership was deemed to be a necessary first step for admission to 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’.15 One must interpret in the same 
spirit the decision of the Greek Parliament to reject, early in 1949, a proposal 
by G. Kasimatis to include in the draft Constitution a provision authorizing 
Parliament to surrender part of the country’s sovereign rights to an organiza
tion of states aimed at the unification of Europe.16

To sum up, the documents included in this Chapter17 reflect the peculiar 
socio-economic and political conditions prevailing in Greece during 1945-50, 
a post-war period for the rest of Europe but a period of civil war in Greece. 
These conditions made European integration a subject of marginal impor
tance for Greek politicians and intellectuals alike, so that the views expressed 
on this topic were somewhat superficial. After the civil war, the parliamentary 
elections of 5 March 1950, and the promulgation of the Constitution of 1952, 
the political situation showed a remarkable improvement. Economic recon
struction proceeded rapidly; dependence on US aid soon came to an end, and 
Greece’s traditional political and economic links with Western Europe were 
restored. In this way the question of European integration acquired promi
nence in post-civil war foreign policy debates.

15 Greek Parliament, Record of Debates, The European Convention for the Protec
tion of Human Rights and Greek Participation, Introductory Report, Period C, Ses
sion A, Volume A, 1953, p. 372.

16 See The International Situation and the Unification of Europe, Studies 1-27, 9 
(1956). A provision to this effect was eventually incorporated in the Greek Constitu
tion of 1975 (Art. 28, paragraph 2) in anticipation of the forthcoming accession of 
Greece to the European Community.

17 The authors gratefully acknowledge the valuable assistance they received from 
Professor Dr Walter Lipgens in tracing several of the documents in this Chapter.
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241. EPU archives: A majority of the Greek parliament in favour 
of European federation 29 August 1947

Coudenhove-Kalergi papers, file of ‘Gstaad Releases’ (not printed; in French)
•'c

The mobilization of Greek support for European union began with the circular enquiry 
that Count Richard Coudenhove-Kalergi addressed to members of European parliaments in 
November 1946 and in the spring of 1947. The result of this enquiry was the establishment 
of the European Parliamentary Union (EPU). The widest support in Greece came from the 
Social Democratic Party, a centre-right group which united in Parliament with other 
monarchist liberals to form the National Political Union. The party chairman George 
Papandreou, prime minister of the 1944 government of National Liberation,1 invited the 
deputy Leon Maccas2 to form a group of parliamentarians in support of Coudenhove-Kaler- 
gi’s plan.3 A t the end of August 1947 Coudenhove-Kalergi’$ office in Gstaad issued a press 
statement, the text of which follows, on the success of the European movement in Greece.

In response to the parliamentary enquiry organized by Count Couden
hove-Kalergi, 189 of the 354 members of the Greek Constituent Assembly 
have expressed themselves in favour of European federation. Only a single 
deputy replied ‘No’, so that there is an overwhelming majority of favourable 
votes.

Among the Greek deputies expressing Pan-European views are the coun
try’s most distinguished statesmen, such as M. Tsaldaris, leader of the Populist 
party, M. Venizelos, leader of the Liberal Party, M. Papandreou, leader of the 
Democratic Socialist party, M. Gonatas, leader of the National Liberal party, 
M. Alexandris, leader of the Royal Reformist party, and M. Zervas, leader of 
the Nationalist party.

A Greek parliamentary committee for European federation was recently set 
up under the chairmanship of M. Leon Maccas, ex-minister and Democratic 
Socialist member for Athens. The new group will be represented by 9 deputies 
in the European Parliament.4

M. Maccas has been elected president of the European Parliamentary 
Union.5 Another member of the Greek delegation, M. Baltazzi-Mavrocor-

1 Born 1888; a leading Liberal and prominent member of the wartime resistance. 
Minister of the Interior in the Máximos government of 1947; after many years as 
party leader and minister he was prime minister in 1964-5; died in 1968 while under 
detention by the Colonels’ regime.

2 Born 1892; lawyer and deputy; held ministerial office several times; died 1962.
3 Coudenhove-Kalergi to Georges Bohy, 14 June 1947, in Coudenhove-Kalergi 

papers. For the origins of the EPU see W. Lipgens, A History of European Integration, 
vol. 1, 1945-1947, Oxford, 1982, pp. 437-41, 607-14.

4 I.e. the meeting of European parliamentarians held at Gstaad on 8-10 Sept. 
1947.

5 This took place at the preliminary conference held by Coudenhove-Kalergi at 
Gstaad on 4-5 July 1947. At the fuller gathering in Sept. Georges Bohy (Belgium) 
became president and Maccas one of the vice-presidents.
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dato, former under-secretary of state in the prime minister’s office, has been 
appointed to head the Press and Publicity Committee of the EPU.

MM. Maccas and Baltazzi-Mavrocordato have gone to Switzerland to take 
part in the final preparations for the European Parliament, which is to be 
inaugurated at Gstaad on 8 September.

242. Leon Maccas: Speech at the EPU Congress, Gstaad
10 Sept. 1947

Minutes of the Gstaad congress, 8-10 Sept. 1947: typed copy in Giacchero papers 
(not printed; in French)

In a speech at the close of the meeting of European parliamentarians at Gstaad' Maccas, 
who had just been elected vice-president of the European Parliamentary Union, set out the 
principles that should govern a united Europe. He pleaded for a Europe of political freedom 
and social justice, and accordingly for a West European union; in the long run these 
principles would, he hoped, also prevail in the parts of Europe that were now under Soviet 
control.

(...) I think we have already singled out some of the difficulties that confront 
us: they are huge and formidable. To look them firmly in the face we shall need 
all the courage that, fortunately, has always been a quality of Europeans.

We know what our object is. There are these difficulties in the way, but it 
is up to us to find out how to overcome them. Try as I may -  and I have racked 
my brains, I have pondered the lessons of history and experience, I have, as 
it were, consulted the oracle of the future like an ancient Greek -  I can see 
no other way of meeting and surmounting these difficulties than by the simple 
and eternal means which are: firmness of principle, sincerity towards ourselves 
and confidence in our fellow-Europeans. I believe Europe would be false to 
its own destiny and, what is even more, its duty to survive, if it did not stand 
firm on the principles on which its civilization is built, and thanks to which 
Europe is the guardian of humanity and humanism.

We want it to be the whole of Europe -  that is understood, and no one 
desires and longs for it more than I do. But we must take care: the whole of 
Europe must not be a totalitarian Europe, which would no longer be a true 
Europe but simply its grave.

We have passed through that danger, but it is not yet finally averted. We 
must be on our guard: I repeat, it is only by upholding our principles undimin
ished that we can prevent totalitarianism from taking over the ideal of an undi
vided Europe to which we aspire. (...)

Naturally the ideal Europe would be a union of peoples in the unity of 
Europe. But we must not sacrifice one ideal to attain the other. Our principles
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must become the humanitarian patrimony of all Europe. Only on the basis of 
such union can we build the Europe of tomorrow.

One of the axioms that have been voiced in our discussions is that one 
cannot choose one’s family. True enough: the European family as we know it 
has been given us by fate. It has been shaped by geography and history and 
continues to be imposed on us by forces higher than human will, in the same 
way as our own families. But, although one cannot choose one’s family, one 
can and must choose the spiritual and moral treasures and heritage that enable 
a family to remain united. If that heritage is forgotten, the family will break up 
and dissolve.

Only by remaining faithful to political freedom can we obtain the maximum 
of social justice. We must not be led astray by the false promise of social justice 
if it means having to give up any part of our political freedom.

One last word. Europe, as I said at the beginning, has suffered grievously, 
and is still suffering. Its anguish has given rise -  we must not ignore this fact 
-  to a certain inferiority complex. We must react against that complex with all 
our strength, for it is a source of scepticism, and scepticism may lead un
consciously to defeatism and renunciation. The task to which we are pledged 
is too great to admit of scepticism: it is too difficult, it demands too much 
effort, to allow us to give way to defeatism for a single day or a single hour. 
No, we must believe in ourselves, in the dignity of Europe, in that civilization 
which, I can proudly say, my country was perhaps one of the first to give to 
the world. We must remain firm, dignified and proud of ourselves despite all 
the divisions and discords that may be found in our history. At the present time 
Europe is looking for one thing beyond her discords: she is looking for her 
own mission, and she finds it today in the union of peoples in freedom and jus
tice. Let us hold fast to that and shake off our inferiority complex. When I 
speak to my compatriots, I always urge them to cultivate a superiority com
plex. It is by following that call that we shall achieve European union; thanks 
to those principles, and our constant loyalty to them, European union will 
become a reality. Only then will Europe be able to claim that it has regained its 
place in history, that it is worthy of its past and sure of its future. (Prolonged 
applause).

243. Agis Tambacopoulos: The formation of the Hellenic League 
for European Cooperation 14 July 1948

Agis Tambacopoulos to Joseph Retinger, 14 July 1948, EM Archives, Bruges (not 
printed; in French).

*

After the Liberals, conservative statesmen also took up the idea of Europe. When Greece 
was invited to be represented at the Hague Congress of the European Movement, the initia
tive informing a delegation was taken by Agis Tambacopoulos (1898-1973), member of the
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'Liberal3 party which formed part of the conservative majority in parliament. He did not, 
however, attract as much support as was desired, since he had been responsible for many 
repressive measures when minister of justice in the Metaxas period (1936-40) and was dis
trusted by Liberal adherents of the European idea. Maccas, who then took over the task with 
the help of the British ambassador, succeeded in forming a fairly representative delegation.1 
On his return from The Hague Tambacopoulos formed a Hellenic League for European 
Cooperation (Hellenikos Syndesmos Europaikes Sunergasias), primarily of conservative 
elements, on the model of the British European Movement. In mid-July 1948 he informed 
Joseph Retinger, secretary of the Joint International Committee of the Movements for Euro
pean Unity, of the establishment of the League, whose primary object was to persuade the 
Greek government to accept the resolutions of the Hague congress.2

Dear Sir,
I have the honour to inform you of the establishment of the Hellenic League 

for European Cooperation [Ligue Hellénique de Coopération Européenne] with 
headquarters in Athens.

Under Article 2 of its Statutes the objects of the League are to cultivate and 
promote the idea of cooperation and union among the states and peoples of 
Europe and to further the study and solution of political, economic, social and 
cultural questions relating to the achievement of the union of Europe for the 
moral good and economic advantage of all its peoples.

Any person who supports the idea of cooperation and union of the peoples 
of Europe may be elected a member of the League. The members so far 
enrolled are leading representatives of Greek thought and action.

We are proceeding with the formalities required under the Greek Civil 
Code for the recognition of the League as a juridicial person.

It goes without saying that the League is wholly independent.
The first Executive Committee is composed as follows:

President: Mr P. Poulitsas, President of the Council of State, former prime 
minister.

Vice-presidents: Mr G.A. Petropoulos, professor at Athens University; Mr 
P.G. Vallindas, professor at Salonica University.

Honorary secretary-general: Mr Agis Tambacopoulos, former minister.

Treasurer: Mr A. Poulopoulos, President of the Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry, Athens.

1 Cf. Randolph S. Churchill to Duncan Sandys, 26 April 1948, EM Archives, 
Bruges, M 38. The Greek delegation to the Hague Congress was composed, besides 
Tambacopoulos and Maccas, of Georgis Bacopoulos, Lambros Eftaxias, C. Eustathi- 
ades, Haralampos Mitsialis, Paudelis Rozakis and Gerrasionos Vassiliadis.

2 Cf. also Tambacopoulos to Rebattet, 20 July 1948, EM Archives, Bruges.
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Directors: M r N. Rontiris, chairman of Bar Council, Athens
Mr A. Coutoumas, director in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Mr. C J. Eliasco, governor of the Bank of Athens 
M r D.A. Kokkinos, director-general of the National Library, Athens 
M r A.P. Couclelis, member of Supreme Reconstruction Council 
M r P. Mamopoulos, member of the Bar 
M r S. Siniosoglou, industrialist

I should be grateful if  you would kindly inform the International Committee 
of the establishment of the League. On behalf of the Committee of Manage
ment, I express our conviction that the International Committee w ill support 
us in the achievement of our aims. (...)

244. Georgis Bacopoulos: Equal rights for all nations 3 Sept. 1948
Minutes of the Fourth Revisionary Assembly of the Greek Parliament. Third Session, 

Sixth Meeting, 11 Oct. 1948.

As the European movement gained ground\ the Greek group of the EPU, like the cor
responding groups in other countries, was mainly conservative in complexion, with some 
representatives of the monarchist Liberals. Ten deputies represented Greece at the second 
EPU congress at Interlaken on 1-4 September 1948.1 In the debate on the draft constitution 
of the EPU Georgis Bacopoulos (1887-1970) argued for an express mention of the equality 
of rights of all states members of a European community. Greece, as a small country, was pre
pared to cede its sovereignty to a European federation, but not to be subordinate to other, 
more powerful countries.2

I would like to suggest an amendment which could be added to Article 7 of 
the Constitutional draft as paragraph 5 with the title ‘The Rights of Nations’. 
According to this amendment all the member states of the union should have 
equal rights and common obligations. It should be taken for granted that this 
eq4ality of rights of member states is implicit in all the pronouncements of the 
founders of the EPU and the principles on which it is based. It is my belief, 
however, that since we are now drafting a formal constitution which is destined 
to govern the largest union of people in history, we must determine with accu-

1 The chairman of the delegation was Leon Maccas. Its other members were Dem
osthenes Abadzopeylos, Beiss Antonopoulos, Georgis Bacopoulos, Constantin Kal- 
lias, Gregory Cassimatis, Petros Garoufalias, Eleftherios Gonis, M. Papadakis and 
Pantelis Rozakis.

2 The speech is here given in the English version as delivered at Interlaken on 
3 Sept. 1948. It was communicated to the Greek parliament in Greek and English 
on 11 Oct. 1948.
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racy the general rules pertaining to the principles on which our union should 
be based.

The equality of rights and obligations is no doubt the most important 
principle that, along with spontaneous agreement, determines the success of 
any union of people. I submit this amendment to you not because I repre
sent the parliament of a small state such as Greece, but because I feel that it 
will best serve the great effort of forging a permanent union of the free people 
of Europe. We, the Greek delegates, are prepared by our tradition and history 
to accept any constitution that serves this ideal. We are prepared to sacrifice 
that part of our rights as a sovereign state which will be necessary in order to 
achieve the final goal of European Union. (...)

As I had the opportunity of mentioning yesterday, this is not the first time 
that far-seeing people have attempted to unite the citizens of Europe. The 
absence, however, of the principle of equality has been the main reason for 
past failures. In ancient times the union of Greek city states known as Amphik- 
tyonies -  a kind of European Union of that time -  constituted such an effort. 
All member states, great and small, participated in the union with equal rights 
and common obligations. The Greeks drew strength from this idea of unity 
which helped them resist oriental invasions and secure the survival of Western 
civilization. It is possible that fate holds the same tragic task for us as well. In 
support of the principle of equality, Winston Churchill during the Hague Con
ference mentioned the case of Henry IV, who attempted to lay the foundation 
of a Christian union of Europe under the leadership of France. This attempt 
failed because it was founded by a single nation and was based on the 
inequality of rights and obligations of member states.

The League of Nations of 1920 had a rather brief unhappy life. It carried 
the seed of its own disintegration and failure because it was the work of diplo
macy and not of the people.

Since it is our common desire to create a unified and successful European 
Union, let us learn from history and consider the example of unity governed 
by equality rather than the cases of attempts at furthering the interests of indi
vidual states. (...)

245. Greek National Council of the European Movement: List of 
members 1 Dec. 1948

List communicated by Agis Tambacopoulos to Joseph Retinger, 1 Dec. 1948. EM 
Archives, Bruges. (Not printed; in English)

After the European associations represented at the Hague Congress had united to form the 
European Movement, the Hellenic League for European Cooperation for its part appointed 
a Greek National Council of the European Movement. As its composition was essentially 
the same as that of the League, it was looked on with mixed feelings by the London head-
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quarters of the European Movement: Retinger repeatedly urged that the Greek council 
should he made more representative by including left-wing politicians.1 In 1950 the Hellenic 
League ceded one seat on the International Committee of the European Movement to the 
small MSEUEgroup, representing the socialist Left.2

President 
P. Poulitsas

Vice-Presidents 
G.A. Petropoulos 
P.G. Vallindas

Hon. Secretary-General 
Agis P. Tambacopoulos

Chairman of Supreme Court of Appeal. Former 
Prime Minister of Non-Party Government (April 
1946). Distinguished lawyer. No political party.

Professor of Athens University.
Professor of International Law. Member of 
United Nations Delegation to Paris. Distinguished 
international lawyer.

Former Minister of Justice. Lawyer, Conserva
tive.

Treasurer 
A. Poulopoulos

Executive 
N. Rontiris 
A. Coutoumas
C. J. Eliasco
D. Kokkinos

A. Couclelis 
P. Mamopoulos 
S. Siniosoglou

Members 
M. Pesmazoglou

D. Deliranis 
El. Krimbas 
C.G. Kotzias

Ach. A. Kyrou

J. Spiropoulos

Chairman of Athens Chamber of Commerce.

Chairman of Bar Council. Conservative.
Diplomat. Foreign Office official.
Governor of Bank of Athens.
Director of National Library. Man of letters. 
Historian.
Member of Supreme Reconstruction Council. 
Lawyer.
Industrialist. Member of Chamber of Commerce.

Former Minister of Finance. Lawyer, Conserva
tive.
Professor of Medicine.
Former Postmaster General. Conservative.
Former Mayor of Athens and Governor of 
Attica. (This is a Cabinet Minister’s rank).
Joint proprietor of old-established Conservative 
newspaper. Author, philanthropist.
Distinguished judge. Unsuccessful candidate for 
election as a Judge of the International Court of 
Justice.

1 Cf. Retinger to Tambacopoulos, 17 March 1949, EM Archives, Bruges.
2 This followed a protest by the secretary general of the MSEUE to the secretary- 

general of the European Movement: Gironella to Retinger, 7 Nov. 1950: cf. Tam
bacopoulos to Rebattet, 16 Nov. 1950; both in EM Archives, Bruges.
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G.T. Pesmazoglou 

C. Corozos 

P. Lycourezos 

A. Demitratos

Ep. Papastratos

Former Minister of Finance. Governor of Bank 
of Athens. Conservative.
Cabinet Minister in present Government of 
Northern Greece. Conservative.
Distinguished lawyer. Member of new party 
which has split away from the Conservative Party. 
M.P. and former Minister in Metaxas Govern
ment. Authority on Labour and Trade Union 
problems.
Director of the largest cigarette factory in 
Greece.

246. Panayotis Poulitsas: ‘Towards Unification’ Dez. 1948
Hellenic League for European Cooperation, Deltion Pleroforion (Information Bullet

in), no. 2, Dec. 1948, pp. 1-4
'h

Tambacopoulos was able to persuade Panayotis Poulitsas, President of the Council of 
State, to become president of the Hellenic League and, subsequently, of the Greek Council 
of the European Movement. Poulitsas had been prime minister of the government formed in 
April 1946 after the first postwar elections; as president of the Council of State (supreme 
administrative court) and subsequently a member of the Athens Academy he was respected by 
all parties.1 In a basic article in the second issue of the Bulletin of the Hellenic League2 he de
scribed the efforts towards European unity as a necessary contribution to the preservation of 
freedom and independence, linking them to Greece's fight against the occupation forces in 
the Second World War and against the rebels who had been combating the Athens regime 
with foreign help since the autumn of 1946.

Although the ideal [of unification] may appear at first sight to be a noble 
but unrealistic desire, it is our sacred duty to embrace it as the only way to the 
salvation of an imperilled Europe and indeed of our entire civilization. It is 
only through the unification and cooperation of its people that Europe can 
experience a renaissance of freedom, progress and prosperity, in security and 
peace of mind. Only by such means can our peoples avoid internecine antag
onisms and preserve themselves from the moral and economic consequences 
of division. (...) Greece is currently performing her duty towards Europe by 
continuing to struggle for her freedom and independence, a hard struggle that

1 Born 1881; president of the Council of State, 1943-51; afterwards member of 
parliament for the (Conservative) Greek Rally; President of the Athens Academy, 
1957; died 1963.

2 The Bulletin was circulated in an edition of 2,000 copies to all MPs, academic 
and economic organizations and senior officials. (Tambacopoulos to Retinger, 
31 Oct. 1949, EM Archives).
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began eight years ago.3 (...) All those concerned must remember that 
nationalist egotism, either in the form of armed aggression or of narrow
minded disinterest in order to escape the sacrifice involved in supporting an 
endangered European country, has only brought grief and destruction to all. 
Although this perilous course may have been arrested temporarily, one need 
not be unduly pessimistic to foresee that the continent will eventually slip into 
the abyss if -  after so much calamity and suffering -  its divided people do not 
realize the need to unite and cooperate and return to the broad road of Chris
tian principles. (...) It is the task of the free people of Europe to uphold the 
idea of unity and of cooperation and to promote these principles in every way 
for the moral, political and social benefit of all. (...)

247. Hellenic League: Economic advantages March 1949
Hellenic League for European Cooperation, Information Bulletin, no. 3, March 1949, 

pp. 1-20 (excerpts)

In preparation for the European economic conference organized by the European Move
ment in London from 19 to 25 April 1949,1 the Hellenic League formed a study group of eco
nomic and social experts.2 In their report for the conference the experts emphasized Greece's 
part in resisting the Communist threat, and the importance of a united Europe as a market 
for Greek products and labour. The resolutions passed by the conference, which advocated 
the conferment of powers on European authorities to issue directives governing various eco
nomic sectors, were submitted by the Hellenic League to the Greek government.3

It appears from the preparatory Memorandum that the Economic Confer
ence is to be inspired by the preamble to the Economic and Social resolution 
of the Hague Congress, which emphasized in particular that ‘Any hope of 
reconstruction would be vain if each country tried to restore its national 
economy according to old methods. Europe will only attain a proper standard 
of living if all its physical and industrial resources are exploited according to 
guidelines valid for the continent as a whole.’

Since the Marshall Plan, comprising nearly all the free countries of Europe, 
was put into effect, the economic unity of free Europe is no longer an empty 
phrase. While it is true that each of the 19 participating countries is aiming to 
maximize its own production, still it has been laid down that this must take

3 This refers to Greece’s war against the Axis and the civil war between nationalist 
and Communist forces which was raging in 1948.

1 Cf. W. Loth, Sozialismus und Internationalismus. Die französischen Sozialisten und 
die Nachkriegsordnung Europas 1940-1950, Stuttgart, 1977, pp. 227 f., 370 f.

2 Cf. Tambacopoulos to Dunstan Curtis, 18 March 1949, EM Archives, Bruges.
3 Tambacopoulos to Retinger, 6 June 1949, ibid.
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place on a basis of cooperation and coordination, with a view to promoting 
the economic independence of Europe as a whole. (...)

The task facing Europe is not only to heal the wounds of the Second World 
War. As the Report says, the weakness of the continent is much graver and 
dates from long before the war. Europe is trying today to reverse a situation 
that has been unfavourable ever since 1918. (...) If we want Europe to achieve 
and maintain a proper standard of living, the European unity movement must 
direct its efforts to seeing that the continent becomes a viable economic whole. 
For that purpose there must be parallel progress in the political sphere, as 
purely economic efforts at unity would be doomed to failure.

Greece’s geographical position makes her a bastion of Western civilization, 
humane principles and freedom. At present she is virtually at war with her 
three northern neighbours -  Albania, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia. (...) Today 
Greece, alone among European nations, is shedding her blood and enduring 
devastation for the common cause, to prevent the spread of totalitarian Com
munism. It would be fair that European nations now seeking to unite for the 
same purpose should recognize Greece’s sacrifice by granting her moral, po
litical and economic aid. (...)

If European union came about, Greece could expect the following advan
tages :

1. She would obtain a market fo r her agricultural products, especially those 
that can no longer be exported, as before the war, to countries behind the Iron 
Curtain. This applies chiefly to tobacco, currants and figs, the production of 
which greatly exceeds home consumption.

2. She would obtain markets for her minerals, the processing of which is not 
yet profitable at home for lack of capital and a wider market.

3. Although most members of the prospective union have considerable mer
chant fleets, Greece could carry a share of European cargoes -  her fleet, reor
ganized since 1946, consists largely of new ships operating at reasonable rates.

4. Greece, with her historic sites, beautiful landscape, mild climate and spas, 
can attract a large number of tourists who have been kept away by the war and 
currency difficulties. Since the country has become an important centre of air 
traffic between Europe, Africa and Asia, its importance to tourism has 
increased.

5. Greece would hope to find in the Union a source of capital to develop 
its resources, its tourist centres and especially hydroelectric plants, providing 
industry with cheap electric power and making possible the electrification of 
the countryside.

6. The Union would provide an outlet for Greece’s surplus population, since 
there is a demand for labour in other European countries.

7. All this would improve the Greek standard of living.
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248. Agis Tambacopoulos: Europe’s mission is to save Western 
civilization 15 April 1949

Hellenic League for European Cooperation, Information Bulletin, no. 4, April 1949, 
pp. 4-14 (excerpts)

A t a public meeting in Athens in April 1949 to promote the aims of the European Move
ment, Tambacopoulos, as secretary-general of the Hellenic League and of the Greek Coun
cil\ described the unification of Europe as a means of defending Western civilization against 
the attack from the East. He emphasized the need fora partial transference of sovereignty to a 
European community and appealed to the Greek government to take an active part in 
preparing the way fora united Europe.

In undertaking to speak about the idea of European unity and the work of 
the European Movement -  an international organization promoting coopera
tion and unity among the people of Europe -  I can anticipate the scepticism of 
some members of this audience as to the viability and realism of my subject. I 
will, however, attempt to justify the efforts of men such as Alexandros Papa- 
nastasiou, after the first World War, and our own effort after the second, to 
promote the idea of European unity in Greece and contribute to its fortunate 
realization. We strongly believe that our country, which is responsible for the 
birth of Western civilization -  so that Europe was formed in Greece’s image, 
with the same aims and ideals, virtues and weaknesses -  could not fail to take 
part in the common effort of political and economic unification of our conti
nent.

If the unity of Europe proves unattainable at a time when economic, po
litical and technical developments, no less than the preservation of freedom, 
have made cooperation among Europeans imperative, then that will mean that 
we have learned nothing from the horrible experience of the two great wars. 
All our striving for economic reconstruction, the repair of devastation and the 
triumph of freedom, will have been for nothing. (...) Free Europe must unite 
its forces to pursue a common aim of security and prosperity, otherwise it will 
share the fate of the people in its Eastern part -  a fate of social misery and servi
tude. (...)

The Joint International Committee of the Movements for European Unity 
organized a conference at The Hague in May 1948. The main purpose was 
to generate public support for European unity and facilitate the discussion of 
practical problems that arise from such an undertaking. Three subcommittees 
dealing with political, economic and cultural issues formulated recommenda
tions to the governments of the countries of Free Europe. The proposal of the 
political committee was that each state should give up some of its sovereign 
rights so that these may be assumed by a collective body. In view of current 
conditions in European and international affairs this will not amount to a dim
inishing of the national sovereignty of each state, but rather to an enhanced 
common sovereignty of the nations of Europe. (...)
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Greece, like the rest of Europe, has a political and economic stake in Euro
pean unity. It is therefore her duty to the idea and to herself to follow with dili
gence the process of unification so that she may plan her integration into the 
European economy in advance, and thus secure better terms for achieving a 
higher standard of living. We are confident that during the phase of political 
planning Greece will lend all her assistance to those who strive for a substan
tial restructuring of Europe, and, during the phase of economic planning, to 
those who seek to diminish national egotism. European unity requires the 
organic fusion and equality of its people, without the sowing of discord and 
discontent. (...) In a United Europe, the Greek nation will at last achieve the 
peace and tranquillity which it has lacked for many centuries.

249. Panayotis Pipinelis: European autonomy as an objective of the 
Greek government 15 April 1949

Hellenic League for European Cooperation, Information Bulletin no. 4, April 1949, 
pp. 14-16.

Agis Tambacopoulos's appeal to the Greek government at the mass meeting in Athens in 
April 19491 was answered at the same meeting by Panayotis Pipinelis,2 permanent 
undersecretary of state for foreign affairs and a close confidant of the king's. He emphasized 
that all Greek governments since the Liberation had worked for European union, and 
recalled the declarations made by the governments of occupied countries in wartime Lon
don.3 He too stressed that the overriding reason for union was in order that Europe could 
defend itself against threats from outside. In this way he hinted plainly that in the Greek 
government's eyes membership of Nato was the all-important first step towards European 
union.

The Government will support the idea of European Union with all the means 
in its power. This has been the policy of all governments since Liberation, and 
I may add that Greek diplomacy has from the beginning contributed to the 
adoption of this idea. During the years of occupation, prominent members of 
various governments in exile, such as the great General Sikorsky, M. Spaak 
and President Benes, met frequently with Greeks and others to discuss the 
need for European cooperation after the war. The outcome of these delibera
tions was the foundation of the Armistice Committee, which included repre-

1 Cf. doc. 248.
2 Born 1899; represented Greece for over 30 years as a diplomat, later minister and 

ambassador; 1947-50, permanent under-secretary of state for foreign affairs; 
1963, minister of foreign affairs; 1963, prime minister; 1967-70, foreign minister 
under the Colonels’ regime; died 1970.

3 Cf. Doc. Eur. Integr.y vol. 2, pp. 279 ff.
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sentatives of all states under German occupation and in which I had the 
honour of representing Greece. The committee worked for two years on the 
drafting of an armistice which included a thorough consideration of the Euro
pean issue. Its deliberations, comprising entire volumes of minutes, 
constituted an excellent starting point for the cooperation of European states 
after the war. (...)

The basic ideas that inspired most politicians from the occupied countries 
could be summed up in the following terms: The most important incentive for 
the unification of Europe emanated from the German threat, as well as the 
new threats that emerged after the liberation and were already appearing on 
the horizon. It soon became obvious that most European states would suffer 
from the concentration of economic, military and political authority in the 
hands of a few great powers. The Marxist-Leninist principle of the monopoly 
of the means of production has been put into still harsher effect in the realm 
of diplomacy. It became increasingly obvious that the practice of bilateral 
treaties between weak and strong states would soon divide Europe into hostile 
camps, and the weak states would have to forfeit part of their sovereignty in 
order to secure their boundaries from external threats. It was therefore the 
penetration of the internal affairs of European states by foreign influence, the 
threat to their independence and integrity rather than outright aggression, 
which constituted the most imminent challenge to European security. (...)

The concept of European unity materializes in precisely this context. Unity 
has placed European states in a relationship of relative equality and has pro
vided them with means of safeguarding their sovereignty within a broader 
framework. (...) I f  the discussions lead to the adoption of the majority princi
ple in decision-making, then a decisive step w ill have been taken in the direc
tion of European integration. A new chapter in European history w ill com
mence, based on the majority rule of its member states. The realization of 
unity -  even in its initial phase -  w ill safeguard the security of each state from 
any external threats. (...)

250. Gregory Cassimatis: For a European political authority
17 Aug. 1949

Council of Europe, Consultative Assembly, First Session, Reports, Part I, 
pp. 316-320 (excerpts)

A t the First Session of the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe the Greek 
deputy Gregory Cassimatis,7 representing the right-of-centre Liberal Party, belonged to the 
group of determined federalists who wanted to transform the Council of Europe into a Con
stituent Assembly. Supporting Mackay’s motion, he depicted Europe as threatened with

1 Born 1906; minister and university professor.
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internal collapse and exposed to pressure from the superpower in the East. Union must come 
soon if these dangers were to he averted.2

(...) We have not invented this idea of the organization of Europe any more 
than we have invented these different movements in its favour, which have 
acted as stubborn pioneers to its realization.

It is the necessity of world life which has diminished the importance of 
national States, reducing them, as M. André Philip put it so well yesterday, to 
nothing more than provinces. This necessity, engendered by technical pro
gress no less than by the fermentation of ideas, is as important a factor as tech
nique, especially when its diffusion is helped on by technical progress.

This necessity has made inroads on our famous national sovereignty, which 
to-day we are trying to curb as though it was something that really existed, 
and has created the need to go beyond country, to go beyond continents even, 
and to conceive the organization of the world of tomorrow on a universal 
basis.

If there are any who think I am exaggerating, I must ask them to imagine 
what the state of our poor Continent would be if it had not received military 
and industrial help during the war, if it was not to-day receiving economic help 
from the American Continent.

To say, however, that we must organize the world on a world-wide basis, 
is by no means to say that we should neglect its organisation on a continental 
basis. Such an organization is inevitable. One has only to recall for a moment 
the events, at times very painful, of the past 10 years, without needing further 
arguments.

Europe can live only if it is united. The alternative is not, however, the one 
that is usually invoked. TJnite or perish’ in no sense means that if Europe fails 
to unite it will cease to exist as a geographical or economic unit. It merely 
means that it will unite in a different way from what we desire, with ideals 
which we do not accept, and for ends other than those to which our peoples 
to-day aspire.

(...) In the second place, we should understand that the Union of Europe 
will not come about through Chancelleries but through peoples. Not only is 
the age of secret diplomacy gone for ever, but the age of national sovereignties 
that were really sovereign has gone also. For a long time it has been nothing 
more than an apanage of the Great Powers ... and now!

Now that the notion of a Great Power is shrinking from day to day, this 
famous sovereignty is but a weak semblance of its former self. The Assembly 
and the Council deserve better than to be governed by meaningless words. For 
this reason many of my colleagues and I have signed the draft Resolution sub
mitted to the Bureau by Mr. Mackay proposing that a European political

2 For Mackay’s motion see General Introduction, n. 23. A year previously, Cassi- 
matis was a member of the Greek delegation to the second EPU congress at Inter
laken : cf. doc. 244 above, n. 1.
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authority should be set up and a special Committee nominated to study the 
form of this institution. Only by radical solutions, by the creation of a super
sovereign or supra-national authority will the idea of national sovereignty 
be brought up to date, and once more acquire a meaning, without being at 
the mercy of the first usurper.

But, in fact, to remake Europe, to restore even the idea of national sover
eignty, a third problem must be faced. It is important to consider if the crea
tion of a unified Europe is really practicable, admitting the possibility of a dis
parity of regimes in the different provinces, which are States to-day.

The whole question of the countries behind the iron curtain -  as others were 
formerly behind Hitler’s and Mussolini’s curtains -  lies in the myth which has 
for so long prevailed, that the existence of two kinds of regime is not incom
patible with the maintenance of peace in Europe and in the world. Facts have 
unfortunately shaken this theory and shown that liberty and democracy, our 
traditional ideals, cannot easily develop in peace unless democratic regimes 
are established everywhere.

This principle implies two consequences. Firstly, that the home affairs of 
every country must be subject to some kind of inspection which would allow 
abuses to be brought to light and sanctions to be imposed, and would also 
enlighten the Members of the Union and the world at large in regard to untrue 
and unjustified allegations, put about by the enemies of true democracy or by 
their demagogue acolytes, and of which some Members of the Union might be 
the victims.

(...) National sovereignty has a corollary which is, in its own way, 
dangerous to Europe. I mean autarchy. Like the former, autarchy is one of the 
deadly enemies of Europe, the worst perhaps because of the greater impor
tance of economic problems in a starving continent. Facts have unfortunately 
shown that the fever of autarchy is even stronger than the cult of sovereignty. 
The whole story of the Marshall Plan is the story of a race between the coun
tries of Europe, each one trying to strengthen his position in relation to the 
others. None the less, the Marshall Plan has saved Europe and our gratitude 
towards the United States should be great. But the attitude and covetousness 
of the countries of Europe is another and rather deplorable story, a story 
which, if it continues into 1952, the supposed latest date for the ending of 
American help, can augur no good for the future of our task. It is already 
notorious that all attempts even for partial understanding between the various 
economies -  between different shades of free and planned economies -  has 
failed. Even Benelux, which my friend M. Bohy has held up for our admira
tion, and the Franco-Italian customs union, are, as is admitted by the well-in
formed, rapidly falling apart.

It is a sad picture. But the dangers are great and the task is difficult. Let us 
look at things as they are, stimulating our faith and having the courage to make 
the necessary structural reforms. In the words of our ancestors, the Ancient 
Greeks, ancestors common to all our European civilisation: ‘We must have 
courage’, we must dare.
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251. Constantine M. Rallias : A  plea for pragmatism 17 Aug. 1949
Council of Europe, Consultative Assembly. First Session, Reports, Part I, pp. 218-20 

(excerpts) : French version also in Constantin M. Kallis, Vers l'intégration européenne, 
Athens, 1980, pp. 119-23.

While Gregory Cassimatis, at the First Session of the Consultative Assembly of the 
Council of Europe, pressed for rapid advance towards supranational structures in Europe,1 
his colleague Constantine M. Kallias2 of the Union Party (also right of centre) argued for 
a pragmatic approach whereby the consultative character of the Council of Europe would 
not be questioned for the time being and the solution of the dispute between federalists and 
‘Unionists ’ would be left to the future.3

As we all know, European Union w ill offer immense possibilities fo r eco
nomic development, the free exchange of goods, the better distribution of raw 
materials, an improved division of labour, and the better distribution of the 
products of each nation on lines more in keeping with its natural environ
ment and capacities. N ot only is there no question of European Union endan
gering the specific character, the historical and fo lk  traditions and the 
individual culture of each State; it is in fact only European Union which can 
safeguard their continuation.

There remains, of course, the problem of lim iting national sovereignty. To 
what extent can this be done, and within what period? These questions w ill be 
settled by the way in which our work develops. We shall go forward with cau
tion, wisdom and knowledge but also with determination. One day we shall 
attain the indispensable restriction of sovereignty, under conditions of reci
procity. (...)

As far as the organs of the Union are concerned, I believe that, at the present 
stage, our Assembly should remain of a consultative character. But the 
Assembly must retain its independence, or it must in any case have more con
trol over its Agenda than it has at the moment, w ith the exception -  fo r the 
time being only -  of the question of Article 1, paragraph d  of the Statute. 
A little later on, with the experience which w ill have been gained, we must 
try to get legislation on certain questions of lesser importance.

In the meantime, the Committee of Ministers should continue to exist as 
an organ of decision. The rules which are to regulate its relations with the 
Assembly w ill be completed in practice.

The question now under consideration of the form which the Union is to 
take, that is, a union of sovereign States or a Federal Union, is still premature.

1 Cf. doc. 250.
2 Born 1901; deputy from 1946 to 1981; 1947, under-secretary for the National 

Economy.
3 Like Cassimatis, he had represented Greece at the Second EPU congress at 

Interlaken in 1948: cf. doc. 244, n. 1.
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Events will show what is the best way and what are the fundamental organs 
which need to be set up. A conception reached in haste, or a mere copy of a 
system already in existence, will not be the right way. It may even be that the 
difference in views, which seems at the moment to divide us, may repre
sent nothing more than the different stages of achievement. It will be in the 
interests of the new Europe for these stages of development to be overcome 
as quickly as possible, so that the final form may be reached.

This Assembly, in which so many eminent European leaders are taking part, 
can produce nothing but remarkable results, of such a nature that peace and 
freedom may be assured, the well-being of the peoples of Europe attained, and 
a world built up in which the rule of law is recognised.

I wish and hope for this with all my heart.

252. G reek Council of the European Movement: Observations con
cerning the Creation of a European Political Authority

Dec. 1949
Circular P A C /l/G  of the European Movement, EM Archives, Bruges (not printed; 

in French)

After the first session of the Consultative Assembly in August-September 1949, the Exec
utive Committee of the European Movement asked its member organizations for comments 
on the question of the further development of the Council of Europe.1

The Greek Council replied with an extensive memorandum calling for a decided advance 
from the present status quo, and rejecting as ineffectual the idea of evolution towards union 
by way of the Council of Europe: there should instead be a new statute with supranational 
elements. This would doubtless not be accepted without demur by all members of the Council 
of Europe, but it would find  sufficient support if it contained guarantees for the regulation 
of transitional difficulties.

European Movement
Creation of a European Political Authority 

Observations by the Greek Council 
of the European Movement

I
1. The Statute of the Council of Europe, signed on 5 May 1949, cannot 

satisfy those who aim to create a European federation. The Council's aims as 
defined in the Statute are firmly limited to secondary matters. Its institutions

1 Cf. Circular EX /P/120 of 16 Oct. 1949, EM Archives, Bruges; J.-P. Gouzy, Les 
pionniers de lEurope communautaire, Lausanne, 1968, pp. 64 f.



822 Documents

have no real authority. Complete disappointment followed the meeting of the 
Committee of Foreign Ministers in Paris on 4-5 November. It was there 
decided to defer to a later date a decision on practically all the recommenda
tions of the first Consultative Assembly, which may be taken as a disguised 
rejection of those recommendations. The only one of them to have been con
sidered was that concerning the accession of West Germany to the Council.

2. The Council of Europe is at present based on the classic principle of the 
sovereignty of member states. The achievement of the final goal, viz. the unity 
of Europe, is left to depend more or less on the moral authority that its in
stitutions, in particular the Consultative Assembly, are expected to exercise on 
public opinion in the nations concerned. But moral authority can only produce 
its effects after a fairly long period, whereas the threat of a material collapse 
of Europe seems close at hand, and European unity is necessary for politi
cal reasons.

Moreover, if things go on in this way, there is a danger that the whole 
institution will be discredited once and for all in the eyes of public opinion, 
which can no longer be fobbed off with oratory even of the most elevated kind.

3. A federation implies the limitation of the sovereign rights of its members 
so that they can be exercised in common. We must make up our minds to 
accept this reality and act accordingly. The North American states and the 
Swiss cantons that have made this sacrifice do not seem to have suffered 
greatly from it: the American and the Swiss federation are the two most pros
perous countries in their respective hemispheres.

The inescapable conclusion is that the members of the Council of Europe 
must surrender part of their sovereign rights to the Council and that the latter 
must be equipped with the necessary institutions to perform the functions of 
a federal authority.

II
1. If it were not for the necessity of economic union, the countries of free 

Europe might have ensured their political independence by treaties of alliance 
that would protect them in time of war. Such collaboration in fact already 
exists to a certain extent in the form of regional pacts and the North Atlantic 
treaty.

Thus it is primarily for the sake of economic efficiency that there is an 
urgent need for European union. Once that union is achieved, an industrially 
integrated Europe would be much better able to afford the military prepara
tion necessary to defend its independence.

Without the economic union which would give it the efficiency it lacks at 
present, Europe is condemned to waste away economically and therefore 
politically as well.

It is accepted that the economic efficiency of a single market will be secured 
by the free circulation of goods, persons and capital. This involves the abolition 
of customs barriers and a fully transferable and convertible common currency.
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III
Pending the discussion of the draft Constitution by national parliaments, 

and for the purpose of propaganda in the countries concerned, their parlia
ments should be invited to consider the discussion on European union, its 
advantages and disadvantages and the urgency of the problem. [The Morrison 
proposal at Strasburg].

Above all it must be recognized that time is short.
The Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe, in its Recommenda

tions to the Committee of Ministers, has warned the peoples of Europe that 
millions of them will soon be out of work and short of food if we do not act at 
once to restore the economic balance between Europe and North America.

Therefore the conscience of Europe here and now calls on the governments 
concerned to take without delay practical and effective measures that are 
necessary to save Europe from disaster, as attested by the gravity of official 
statements.

Taking account of this, we propose to attack the heart of the difficulty, 
namely the problem of union, thus saving time and energy to the maximum 
extent, for the greater benefit of all.

This aim cannot be achieved on the basis of the Statute of the Council of 
Europe. The requirement of unanimity for all decisions is a recipe for impo
tence and inaction, with all the consequent risks, uncertainties and delays.

Far too many competing and conflicting interests are involved for unanimity 
to be possible. Ideological, national, professional and individual interests fight 
to defend the positions they have secured, and governments rightly fear that 
during a transitional period the disturbance of these would lead to social com
plications and acute financial problems.

To judge from the performance of the OEEC, the system of cooperation 
and unanimous decisions has given poor results. It would have failed and been 
discredited altogether if the Economic Cooperation Administration had not 
imposed some control. And the problems that have to be solved to bring about 
European unity are far tougher than those of the OEEC.

If we expect to achieve European union in a reasonable time by instilling 
life and energy into a body devoid of these qualities, we shall not only be 
wasting precious time but shall finish up by discrediting not only the Council 
of Europe but the whole idea of union.

We cannot achieve union as long as we are fettered by the Statute of the 
Council of Europe, which denies the principle of ceding sovereign rights and 
thus excludes all possibility of evolution in the future. We must rebel here and 
now against the Statute, and break the chains that condemn us to impotence.

In our opinion the European Movement must pursue a much more revolu
tionary course and not follow servilely along the road to an impasse. It will 
advance the cause by waging a decisive battle.

The Movement must work out a new statute on a different basis, providing 
for a European federal state. This draft should set forth a minimum list of 
competences and prerogatives which it is essential for member states to sur
render at the outset, on signature of the Constitution, so that the federal state
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may then evolve by successive stages and so that the signatories may be con
vinced that the union is viable and is not a delusion.

2. But, to induce states to sign away their sovereign prerogatives, they must 
receive a guarantee that the various interests mentioned above will be equitably 
treated by the Federal Authority in the light of circumstances. Hence the draft 
Constitution must lay down guiding principles and interim arrangements that 
are to govern the actions of the Federal Authority and relieve it of liability for 
compensation in settlement of disputes that are to be expected. (Monetary 
fund: Petsche proposal. Special compensation fund: proposal by the Hellenic 
League for European Cooperation, presented by Mr A. Couclelis.)

It should be easy to obtain the consent of member states if the minimum 
rights to be ceded to the Federal Authority are defined at the same time as the 
principles and methods of compensating for losses and difficulties, either tem
porary or permanent, that are naturally viewed with concern by governments 
-  such a guarantee being necessary to surmount overt or concealed opposition 
to the Union.

This is the main difficulty. By trying to avoid it, we are merely causing com
motion and putting off the achievement of union to the Greek calends.

The drafters of the proposed Constitution must of course remain in contact 
with the authorized representatives of States so as to assess political possibili
ties and the efficacy of proposed formulae.

Once the initial difficulty is overcome, the question of delimiting the powers 
of the federal State will be much easier to solve, as the answers to it are more 
or less known. To a large extent this will depend on the competence and pre
rogatives assigned to the federal state. It is therefore otiose to discuss the 
problem now, before it is known whether, and to what extent, there is hope of 
overcoming the initial difficulty. To do so would be putting the cart before the 
horse.

As to procedure, we believe that once the draft constitution has been 
worked out with the aid of the most qualified members of the Assembly of the 
Council of Europe, those members should submit it for discussion by the 
Assembly and by their respective parliaments in the hope that their govern
ments will confer on the project. They should also take the initiative of 
proposing an early revision of national constitutions so as to allow for the pro
spective exercise of sovereign rights by the Federal Authority.

The debate by European parliaments and governments on the draft of a fed
eral constitution will be the touchstone indicating how many states are 
sincerely in favour of European union and which are not prepared to join. If a 
union is constituted by those states that are disposed to do so it will at once 
become a reality, and states that are as yet undecided may join it later.

Agis P. Tambacopoulos
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