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Huston: Prospects and Problems of European Integration

PROSPECTS AND PROBLEMS OF
EUROPEAN INTEGRATION
A lecture delivered
at the Naval War College
21 October 19569 by
Professor J. A. Huston

This morning we are looking at this question of European
integration and what some of the problems, accomplishments and
prospects are, and then I propose to look at it from three general
viewpoints — the military, the political, and the economiec. In each
area there have been certain accomplishments and activities
towards cooperation and integration. When I have finished all this,
if it seems very simple to you, then I have not done the job prop-
erly, and you do not have a true picture of the gituation. If it
seems very complicated, just remember I am only touching on the
major organizations, and I have not even mentioned scores of them
which should be included.

Sometimes they may say of Europe, as has often been said
of the British Empire, that it was put together in a fit of absent-
mindedness. But this is not really the case, because there has been
a lot of effort, a lot of work — tremendous programs — of trying
to overcome the obstacles to get this thing going, since World War II.

But there is a tradition of unity in Europe. There is the
legacy of the Roman Empire which has lingered on. There is the
tradition of the unity of Christendom under the medieval ¢church
— the continuation of the concept of empire, particularly with the
re-establishment under Charlemagne in 800 A.D.

The Europe of the Six, which we will talk about in a mo-
ment, follows very closely the area comprised in Charlemagne’s
empire. And then look over here at this map — the only exception
is southern Italy and Switzerland. So there is a tradition of unity,
as well ag a tradition of rivalry in Europe. In medieval times
scholars would move from one city to another without interruption,
and there were no close ties to the idea of nationalism. As the
areas broke up into the feudal states, and then later formed into
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larger ones, the people still dreamed of continuing the empire —
‘getting it together again. In 1306, for instance, when Pierre Dubois
developed his project for the recovery of the Holy Land, he wanted
to bring together a union of the princes of Europe with a council
and a court for the purpose of rescuing the Holy Land from the
infidel.

About 1800 you had Henry IV of France and his celebrated
Grand Design, This surely is the first mention of a Europe of the
Fifteen. His scheme envisaged fifteen European states with a coun-
cil consisting of four commissioners from each of the Great Powers
and three from each of the lesser powers; six regional councils,
and an international army and navy. These were largely for the
preservation of peace. Later you had, after the Congress of Vienna,
the Holy Alliance, the Quadruple Alliance, and later on what came
to be known as the Concert of Europe.

The League of Nations, after World War I, was pretty
largely a European-dominated organization after the United States
stepped out. By 1911 there were already some forty-five public
international unions which were very largely European, brought
together for various technical purposes. The situations though, in
the period before World War I, had some features which seem at-
tractive in the days since. A. J. P. Taylor wrote of this period:

“The Congress of Berlin made a watershed in
the history of Europe. It had been preceded by thirty
years of conflict and upheaval; it was followed by
thirty-four years of peace, No European frontier was
changed until 1913; not a shot was fired in Europe
until 1912, except in two trivial wars that misecarried
. . . coal and steel offered prosperity to all Europe and
remade European civilization, Though protective tar-
iffs remained everywhere except in Great Britain
(even there the differences were very slight — about
5.7 per cent in Great Britain, 8.2 per cent in France,
and 8,4 per cent in Germany; the only true protec-
tionist countries were the United States, 18.5 per cent,
and Russia with 35 per cent) international trade
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otherwise was free. There was no governmental inter-
ference, no danger of debts being repudiated. The gold
standard was universal. Passports disappeared except
in Russia and Turkey. If & man in London decided
at 9 o’clock in the morning to go to Rome or Vienna,
he could leave at 10 a.m. without either passport or
traveler's cheques, merely with a purse of sovereigns
in his pocket.”

Then with World War I this thing broke apart in a way, and
yet on the allied side at least there was considerable machinery for
the purpose of allied cooperation — a whole series of financial and
economic councils, the Maritime Transport Council and Executive,

. the Wheat Executive and various commodity executives combining
their efforts for purchasing and supplying materials, and so on,

Since World War II there has been a rekindling of a Euro-
pean movement which had its difficulties, though remained alive,
in the inter-war period. Churchill set the keynote in his speech
at the University of Zurich in 1946, when he called for a kind of
United States of Europe.

I

The first aspect of this for us to look at, I think, might be
the military — the efforts toward military cooperation and inte-
gration. A forerunner of this was the treaty signed at Dunkirk in
1947 between France and Britain, It was a fifty-year treaty of
alliance and mutual agsistance. The next year they expanded upon
this in the Brussels Treaty. This was a treaty between the same
two powers, France and Britain, adding the Benelux countries,
Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxembourg. Again they set it up
for a fifty-year period. They called it a treaty of economiec, social
and cultural collaboration, and collective self-defense. It went beyond
purely military matters. Perhaps they felt that they had to put in
social, economic and cultural collaboration, as well as self-defense,
because there was not a whole lot they could do for self-defense at
that point in 1948. But they did set up a Western Union Defense
Organization calling for collective self-defense under Article 51
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of the U. N. Charter. This may have been almost unprecedented
“in an international organization — that is, to set up an alliance
" with going machinery in peacetime. It has been difficult enough
in war time to have combined staffs, and so on.
' First, there was a Consultative Council made up of the
foreign ministers and a permanent commission which was made
up of the foreign ambassadors from London and a special British
representative. London was the seat of the Secretariat, comprising
a permanent staff, and a security committee to safeguard classified
information. There was a defense committee made up of the defense
ministers, a permanent military committee made up of an officer
from each state except Luxembourg (represented by Belgium),
a Western Union Chiefs of Staff Committee, and a Military Supply
Board Executive, and a Finance and Economic Committee. Finally,
an Administrative and Planning Committee included the command-
ers in chief on land, air and sea. This developed into a combined mili-
tary headquarters sometimes referred to as the Uniforce. That
was the one under Field Marshal Montgomery with headquarters
at Fontainebleau, and you will remember that for land, sea, and
air, the Uni-terre, Uni-mere and the Uni-air were set up.

The Brussels Powers agreed to the pooling of equipment
and resources, subject to outside commitments, At the time it was
really a pooling of scarcities. Yet they were determined to fight
with what they had. A statement issued in May 1948 by the military
committee to the defense ministers stated, “In the event of an
attack by Russia, however soon it may come, the Five Powers are
determined to fight ag far east in Germany as poasible. If Ruasasia
overruns the countries of Western Europe, irreparable harm will
be done before they are liberated, owing to the Russian policy of
deportation and pillage. Their preparations are, therefore, aimed
at holding the Russians on the best position in Germany covering
the territory of the Five Powers in such a way that sufficient time
for American military power to intervene decisively can be assured.”

Meanwhile, in April 1948, the National Security Council in
Washington had been discussing ways in which the United States
might indicate a willingness to enter into a collective arrangement,
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and then the stage was set in the Vandenburg resolution of 1948,
and conversations then began along those lines. Representatives
from the United States and Canada met with the Western Union
Organizations at their various meetings in London, and General
Lyman L. Lemnitzer who is now Chief of Staff of the Army, headed
the American delegation. The mission was under the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, and it had officers who would meet with each of the bodies
in London — thirteen Army officers, three Air Force and one Navy
at the time.

This grew into the negotiations for the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. In spite of Russian displeasure they pro-
ceeded with this — the Brussels powers, plus the United States
and Canada, then adding Norway, Denmark, Portugal and then
Iceland.

The North Atlantic Treaty came into force on the 24th of
August, 1949, after being signed in April. Delegates met in Sep-
tember to set up an organization which paralleled rather closely
the organizationa that you found in the Brussels Treaty Organiza-
tion of Western Union — the council of foreign ministers, com-
mittees of finance ministers, and so on. Coming into the various
military organizations was the military committee, made up of
Chiefs of Staff; a Standing Group, made up of representatives of
Britain, United States and France, a sort of executive committee,
then a Standing Group representative in Paris. Then the military
commands (which had not been anticipated at first) were set up and
you had SACEUR and SACLANT, and so0 on.

The things which were responsible more than anything else,
I suppose, for hastening the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
as a going concern, were the coup d'etat in Czechoslovakia in 1948,
when the Communists took over, and the Berlin blockade. These
things made it appear necessary to gef some kind of an organi-
zation established.

Now, as far as the military headquarters are concerned, that
was a little bit later. That came pretty largely as the result of
two events — the explosion of the atomic bomb by the Soviet Union
in December, 1949, and the Communist attack in Korea in June,
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1950. In August that year the French made inquiry of the United
States if the latter was prepared to commit ground forces for the
defense of Europe, and whether allied forces ought to be integrated
under a single supreme command; the United States gave an affir-
mative answer on both counts. In September, 19560, the North
Atlantic Council approved plans establishing the Supreme Head-
quarters, and in December asked General Eisenhower to take com-
mand. ‘

In November, 1949, the American delegation to the Military
Committee of the Five Powers — that was this western union
which had been there previously — became known as the Joint
American Military Advisory Group (JMAG), and it was to co-
ordinate military assistance, operating directly under the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. It then became the coordinating agency in Europe
for the Mutual Defense Assistance Program, which followed up
closely on the North Atlantic Treaty.

In February 1951 the MAG groups began arriving in Europe,
and they were assigned administratively to JMAG. That was a
different situation from what you found anywhere else in the world.
It was put on a regional basis, Here was a further step toward
European military integration. When the United States EUCOM
was organized in August of 1952, the military assistance elements
of JMAG became the military assistance division of that new head-
quarters.

In October, 1948, General Marshall, then the Secretary of
State, had looked at the situation, and said that the Western Euro-
pean nations were “completely out of their skins, and sitting on
their nerves.” He said that any kind of an immediate shipment,
even rifley, would have an electrifying effect. Already the Brussels
powers had begun an inventory of their armaments requirements,
and the more they took inventory, the worse the situation appeared,
so they were anxious to enter into this mutual defense assistance
program with the United States. They already had taken steps to
pool their resources in the program which they called “infrastruc-
ture,” a program for construction of airfields, pipe lines, communi-
cations facilities, and other logistic installations which they would
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share, and they programmed this according to “slices,” The first .
was one begun by Western Union and finished by it. The second
was begun by Western Union and completed under NATO. Then
you had the later slices in the three-year and four-year plans under
NATO, the total for the program being about 2.8 billion dollars.

Now, we come to another phase which we may speak of as
a second phase of Western European Union. We have spoken
about the Brussels Treaty and its organization under this Western
Union, and then the taking over of its military functions, in effect,
by NATO, with the United States and Canada and other European
states participating. Now, we have another phase in which this
Brussels Treaty is resurrected. By about 1950, with demands for
more man power in Korea, and anxiety about setting up new com-
mand systems and so on, the question was more and more being
raised: What about German contributions to the NATO defense
in Western Europe? To the United States the logical thing seemed
to be to have Germany come into NATO on the same basis as every-
one else. This ran into some opposition in Europe. France was still
reluctant to see a new German army raised. The British were
not very enthusiastic about it either, Then the French came up
with a suggestion for a European army, and this was a thing which
was discussed, as a matter of fact, in the Strasbourg Assembly,
got approval there, Churchill gave his support, and then Rene’ Pleven
of France developed it into a detailed plan, the Pleven Plan, or the
plan for a European Defense Community, the EDC.

The plan was to bring the German elements into the Euro-
pean army in which would be integrated at brigade levels, the
equivalent of the twelve divisions which they were going to con-
tribute. In this way the Germans would be contributing their
share, and yet would not have a national army as a unit under
their own command which might pose a threat to the security of
other European countries. The British refused to participate in
such a fully integrated organization. The others went ahead (the
six powers) and signed the treaty on May 27, 1952. Then the
French began to drag their feet on ratification. Other things came
up — the war in Indo-China — they were worried about the British
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~ refusal to participate and the lack of their commitments on the .

" continent — the question of the Saar — so that it finally became
evident that the French were simply not going to go through with
it. Secretary Dulles tried to put on pressure. He said that the
United States would be forced to make an “agonizing reappraisal”
of its policies if the French did not ratify. He said, “There is no
alternative to EDC,” so the French promptly turned it down in
August 1954, Immediately Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden went
out to search for an alternative. He found it in the Brussels Treaty.
Again there would be national units, but the treaty would be reviged
to bring in Germany and Italy, — these six, and in this Britain
would participate, and it would contain provisions for the control
of German armament. The protocols provided for a new assembly
which had not been in the old organization, the Assembly of Western
Furopean Union which would be a parliamentary body chosen from
the member parliaments. They set up limits for armed forces which
might be maintained on the continent under SACEUR. This was at
a time when most people were worrying about the limits below
which they ought not to fall instead of the upper limits, but they
were concerned with the upper limits, too, and they had protocols
governing the control, and the inspection of arms, prohibiting Ger-
man manufacture of guided missiles, warships, strategic bombers,
and so on, and setting up the machinery to enforce this.

Thus now we have the new Western European Union as a
coordinating agency within NATO, Actually this new organization
also had some other activities — cultural, social, economic, but
again I think it is clearer if we look at it principally as an effort
at military integration.

The next step we may speak of is that of political integration.
This is the most difficult of all, but at least we see a beginning. On
Decernber 1947 a number of prominent leaders in Europe met
together and formed an International Committee for the Movements
for European Unity, and then gponsored a “Congress of Europe”
which met at The Hague in May 1948. They had some 713 delegates
there from 16 countries, and observers from 10 other countries
(these observers were refugees from countries which could not
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really participate). The honorary president was Sir Winston Chur-
chill. There they adopted a message to Europeans: “We desire a
united Europe throughout whose area the free movement of persons,
ideas and goods is restored.” It called for a charter of human rights
and a court of justice — and a Furopean Assembly. They decided
that this should be open to all democratic European nations,

The negotiations went on during September 1948, The
Belgian and French governments presented the Hague proposals
to the permanent council of the Brussels Treaty powers, then pro-
posed the establishment of a parliamentary assembly. They had
some disappointment when the British showed a distinct lack of
enthusiasm for giving it very much real authority. They did finally
accept the idea, however, and that was the main thing here — a
parliamentary assembly, a European assembly, but they did it
with reluetance and did not grant too much power. This British
attitude was shared actually by some of the others, but finally a
group of fifteen states came together and joined the Council of
Europe, with its councils of ministers and with its consultative
assembly. This consultative assembly is the big European parlia-
ment which meets at Strasbourg in France, in the House of Europe.

The British apparently were reluctant to go too far into
participation in the European federation for fear it might weaken
their ties with the Commonwealth. British institutions were not
as much dislocated by the war as the others had been, and they
were more ready to go ahead with things as they had been. The
British seem to have sort of a natural reluctance to go along with
too much machinery in formal organizations; they prefer more
of a pragmatic approach. They do not believe too much in written
constitutions and in detailing all the rules. Further, there was the
question of party politics and the position taken in the various
parties.

The statute of the Council of Europe was accepted on May &,
1949, the day that the Berlin blockade was lifted. At Strasbourg
they accepted in the preamble to their statute: “Reaffirming their
devotion to the spiritual and moral values which are the common
heritage of their peoples and the true source of individual freedom,
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political liberty and the rule of law, principles which form the basis
“of all genuine demoeracy ...”

Membership then, turns out to be the same as that of the
European NATO powers, plus Austria, Ireland and Sweden, and
- less Portugal, so that it really is an organization of European democ-
racies. Members of the parliament — and representation is weighed
according to size so that what used to be the Great Powers, the
larger powers, each have eighteen members, and the others have
from three to seven except that Turkey has ten — are chosen by
the national parliaments, not by the government ministers. In moat
cases they are elected by the parliaments — some of them are
selected in other ways, but the parliament in all cases sets the
rules for their choice. They had hoped to have this develop into
what they called a political authority with limited functions but
real power, The real power has not been forthcoming, but the As-
gsembly has been able to do much in the way of discussion and co-
operation in this general direction. One thing they did was to adopt
a European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms. This spelled out more precisely what they
had said in the statute about the conditions for membership. This
provided some means for legal redress in attempting to guarantee
respect for the right to life, the right to fair trial, freedom of
thought, freedom of assembly and freedom of association, They set
up a European commission on human rights where appeals could
be made and where, after enough states have accepted, even private
individuals could petition a complaint that certain of these basic
rights were not being respected, and further provide for a Euro-
pean Court of Human Rights to which appeals might be taken after
this has been accepted as a compulsory jurisdiction by eight states.

In 1952 they added another protocol to guarantee the right
of property, the right of parents to have children educated to their
own belief. This gave some difficulties, For instance, suppose the
parents were vegetarians or nudists, or whatever; all these things
were going to be guaranteed. They finally got a atatement upon
which they could agree, upon general principles. Then, they added
a guarantee of free election for parliaments. This stated that the
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parliaments should be subject to popular election at stated inter-
vals. Right away some European states then become ineligible for

membership in the Council of Europe. All the Commumst-orlented :

atates, of course, are ineligible,

One further effort was made towards political integration
among the Six. That was at the time of the EDC, the European
Defense Community, the one which failed of ratification. Paral-
leling that, they had set up what they called the European Political
Community in which they had hoped to set up regular machinery,
almost a limited federation in & way, in which institutions would
be available for all their various cooperative activities, but when
EDC died, this died with it.

IT1

Probably the most spectacular advances on the road toward
European integration have been in the field of economic integration
since the war. It is so common for us to think of Europe in terms
of individual countries that we tend to overlook the real position
of Europe in world economic production.

Here I have attempted to make a comparison so that we
could get the general relative standing. (See Table 1). All the
Western European countries (and in this I am putting together
all European countries which are not behind the Iron Curtain) are
congidered together to compare them with the United States, with
the Soviet Union, the Eastern satellites and China. Often we think
about the big population of India and so on; we do not always
think of the big population of Europe — not even including Russia,
not even including the satellites — it is 344 million.

The gross national product of 397 billion U. S. dollars is
far greater than that of the Soviet Union or any of these other
areas outside the United States.

The steel production is a very significant item, of course,
and here the European powers have 106 million tons. Compare that
with the Rusians and the Americans. Frequently we are told that
if the Russian production continues at its present rate of growth,
in so many years it will surpass that of the United States. If that
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happens, don’t worry too much, because you can then take those
- same graphs and project them for the Western Europeans and
find that they are going to be just as far ahead of the Russians
as they are us when that time comes. Their production has had a
phenomenal increase gince World War II, because they practically
started from scratch; thus it looks good.

Motor vehicle production — there the United States has
7,200,000, the European countries 3,700,000, The Red Chinese come
out with 8,000, And incidentally, while we are talking about the
Red Chinese, note that the gross national product of 40 billion
dollars has to be divided among 630 million Chinese. That does
not go very far.

And the coal here is 584 million tons and the kilowatt hours
of electricity in billions is 428 for the Western European powers.
This is just a general survey of the whole thing taken together.

TABLE 1
COMPARATIVE ECONOMIC PRODUCTION
Western Eastern Red
USA Europe USSR Satellites China
POPULATION
{millions) 171 344 204 96 630
GROSS NATIONAL
PRODUCT
({billions of dollars) 440 397 176 70 40
STEEL PRODUCTION
(millions of short tons) 117 106 60 18 6
MOTOR VEHICLE
PRODUCTION
(thousands) 7,216 3,718 496 138 8
COAL QUTPUT
(millions of short tons) 512 584 409 2b4 145
ELECTRICITY
(billions of kilowatt hours) 718 428 210 86 19

In an organizational way the beginning of economic integra-
tion in this postwar period was in the Organization for European
Economic Cooperation — the OEEC — which grew out of the
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Marshall Plan. It was set up as the counterpart of the ECA in
Europe,

In his addreas at Harvard in June 1947, General George C.
Marshall, then Secretary of State, invited the European countries,
you remember, to get together in a program of economic recovery
with asgistance from the United States. In part this is what he
said:

“It is already evident that before the United States
Government can proceed much further in its efforts to
.+ . help start the European world on its way to
recovery, there must be some agreement among the
countries of Europe as to the requirements of the
situation and the part those countries themselves
will take in order to give proper effect to whatever
action might be undertaken by this Government. . .
The initiative, I think must come from Europe . .
The program should be a joint one, agreed to by a
number, if not all, European nations.”

While the British and French lost no time at all, Bevin
of Britain almost flew over to Paris without any aircraft, in order
to get together on what kind of a program they might figure out.
They held some bilateral conversations. The French then advised
the Russians to do the same, and then the three got together —
the British, the French and the Russians, Molotov arrived in Paris
with the greatest retinue of all, some fifty-two assistants and
statisticians; they looked at the plan, and found it wanting. They
gaid that this was devised for American imperialism. The Poles
and the Czechs were very anxious to participate. They were ready
to sign until they got the word from Moscow to hold back. By
July 12 — this all had happened within a month — fourteen coun-
tries joined in Paris in a conference, and there they set up the Com-
mittee for European Economic Cooperation to draw up a detailed
program. The next year they signed a convention to establish the
Organization for European Economic Cooperation on a permanent
basis to supersede the temporary committee,
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"The United States and Canada became associate members
since they were participating, of course, in the Marshall Plan, This
was the organization for the coordination of the Marshall Plan in
Europe, It was strictly an intergovernmental organization. At the
ministerial level it was a diplomatic conference type of organization
without any pretentions to federalism. The British, the Scandi-
navians, and the others could participate fully.

Here you see the difference in approaches to organizational
machinery. The Brussels Treaty originally had outlined obligations,
but had not at first set up any machinery, The statute of the
Council of Europe in the Strasbourg Assembly had set up ma-
chinery without any commitments. Now here, you have the OEEC
which set up obligations, and did set up certain machinery for the
purpose of coordination. The governing body was the council, as
frequently found in such international organizations, with a single
representative for each memher — it might be the ministers, or
it might be some lower representative — and they set up an ex-
ecutive committee of seven members who were elected annually.
Then they added & whole series of technical boards to coordinate
activities in certain industries. The whole idea was to have the
efforts of Europe coordinated so that they could help each other, and
then have the United States make up the difference so that there
would not be a question of a whole series of bilateral arrangements
with the United States and unnecessary duplication of effort.

Further encouragement along these lines came from the
United States Congress in the legislation supporting the Marshall
Plan. Section 102A of the Economic Cooperation Act of 1948
included this paragraph:

“Mindful of the advantages which the United

States has enjoyed through the existence of a large

domestic market with no internal trade barriers, and

believing that similar advantages can accrue to the
countries of Europe, it is declared to be the policy of

the people of the United States to encourage these

countries through a joint organizabion to exert sus-

tained common efforts which will speedily achieve that
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economic cooperation in Europe which is essential
for lasting peace and prosperity.”

An amendment to the ECA in April, 1949, added this state-

ment: “It is further declared to be the policy of the people of the
United States to encourage the unification of Europe.” That is not
just a statement of the Secretary of State, or the President; that
is included in an Act of Congress declaring it to be the policy of
the United States to encourage the unification of Europe. Within
the OECC a number of specialized agencies were set up, the most
important of which perhaps was the European Payments Union,
a clearing house for exchange in international currencies with pro-
visions for automatic credit when one currency would be short in
terms or another (this recently has been replaced by the European
Monetary Agreement) ; the European Productive Agency, to study
ways and effects of adjusting to automation, to rationalizing their
industries, coordinate research, and the European Nuclear Energy
Agency formed in 19567, which coordinates certain activities in the
way of joint efforts in atomic energy.

It was OEEC, too, that sponsored initial negotiations for a
European free trade area, and then that project was further debated
in the Strasbourg Assembly, as I shall mention again in a moment.

That which has gone furthest in the direction of integration
has been in the countries of the Six, first of all in the European
Coal and Steel Community. The countries here — largely within
Charlemagne’s old empire — started out with the Schuman Plan,
which was to establish a common market in the coal and steel
industries. This was discussed in the Assembly of the Council of
Europe, and in various committees, and finally Robert Schuman,
then Foreign Minister of France, made this statement in May, 1950:

“A united Europe will not be achieved all at once,

nor in a single framework. It will be formed by con-

crete measures which first of all create a solidarity in

fact. The uniting of the European nations requires

that the age-old opposition between France and Ger-

many be overcome. The action to be taken must first

of all concern France and Germany,
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. “To that end the French Government proposes
that immediate action be concentrated on one limited
but decisive point. The French Government proposes
that the entire Franco-German production of coal and
steel be placed under joint High Authority, within an
organization open to the participation of other Euro-
pean nations.”

This, then, was looked upon in a way as really a first step
toward federation by going right to the heart of a fundamental prob-
lem — the relationship between France and Germany right in
the heart of Europe. If they could be brought together on such
fundamental industries as coal and steel, then the prospect might
be bright for other types of coordination, and the prospects might
be bright, too, for peace and cooperation in central Europe. In the
process of negotiations four other states came in — Italy and the
Benelux countries, joining with France and Germany, making the
Six. It took nearly a year to negotiate the treaty, and another
year to get ratifications, but it was completed in July 1952. After
a five-year trangition period, it went into full operation from 1957.
The British stayed out, but they did sign a special agreement of
association which recognized certain matters of trade between the
two areas.

The agreement established a common market in coal and
steel, abolished tariffs and trade restrictions in those products,
forbade discriminatory practices, forbade subsidies or state assist-
ance, guaranteed equal access of all consumers, provided for maint-
enance of lowest possible prices, and promoted expansion of
production and foreign trade. It has concerned some 574 mines
and 434 iron and steel concerns altogether.

The High Authcrity is the executive agency. This is set up
as a matter of individuals, and that is a far-reaching step, I think,
in international organization. Often we set up an organization on
the basis of representation of other organizations, so that the rep-
resentatives must always make a plea for whatever they represent
-— for this service or that department or this nation, but here the
High Authority is made up of nine members chosen for individual
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competence; they are not supposed to be national representatives.
They serve for a six-year term, one-third being chosen every two
years, Kight are appointed by the governments in agreement and
the ninth is chosen by the other eight. The first president was Jean
Monnet. He was really the one who planned the Schuman Plan, He
resigned in 1955, when he thought it was well underway, in order
to head another organization to move further for Furopean unity.

In addition to the High Authority there is a common As-
sembly made up of representatives from the national parliaments
concerned. This assembly has certain supervisory powers over the
High Authority. If backed by a two-thirds vote, it could adopt a
vote censure in which case the High Authority is forced to resign.
Here you see a very significant step in international organization
in that the High Authority can issue a rule which binds individual
companies within the various nations without going through the
governments, and they have access to funds of their own because
they can assess fees on the companies, and they can assess fines
on them; of course, they must resort to the police powers of the
individual states, but each state recognizes the High Authority
and the European Coal and Steel Community as a legal person within
that state, with authority under the law. In addition to this they
have a Consultative Committee. This is a committee of fifty-one
members drawn equally from members of the consuming group,
from workers, and from the producers, and the High Authority
must consult them on certain issues and may consult them on any
issue. A special council of ministers (we go back to the council
business again) attempts to harmonize the policies of the Coal and
Steel Community with policies of the respective governments.
Finally there is the Court of Justice to which these companies or
states or council may take appeals. The court may, in effect, make
a ruling of the High Authority unconstitutional if it has gone
beyond its legal competence.

The biggest step of all was when these Six attempted to go
further in setting up the European Economic Community, This
was on the basis of their earlier success. A suggestion from the
Benelux countries that they ought to see if they could not adopt
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.8 common market in all products led to further negotiations among
| the foreign ministers. At Messina in Italy in June 1955 they set
_up a cominittee to negotiate on the matter and this resulted in
the treaties signed at Rome in March, 1957. The common market
went into effect then with the first stage on January 1 this year.
It i3 to go through a transition period of twelve to fifteen years.

The European Economic Community has organizational
machinery comparable to that of the Coal and Steel Community
with a Commission as the executive agency; a Council of Ministers
an Assembly, and a Court of Justice. The objective is that, at
the end of the twelve to fifteen year period, the tariffs among each
other will go to zero, The common tariff against the outside is to
reach a level somewhat lower than those of Italy and France, and
somewhat higher than those of Germany and the Benelux countries
at the moment. It is a customs union, or a tariff union; in fact, it
is a full economic union, and in this the African territories are
associated with them.

EURATOM was set up at the same time — that is the
European Atomic Energy Community. It consists of the same mem-
bers, with machinery quite similar. It has its own commission and
council of ministers, but shares the same assembly and Court of
Justice.

With establishment of the European Economic Community,
the question immediately arose about the relationship between this
group and the others in the OEEC. The OEEC and the Assembly
of the Council of Europe at Strasbourg attempted to discuss this
matter in looking to the formation of a European free trade area.
The British were very much interested in this.

Now you will notice a distinction between a customs union
and free trade area. The customs union which these Six formed
means that they have abolished tariffs among themselves or they
will when the transition is finished, but they keep a common tariff
against the outside world. A free trade area as they were using
it meant free trade among the members of the group, that is, no
tariffs among themselves, but each state would remain free to
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regulate its own tariffs as against the outside world., Right away

this raises difficulties. The British are in a situation of imperial

preferences where tariffs are lower with respect to Canada, Aus-
tralia, and so on, than are others. That means goods from Canada -

and Australia and New Zealand may come into Great Britain at
a lower duty than they would to other countries, and compete
then in the free trade area with Danish butter, for example, and
that just was not very satisfactory to the Danes. It especially was
not satisfactory to the French. Soon a split of opinion developed,
the French on the one hand for this organic structure, the British
‘again for the pragmatic approach to the free trade area, and the
two came to loggerheads. A long period of negotiations finally
broke up in December of last year — in about the stormiest session
of the council of the Organization for European Economic Coopera-
tion as had yet been held, It fell through, and that was the end
for the moment of the European free trade area, as such, including
all the countries of OEEC.

The atmosphere cleared somewhat when the French a short
while later announced that they were going to go along with their
commitments to OEEC which they had not been following so far.
They were going to liberalize trade by raising quotas for outside
goods by 80 per cent as they had intended, and they were adopting,
with other states, the convertibility of their currency, and this did
away with the European Payments Union. So these negotiations
failed. Apparently one reason was that the British had miscal-
culated on the real strength of the drive toward unity among the
Six powers and the cooperation which had developed between France
and Germany, The British tactics were not all together sound either.
They were in a difficult position with reapect to the Commonwealth
and imperial preferences. They made the statement a number of
times that if they must choose between Europe and the Common-
wealth they would have to choose the Commonwealth, But still
there was a problem, particularly where the other countries were
concerned. If they were going to be shut out of this big free trad-
ing area, what were they going to do? Consequently, the British
began to search for an alternative, and this turned out to be a
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free trade association among the so-called OQuter Seven; the states
of Scandinavia, Switzerland, Austria, Portugal and Britain had
been left out of the common market. They signed a treaty in Stock-
" holm in July of last year to launch their project. They aimed at
a 20 per cent reduction of their tariffs by next July, paralleling the
Common Market's objectives. The trade of these seven with the
Common Market countries comes out this way — the British have
14 per cent of their trade which is not so important as some of the
others; Denmark 36 per cent; Norway 31 per cent; Sweden 39
per cent; Austria 62 per cent and Switzerland 57 per cent. So it
is a matter of serious concern for arrangements to be made regu-
lating the trade between the states of the Common Market and
the states of the Outer Seven

IV

Now, let us see what we have sc far, and try to summarize
this organization which we have gone over. {See Table 2). — The
military: Western Eurcpean Union and NATOQ; the political: the
Council of Europe with its Assembly at Strasbourg; and the eco-
nomic: the Organization for European Economiec Cooperation,
the European Coal and Steel Community; the European Economic
Community ; EURATOM, and the Free Trade Association.
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TABLE 2
EUROPEAN INTEGRATION

I. MILITARY

A, WESTERN EUROPEAN UNION (London)
B. NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION (Paris)

II. POLITICAL
THE COUNCIL OF EUROPE (Strashourg)

III. ECONOMIC

A, ORGANIZATION FOR EUROPEAN ECONOMIC
COOPERATION (Paris)

B. EURQOPEAN COAL AND STEEL COMMUNITY
(Luxembourg)

C. EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY (Brussels)
D. EUROPEAN ATOMIC ENERGY COMMUNITY (Bruassels)
E. EUROPEAN FREE TRADE ASSOCIATION (London)

We can summarize these in another way according to mem-
bership and that is what is shown in Table 3. The Europe of the
Six — the Coal and Steel Community, Economic Community and
EURATOM. The Europe of the Seven — Western European Union.
The Oufer Seven — the Free Trade Association. The thirteen —
NATOQ. The Fifteen — Council of Europe. The Eighteen — the
Organization for European Economic Cooperation.
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THE SIX
ECSC
EEC
EURATOM
Belgium
France
Germany
Ttaly
Luxembourg
Netherlands

6

THE SEVEN
WEU

Belgium
France
Germany
Italy
Luxembourg
Netherlands
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TABLE 3
EUROPEAN INTEGRATION
THE OUTER THE THE THE
SEVEN THIRTEEN FIFTEEN EIGHTEEN
EFTA NATO CE OEEC
Belgium Belgium Belgium
France France France
Germany Germany Germany
Italy Italy Italy
Luxembourg Luxembourg Luxembourg
Netherlands Netherlands Netherlands
United XKingdom United Kingdom United Kingdom United Kingdom United Kingdom
Austria Austria Austria
Denmark Denmark Denmark Denmark
Norway Norway Norway Norway
Portugal Portugal Portugal
Sweden Sweden Sweden
Switzerland Switzerland
Greece Greece Greece
Iceland Ieeland Iceland
Turkey Turkey Turkey
Ireland Ireland
Spain
T—6416 (64+7)—343 13—143 154-(2)4+1

641
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Also you can look at the various institutions which you have.
now. You have the Consultative Assembly of the Council of ‘Europe
at Strasbourg; you have the Assembly of Western European Union
which is made up of the same members from the countries con-
cerned, and you have the Common Assembly of the European Com-
munity, When they set up these new organizations of the Six, they
decided instead of having to set up an assembly for each of them
to have only one — the European Parliament or the European Par.
liamentary Assembly.

The European Parliament is the parliament for the Six
which serves the Coal and Steel Community, the Economic Com-
munity and the EURATOM, Under the leadership of Schuman of
France as president of this assembly, they are taking steps now
for direct election of its members in the various countries. Its size
has been doubled; otherwise it is the same. It also meets at Stras-
bourg usually, though sometimes at other cities of the member
stateas,

Now, let us consider briefly what the prospects and problems
seem to be in this area as we look ahead, In an economic way,
there has been some criticiam that now what is happening rather
than European integration is European disintegration, and that
is the way it looked particularly to the British and Swiss, so long as
they falt they were being frozen out of the Common Market. They
have accused the French, Germans and Italians of discrimination.
The answer of the French is that they are not discriminating at
all, because this is an open organization, and not exclusive. Anyone
may join who is willing to pay the price, but what the British want
are the advantages without any of the disadvantages they tell
them.

In the military situation there is the problem of a European
deterrent — what ought to be done in building up nuclear forces
— what ought to be done in coordinating the naval forces, the
land forces, and so on. There is some talk now about what the
French General Pierre Gaillois has said regarding a nuclear de-
terrent. Of course, they could not wipe out the Soviet Union; they
cannot achieve parity. But all they need, they say, is just give us
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enough and we shall develop enough so that we can just wipe cut

“one Soviet city, and then we can say, if you attack us, we are going
to wipe the city out. In fact, this may lead to sort of an adoption
plan; as in this country we adopted cities for European recovery,
‘there may be a movement now in which there will be an adoption
the other way around — the Swedes adopt Leningrad, for instance,
the French adopt Moscow, and so on, so that if they attack a coun-
try, they lose a city. That may be a deterrent. It is the same theory
that the Swiss have used. It is so costly that it is not worthwhile
for any big power to come through the mountain passes, and they
think they ought to continue along that line, Well, that is a question.
What should be the relationship of NATO, the Western European
Union, with the military and civil institutions? At the Straghourg
Agsembly military questions are not discussed. The Swedes and the
Swiss will not participate in military discussions.

There ig a question of rationalization — of trying to bring
these various institutions together. I have mentioned that we have
already seen a bringing together of institutions of the communities
of the Six. There is a movement now to merge the Organization
for European Economic Cooperation and the Council of Europe at
Strasbourg. It may be done. One more development last summer
was the doing away of passports among the countries of the Six
and Switzerland, so that they are gefting back to where they were
before World War I. That is real progress.

A question that faces us now, too, is this: Should we look
foward to an Atlantic community or simply to a European com-
munity 7 Former Secretary of State Acheson offered a plan in Bonn
a few months ago suggesting that we now need an Atlantic com-
munity with an elected parliamentary assembly, and a council and
g0 on, which would be open to other countries which are not in
NATO — Sweden, Switzerland, and others. As many have said,
these do not need to be seperate things, What we ought to aim for
is both — an Atlantic community and a European community. A
strong, united Europe is a prerequisite to full Atlantic cooperation,
for from the European point of view it will not appear to be so
much an organization of American domination. As the report of the
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so-called “Three Wise Men"” of NATO stated in their report in

1957:

“The deepening and strengthening of this political
cooperation does not imply the weakening of the ties
of NATO members with other friendly countries or
with other international associations, particularly the
United Nations. Adherence to NATO is not exclugive
or restrictive. Nor should the evolution of the Atlantic
community through NATOQO prevent the formation of
even closer relationships among some of its members;
for instance, within groups of European countries.
The moves toward Atlantic cooperation and European
unity should be parallel and complementary, not com-
petitive or conflicting.”
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