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‘Only institutions grow wiser: they accumulate 
collective experience ... ’

Henri-Frédéric Amiel,  
quoted by Jean Monnet, Memoirs, page 393.

‘The Commission had to have the courage to 
take decisions. Only if it had the will and cap-
acity to make all the decisions which were asked 
of it … could it act as the driving force behind the 
Community’s progress. If the Commission did not 
play this part, there was no one else who could.’

Walter Hallstein,  
Address by the President of the Commission  

of the European Economic Community  
to the European Parliament, 21 June 1967.

‘ … and then there is what on a previous occa-
sion I called “the material logic” of the Commu-
nity: the compulsion stemming from what has 
already been achieved to carry on and build upon 
the existing foundations.’

Ibid.

‘There is indeed one thing that our experience 
has taught us: that effective integration requires 
an autonomous, independent European organ-
isation … ’

Ibid.

The ink on the Treaties of Rome of 25 March 1957 was hardly dry when the Commission 
set itself up for business on 1 January 1958 in Brussels with an agenda covering all  areas 
of the economic life of the six founder countries: Germany, France, Italy and the three 
 Benelux countries of Belgium, Luxembourg and the Netherlands. 

The 15-year period — from 1958 to 1972 — covered by this work corresponds  
to the beginnings of the European Commission, whose first task was to come up with 
practical means of achieving the treaties’ main objective — the establishment of  
a common  market — taking as its point of departure the general interest of the entire 
Community of six Member States. Forged by men and women with often very different 
backgrounds, the history of the first few years is one of crises but also of achievements 
which shaped the major milestones of European integration in almost every area. 

Imagination, long-term vision, enthusiasm and tenacity seem to have been the great 
virtues of the people working for the young European institution at that time. 

By piecing together over a number of years the recollections of former Commission 
officials, a consortium of university teachers under the direction of Professor Michel 
Dumoulin of the Catholic University of Louvain at Louvain-la-Neuve has at last made it 
possible to tell the story of what happened during those early days.

This is a new edition of the book originally published in 2007. A similar project has since 
resulted in the publication of a book about the history of the Commission between 1973 
and 1986.

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION
1958–72

HISTORY AND MEMORIES 
OF AN INSTITUTION

Undertaken at the request of the European 
Commission, this study is both a historical rec-
ord and a commemoration. A team of histor-
ians from the six founder Member States first 
worked through a mountain of archive material, 
chiefly of Community origin, and gathered to-
gether the recollections of 120 former officials, 
all of whom were actively engaged in what one 
of them has described as a process of ‘invent-
ing things as they went along’. Only then did 
they embark on the difficult exercise of writing a 
 living history of the institution — its aspirations, 
its successes and its failures — as seen from 
the inside.
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Preface

Fifty years ago, the six Member States of the European Coal and Steel Com-
munity (ECSC) decided to extend their integration into new areas. Buoyed  
by the new momentum imparted at Messina, they signed on 25 March 1957  
in Rome the Treaties establishing the European Economic Community (EEC) 
and the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom/EAEC). Building on 
the still recent foundations of the ECSC, they raised higher the fragile edifice of 
European integration and thus gave fresh impetus to a more closely knit, more 
open and more democratic Europe. Bolstered by their political con viction 
and their faith in a peaceful future, the six founding States decided there and 
then to conclude the new Treaties for an unlimited period.

In so doing, France, the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Belgium, the 
Netherlands and Luxembourg gave birth to the institution over which I 
have the honour to preside today. For it was in 1957 that the Member States  
decided to set up the Commission of the European Economic Commu-
nity, which in 1967 became, by absorbing the ECSC High Authority and 
the Euratom Commission, the Commission of the European Communities, 
nowadays commonly known as the European Commission. 

The work you are now holding traces, 50 years on, the first steps taken by 
that new institution, the only one of its kind at a time marked by the Cold 
War, the nationalism of the Great Powers, the authoritarian regimes in south-
ern Europe, including in my own country, and the wars of independence in 
Asia and Africa. At a time when a new world order was taking hold for the 
dur ation, a group of men and women, defying history, embarked resolutely 
on an unheard-of human adventure the outcome of which looked uncertain 

José Manuel Durão Barroso
President of the European Commission
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to most of their contemporaries. This work and my message today show that 
they were, in actual fact, the founding fathers of a historic movement of con-
tinental scope which — half a century later — has made possible the building 
of a peaceful union of democratic States. I hope that this work will do them 
the justice they deserve and that it will bring this extraordinary human adven-
ture to the notice of a wider audience. 

Many books and studies have already been written about the history of the 
European Commission. Without a doubt, this one will become a work of 
reference. It shows the institution in a new light, thanks to the testimony of 
people who were there at the time and who, in the late 1950s, chose against 
all the odds to work — day in, day out — for European integration. 

The idea behind this work, which was conceived in 2002 as the brainchild of 
David O’Sullivan, the Commission’s Secretary-General at the time, is to piece 
together the collective memory of the institution. The Commission’s first of-
ficials, who joined between 1957 and 1970, are now retired and many of them 
are no longer with us. With their passing, it is a part of the Commission’s 
history that is being lost little by little, depriving us of precious recollections. 
And so, the enlightened decision to record the reminiscences of these former 
officials was made in 2002 with a view to writing a history of the institution’s 
beginnings. The task was entrusted to a group of leading European historians, 
whom I wish to thank here for their valuable collaboration and rigorous en-
deavours. For almost three years, these Belgian, German, Italian, Dutch and 
French historians, under the coordination of Professor Michel Dumoulin of  
the Université catholique de Louvain (Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium), interviewed 
more than 120 witnesses who had contributed, slowly but surely, to the con-
struction of the European Commission between 1958 and 1972, the eve of the 
first enlargement. These interviews are now accessible to researchers at the 
Historical Archives of the European University Institute at Florence, for it is 
our duty to safeguard and pass on these memories. 

At a time when the 50th anniversary of the Rome Treaties is being celebrated, 
it is highly enlightening to go back in one’s thoughts, through this work, to 
the early days of the adventure that is the Commission. At the risk of repeat-
ing myself, this book gives a clearer picture of just how uncertain the new 
institution’s future was. Everything had to be done from scratch. The scale 
of its twofold mission — to bring about a ‘common market’ with a political 
perspective in mind and to act henceforth solely in the ‘Community interest’ 
— led people at the time to invent a new, hitherto unknown, profile. The con-
quest of an identity and of a legitimacy would have been impossible without 
the fertile imagination of the first members of the College of Commissioners 
and without the fierce determination of a great many among the pioneering 
officials, fired as they were with a new ideal, namely that — as alive today as 
it was then — of the general Community interest. 
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Readers will find in these pages a new angle on my predecessors at the helm 
of the Commission, on those early officials and on a meeting of personalities 
shaped by their era but, at the same time, resolutely forward-looking. They 
will also find an analysis of and a series of anecdotes about the formulation of 
Community policies, some of which were barely outlined in the treaties. 

For my part, I have learned with interest — and genuine curiosity — about 
the ups and downs of the first Colleges of Commissioners and the institutional 
battles they waged to assert the authority of the new institution. From the long 
nights of negotiations in the Council of Ministers through to the ‘crisis of the 
empty chair’, there emerges the true face of a body in search of itself, willing 
to make concessions but uncompromising when it came to defining the very 
essence of its powers and the interests of Europe. This historical retrospect is 
for me a wonderful pilgrimage and a particularly enriching source of reflec-
tion. 

It is fascinating to discover, thanks to the reminiscences and the historians’ 
work, that the functioning of the European Commission is still informed by 
the same mechanisms and the same difficulties. My predecessors thus thought 
from the very outset about setting up groups of Commissioners so as to im-
prove the working of the collegiality principle. They also came up against the 
need for transparency following a leak to the press after the very first Com-
mission meeting. They also perceived that the work of the Commission and of 
its departments would need to be coordinated through an executive Secretary 
at the head of a high-quality administration. 

I should like to conclude by sharing with you, the modern reader, a thought 
drawn from my personal experience. My first contact with the European Com-
mission dates from 1978, when — as a student in Lisbon — I came with sev-
eral teachers to seek support for an association engaged in European studies. 
For me, the European Commission, installed in the modern Berlaymont build-
ing, in itself symbolised European integration. And even more for us who had 
known Portugal before the advent of democracy, the institution represented 
hope, a gateway to the future, to freedom. 

I am pleased to say that the Commission is still today the living symbol — the 
very personification — of the European Union, not just in every Member 
State, including those which have recently joined, but also across the world, 
in Russia, China, Africa and beyond. 

The lasting nature of this identification of the Commission with the European 
project after 50 years is due in large part to the fact that the Commission is 
seen as the archetypal Community institution, combining as it does the politi-
cal answerability of an executive, administrative expertise and unwavering 
defence of the European project. Through its position at the interface with 
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every Member State (whether original or new, affluent or less developed, 
small or large), the Commission is suited to finding compromises between all 
of them, being naturally disposed to combine technical expertise with politi-
cal skills and being organised in such a way as to defend the general interest 
in strengthening the European project. 

The almost carnal link between the Commission and European integration is 
also due to the men and women who work there. My — short but intense 
— experience at the head of the Commission has taught me to appreciate 
these officials’ devotion and ability. Their contribution on a day-to-day basis 
is essential to maintaining and further developing the Commission’s indispen-
sable role within an enlarged Union. 

The diversity in the cultural and ideological backgrounds of Commissioners 
and their growing number have not affected the Commission’s coherence 
and decision-making ability — a fact increasingly recognised in the latest 
academic studies of the Commission’s functioning. I welcome this and salute 
the Community spirit shown by the College’s members — supported by the 
administration — in their effort to speak with one voice. It fills me with en-
thusiasm and emotion to see that the values defended by the Commission and 
the devotion of its members and officials have remained as intact as they are 
indispensable within the enlarged Union. 

While acknowledging the imperfect nature of our institutions and while striv-
ing to modernise certain aspects of the Commission’s functioning, I therefore 
wish to defend the Commission’s unique role and structure against populist 
and simplistic attacks since, make no mistake about it, it is European integra-
tion itself, in the shape of the Commission, that is under fire.

Hence it is with great pleasure and genuine pride that I wish the Rome Treat-
ies a Happy Anniversary. I am convinced of the increased importance of the 
European Commission within the enlarged Europe and of its capacity to take 
whatever steps are necessary to equip Europeans for the challenges posed by 
globalisation. 
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Memories for tomorrow ...

The European Commission’s initiative to collect and preserve its ‘historical 
memory’ was received with great interest by those who were part of the scene 
in the early days and who remain convinced that the institution’s memory is a 
valuable asset for the future.

In passing on their own memories and contemporary accounts, the institution’s 
‘old guard’ provided an insider’s view of the often little-known life of an institu-
tion at the heart of the Community, for they still have a vast knowledge of its 
history and experience and of the spirit which inspired the staff and the DGs.

As a prelude to the work of the historians, their role was to set the scene in a 
way that reflected their perspective on the formative years of the bold Euro-
pean adventure which, 50 years on, is now an established reality.

European integration was a new adventure, and the Community institu-
tions were without precedent, but the most unusual body in the firmament, 
described by Jacques Delors as an ‘unidentified political object’, was the 
European Commission. It is rare in history to encounter institutions which 
are not rooted in any tradition or prior experience but have to invent their 
role as they go along. Although republics were in a similar situation when 
they were formed, they were normally following on from kingdoms whose 
powers and administrative structures they were able to inherit; virtually the 
only new features they had to invent were their relations with parliament 
and the people.

Foreword by

some old hands of an institution who were there 
at the birth and watched it grow
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In the beginning, the Commission was unable to identify with, or define itself 
in terms of, a clear political model. When establishing the European Economic 
Community, the authors of the Treaty of Rome had opted for a functional ap-
proach, that is they had established a number of functions which they then 
entrusted to a given institution and they wisely endeavoured to leave no loose 
ends and nothing to chance, but to confer these tasks on the body which was 
best able to fulfil them. The tasks of the Parliamentary Assembly, the Court 
of Justice and the Economic and Social Committee were fairly self-evident, 
although the Parliamentary Assembly was treated less than generously. The 
problem was the Council. If the Council did not work together with a body 
which embodied the general Community interest, such as the Commission, 
the result would inevitably be an intergovernmental system, and everyone 
was aware of the limitations and the sticking points of such a system, which 
were the direct result of the unanimity rule, well known in the Organisation 
for European Economic Co-operation (OEEC).

The ECSC High Authority was, of course, the answer, and it served as a proto-
type for the Commission. Bound by very specific rules — which were only 
possible in a Treaty relating to a single sector, in this case coal and steel — it 
already carried out the three major tasks of the European Commission, namely 
the exclusive right of initiative as the originator of all decisions, the implemen-
tation of Community policies, the monitoring of compliance with decisions 
and the implementation of the Treaty.

The authors of the Treaty of Rome accordingly conferred on the Commission 
all the duties relating to these three tasks, all of which may be exercised only 
in the general interest and independently of individual and national interests.

The general nature of the Treaty of Rome, which covers all economic and so-
cial sectors, meant that, unlike the ECSC and Euratom Treaties, it could not be 
used to lay down a detailed economic and social policy. 

The principles it established, the Commission’s ‘roadmap’ in short, were ex-
tremely broad: promoting economic and social progress within the Communi-
ty by creating a large single market through the opening of economic borders, 
freedom of movement for persons, services and capital, and the adoption of 
common policies. These common policies, which were not described in detail, 
were to cover the Community’s foreign trade, agriculture, transport and devel-
opment. Last but not least, the Treaty called for the coordination of Member 
States’ economic, monetary and social policies.

The procedures were intended to allow the Commission to defend the general 
interest in both the Council and the Parliamentary Assembly, without depriv-
ing the Member States of the right to defend their legitimate interests.
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Thus, the Commission held its earliest meetings, from January 1958 onwards, 
either at Val-Duchesse in Brussels or at the High Authority’s premises in Lux-
embourg, not knowing where it would have its headquarters or what its budg-
et would be, not sure as yet what sort of relationship it would have with the 
Council and the Parliamentary Assembly, but aware that its immediate task 
was to organise its internal work and set up an administration.

Although over a third of the Commission’s members had been involved in 
drafting the Treaty of Rome, and others had attended OEEC committee and 
council meetings, some were discovering the Community and Europe in Janu-
ary 1958 for the first time.

From the start, the embryonic Commission faced three major problems: the 
nature of its relationship with the Council, deciding which measures should 
be given priority from among the vast task-sheet established by the Treaty of 
Rome and, last but not least, external relations. Each of these problems raised 
entirely new questions. Although the experience of the ECSC and the negotia-
tions for the Treaty of Rome were some help in providing points of reference 
for decision-making, they offered only a very partial response to the overall 
problems.

First and foremost, what kind of Community were they setting out to build? A 
federation, a confederation, yet another intergovernmental organisation?

The interplay between the institutions was decisive in this regard, and the 
relations between the Council and the Commission in particular were most im-
portant of all. There was no shortage of ideas on the matter in the beginning, 
ranging from an intergovernmental system along the lines of the OEEC to a 
semi-federal system in which the Council would become an American-style 
Senate in the new institutional structure, while the Commission would be the 
executive — a weak executive but one whose strength lay in the fact that it 
was unopposed.

The Commission struggled to make up its mind where it was going. Faced 
with an all-powerful and overbearing Council, it had to fight every step of the 
way for the prerogatives which were, after all, its by right under the Treaty, 
engaging in difficult battles on every subject, but at every turn it was in danger 
of sparking a major political crisis, another ‘empty chair’, which would have 
jeopardised everything it had achieved.

The Council had equipped itself with a remarkable instrument, not written into  
the Treaty, the Permanent Representatives Committee, these being ambassa-
dors to the Community appointed by each Member State to prepare Council 
decisions and, they imagined, perhaps even those of the Commission; in short 
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to guide the Community’s progress in a direct manner. There was a  serious 
risk that this Permanent Representatives’ Committee (Coreper) might take  
over the Commission’s executive role and transform the Commission into the 
Community’s Secretariat-General, its administration at the service of Coreper 
and the Council. This at least was the policy, officially or otherwise, of some 
Member States, such was the difficulty at that time of conceiving and  accepting 
the idea of an authority that would be independent of the Member States.

Borrowing a metaphor from bridge, one could say that the Commission under 
Hallstein, supported by all the Commissioners, played a good hand, relying 
on the Treaty and seeking the support of the European Parliamentary Assem-
bly, the Economic and Social Committee, the Court of Justice and the Mem-
ber States most concerned by the discussions in hand. One after the other, 
its proposals, defending Europe’s common interest, were approved, in some 
cases with difficulty and only after marathon sessions and crises, sometimes 
with concessions, but never compromising on the Commission’s role and the 
legitimacy of the common interest it represented.

Its proposals, whether on procedure or on substance, were difficult to draft 
because they were totally new and dealt with such important matters as trade 
policy, agricultural policy and competition. Six countries with different politi-
cal traditions and conflicting interests had to be persuaded to accept them.

The responsibilities of the Commission and its embryonic services were there-
fore onerous indeed; at stake were the institutional future of the Community, 
the solidarity of its members and the long-term social, economic and legal 
validity of the decisions the Commission proposed.

There are few examples in history of so many fundamental reforms being initi-
ated and adopted together, in so little time, by countries with a high level of 
development; the removal of all barriers to trade in the internal market, a new 
agricultural development policy, a common commercial policy, a competition 
policy which was completely new for countries other than Germany, a policy 
of aid to the developing countries, which was also new for most Member 
States. All of this, which marked a profound change in earlier practices, was 
achieved in under 10 years, not to mention the first steps, modest enough 
in themselves but very important for the future, towards the coordination of 
economic, monetary and regional policies, social policies, energy policy and 
transport policy.

In all these areas, the Commission and the Community institutions had to devise 
solutions and procedures for which there were no precedents and of which not 
one came ready made or was welcomed initially by the Member States.
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This was the extraordinary challenge facing the Commission, which had sole 
responsibility for devising common policies and drawing up proposals. Because 
it was operating in an entirely new framework, it was not bound by the routines 
and traditions which normally shape government action. It was free but with each 
initiative it ran the risk of losing everything. It could not allow itself the luxury of 
making a mistake because those who did not believe in the Community system 
would have seized the opportunity to ‘scrap’ it and restore the intergovernmental 
system, as they had attempted to do during the ‘empty chair’ crisis.

The scope of the Treaty of Rome is so vast that it was difficult to decide to 
which of the priority sectors the Commission should devote most effort. Two 
priorities quickly emerged, however: achieving the internal market, prime ob-
jective of the Treaty of Rome, and external economic relations, pushed by 
non-member countries.

Abolishing all kinds of barriers to trade in goods between the six Member States 
was no mean feat. There was so much to do that the removal of tariff and non-
tariff barriers within the Community took 10 years, which was still 18 months 
earlier than the cautious timescale set by the Treaty. In the case of the free 
movement of agricultural produce, the large internal market called for a com-
mon policy which at that time directly affected a quarter of the working popula-
tion. Six national sets of rules had to be replaced by a single set of Community 
rules, and the different subsectors of agriculture operated in such different ways 
that it was necessary to create as many market organisations as there were cat-
egories of farm produce; this was achieved, with a display of financial solidarity, 
over a number of years, after many marathon sessions and repeated crises.

An internal market also required a Common Customs Tariff and a common 
commercial policy. From the very beginning, the emergence of the Commu-
nity gave rise to anxiety and envy in non-member countries, and the Community 
institutions, first among them the Commission, had to respond to an avalanche 
of requests for cuts in the Common Customs Tariff, for the creation of a free- 
trade area, for associations of all kinds and, finally, for accessions.

The Commission was still without a real administration when it had to start 
work on setting up the internal market, preparing the organisations of the 
 agricultural markets, negotiating with non-member countries in all corners of 
the world and laying down the principles for combating cartels, price-fixing 
agreements and, of course, State aid. The cabinets (private offices) and the 
first Commission departments prepared copious agendas for the Commission’s 
weekly Wednesday meeting at a frantic pace. The rigorous approach of the 
President, Walter Hallstein, and the Executive Secretary, Émile Noël,  required 
that every agenda item should be accompanied by a solidly  constructed 
 dossier. Oral statements by Commissioners were concerned only with highly 
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confidential matters or were intended to allow a preliminary exchange of 
views on topics which had not yet been debated. The weekly meetings of 
chefs de cabinet sorted the matters on which there was a consensus which  
could be decided upon without debate from those which would require a 
 discussion and would be examined at first reading. The Executive Secretary 
saw to it that there was coordination at all times between departments and 
called meetings of the directors-general concerned whenever there was a 
 difference of opinion.

Hallstein very quickly established a strong and highly competent administra-
tion that was able to hold discussions on an equal footing with the national 
administrations, and by the end of 1958 it was already a thousand strong. The 
multinational nature of this new administration, required to think ‘European’ 
and composed of officials whose careers and the staff regulations made them 
independent of their countries’ civil services, guaranteed its independence. 
Historical differences and grievances were put aside and the sense of a shared 
identity would not be long in spreading through the hierarchy from top to bot-
tom, mobilising its creativity and energy in the service of the European ideal. 
The enthusiasm of those days is recaptured in the chapters that follow by the 
many colleagues who shared with us their memories of those pioneer days.

Once the Commission had adopted a proposal or a decision, it had to be 
‘sold’ to Member States’ governments, the European Parliamentary Assembly, 
the press and public opinion. This meant that Commissioners, cabinets and 
directors-general alike were constantly travelling to all parts of the Community. 
Sicco Mansholt ‘sold’ the common agricultural policy not only to government 
ministers but also to the farmers themselves at public meetings held through-
out the Community. Robert Marjolin did the same for regional, energy and 
monetary policy, as did Hans von der Groeben for the competition rules.

The history described in the chapters of this book is one of an incredible race 
against time in which the Community endeavoured to exist and to grow in a 
world which was itself undergoing rapid political and economic change and 
which had a substantial head start on the Community countries, still weakened 
by the war, isolated and demoralised.

The European Community has had the good fortune to be served by a host 
of exceptional people, whether at the Commission, the Council, the European 
Parliamentary Assembly or in their administrative departments, who, facing 
difficult circumstances but meeting tight deadlines, took the courageous deci-
sions that made the adventure work.

It was an enormous privilege to be part of it.
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‘Inventing things 
as they went along’

For Paul-Henri Spaak, the signing of the Treaties establishing the European 
Economic Community and the European Atomic Energy Community in Rome 
on 25 March 1957, coming as it did after the Treaty of Paris of 18 April 1951 
establishing the European Coal and Steel Community, represented the solemn 
affirmation of a profound solidarity between six nations that had so often in 
the past found themselves in opposite camps, confronting one another on the 
battlefield, and that were now joining forces and uniting in all their rich diver-
sity in defence of a common human ideal (1). In the same speech at the Capi-
tol, the Belgian Foreign Minister, who had played a leading role in the prepa-
ration and negotiation of the Treaties, asserted that economics and technical 
progress would be the means of saving a civilisation, the moral order, a vision 
of life that was both just and in keeping with man as a fraternal being (2).

The Commission 1958–72

The signing of the Treaties signalled a new beginning, putting an end to the 
crisis which had followed the crushing failure of the plan to set up a Euro-
pean Defence Community, which in turn effectively led to the collapse of the 
Statute of the European Community drawn up in 1953. But, for the institutions 
entrusted with the task of translating the provisions of the new Treaties into 
reality, their implementation was to be a matter of ‘inventing things as they 

IntroductIon by

michel dumoulin

edItor and coordInator oF the project

(1)  La pensée européenne et atlantique de Paul-Henri Spaak (1942–1972), Collection of texts edited by Paul-F. Smets, 
Preface by André de Staercke, Vol. 1, J. Goemaere, Brussels, 1982, p. 613.

(2) Ibid.
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went along (1). An essential role among these institutions was played by the 
executive, which at first meant the executives of the three Communities — the 
High Authority of the European Coal and Steel Community, the Commission 
of the European Economic Community and the Commission of the European 
Atomic Energy Community — and, after their merger, the Single Commission. 
The Commission did not confine itself to the role of guardian of the Treaties. 
Its working methods were not immutable, and over the years it introduced in-
novations which reflected not only the new demands but also the character of 
the individuals who shaped it (2).

This book examines the role of the Commission in implementing the Treaties 
and the ensuing successes and setbacks during the period from the beginning 
of 1958 to the enlargement from six to nine Member States on 6 January 1973.

A period of 15 years is covered. In historical terms, this is just a blink of the 
eye. But, in terms of the history of European integration, it is a long time. This 
period was also one that saw important changes at international level and 
within each individual country.

However, a deliberate decision was taken not to cover the wider background 
or the history of European construction or integration, on the assumption that 
readers are familiar with the general context and the main events of the con-
struction of the European Communities. There is ample excellent literature on 
the subject which the reader can consult. We have chosen instead to concen-
trate on the history of the institution and the role of those who embodied it.

Nevertheless, certain important factors have to be mentioned because they 
help to explain why Europe was perceived as ‘a new dawn’.

‘Europe, a new dawn’ (3)

By the time the Treaties entered into force, on 1 January 1958, the ECSC already 
had five solid years of experience behind it. It had been created for a term of 
50 years and acted as the big sister and model. Based on a French proposal 
to pool German and French coal and steel production under the control of a 
common High Authority, with membership open to other partners, the ECSC 
was created in the context of economic reconstruction and the Cold War.

With the death of Stalin in March 1953, the Cold War evolved into a period of 
peaceful coexistence from 1955 to 1962, followed by détente up to 1973.

(1)  Interview with Georges Berthoin, 31 January 2004.
(2)  Noël, É., Les rouages de l’Europe — Comment fonctionnent les institutions de la Communauté Européenne, Preface by 

François-Xavier Ortoli, 2nd ed., Paris — Brussels, Nathan — Labor, 1979, p. 99.
(3) Interview with Pierre Defraigne, 16 December 2004.
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The world of the 1950s was dominated by the United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. It was a period in which the old Euro - 
pean colonial powers, profoundly weakened by the Second World War, ex-
perienced a wave of decolonisation, while other parties sought either to dif-
ferentiate themselves from the two superpowers or to seek their assistance by 
entering into partnerships.

In Bandung in 1955 the countries which would come to be known as the non-
aligned nations stated their intention of distancing themselves from both the free- 
market US model and the true socialist model, while at the same time breaking  
once and for all with the colonial powers. The Suez crisis, which began on  
28 July 1956 following the decision by the Egyptian leader, Gamal Abdel Nasser, 
to nationalise the canal linking the Mediterranean with the Red Sea, is a good 
example of this ideology. It also brought into relief two other factors: the ability 
of Washington and Moscow to impose order on the international scene, and the 
weakness of two former world powers, France and the United Kingdom.

The fiasco of the Anglo-French operation in Egypt was clearly a rebuff. It was 
also a sign that times were changing, not only in terms of countries’ ranking 
in the international hierarchy but also in terms of the way people viewed the 
future. In this respect, the XXth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union, held in Moscow from 14 to 25 February 1956, had an important ideo-
logical and political impact, not least in western Europe.

Stalin’s ‘errors’ and the impact of Khrushchev’s report 
in western Europe

At the XXth Congress the Party’s First Secretary, Nikita Khrushchev, presented 
a report denouncing Stalin’s ‘errors’ (Stalin having died in March 1953). De-
Stalinisation, which brought the dissolution of the Kominform (17 April 1956) 
and the brief promise of better things in Poland and Hungary, also had an 
impact in western Europe.

Pietro Ingrao, a leading intellectual in the Italian Communist Party, called 
one of his many works ‘L’indimenticabile 1956’ (1) (Unforgettable 1956) to 
convey the dramatic effect — salutary, in his view — which the publication 
of the Soviet report had on the development of the Left in Italy. It came, ac-
cording to Giorgio Amendola, at the very height of the political and organisa-
tional crisis on the Italian Left, which was incapable of promoting the sort of 
structural reforms which would have satisfied the new demands being posed 

(1) Ingrao, P., ‘L’indimenticabile 1956’, Masse e Potere, Editore riuniti, Rome, 1977, pp. 105–147.
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by reconstruction and nascent economic growth, while preventing a situation 
in which this expansion, in the hands of monopolist interests, exacerbated and 
heightened all the contradictions in Italian society (1).

These comments about Italy were echoed elsewhere in Europe, suggesting 
that the phenomenon was Europe-wide. The year 1956 was, with the benefit 
of hindsight, a key moment in the history of the French Left. According to 
the French historian, Serge Berstein, the three components of the French Left 
— the Parti Radical, the SFIO (French Section of the Workers’ International) 
and the PCF (French Communist Party) — underwent a profound crisis reflect-
ing their failure to adapt to the new realities of the situation in France in the 
1950s. He goes on to say that during the crisis itself it was possible to discern 
the solution which was taking shape, the appearance of a new Left which was 
still only emerging in latent form, prevented from actual implementation by 
the weight of the party apparatus, but nevertheless demonstrating the exist-
ence of new potential forms that responded to new realities (2).

The Left in other European countries also experienced a similar crisis, accom-
panied by the first signs of renewal. At the beginning of 1955 the Belgian trade 
union leader, André Renard, addressed the Bureau of the Belgian Labour Fed-
eration (FGTB), pointing out that State intervention was now more extensive 
than it used to be, yet the holding companies were not subject to any control 
and the role they played was such that in a modern State they were the ones 
directing policy. The following year the FGTB conference on the subject of 
‘holding companies and economic democracy’ (3), which set out its aspirations 
rather than any practical means, demonstrated that the problems facing the 
economy were clearly on a European scale.

The European dimension

One of these problems — leaving aside industrial restructuring — was Eur-
o pe’s ageing industrial fabric, which led to unacceptable pressure being put 
on workers to compensate for this disadvantage by working harder and, at the 
same time, to health and safety rules being flouted (4).

Productivity remained an important issue throughout the 1950s, largely be-
cause it raised the question of the modernisation of the productive apparatus 
and also the management methods and worker participation.

(1)  Amendola, G., ‘Lotta di classe e sviluppo economico dopo la liberazione’, Tendenze del capitalismo italiano. Atti del 
convegno di Roma, 23–25 Marzo 1962, Vol. I: Le relazioni e il dibattito, Istituto Gramsci, Rome, 1962, p. 194. 

(2) Berstein, S., ‘La Gauche française en 1956’, Ripensare il 1956, Edizioni Lerici, Rome, 1987, p. 297.
(3) Tilly, P., André Renard — Biographie, Le Cri, Brussels, 2005, pp. 382–388.
(4) Contini, G., ‘Gli operai comunisti e la svolta del 1956’, Ripensare [...], op. cit., pp. 440 and 441.



21

Productivity, like growth, can be quantified. In terms of the average annual 
rate of growth of national product in the 1950s, Germany (7.8 %), closely fol-
lowed by Italy and Austria (both 5.8 %) easily led the field in western Europe, 
with Belgium (2.9 %) and the United Kingdom (2.7 %) bringing up the rear (1). 
At the same time, the average rate of unemployment was 4 % of the labour 
force in Belgium but 7.9 % in Italy, which had the highest rate in Europe. 
The average was 2.9 % (2). There was a similar spread in average per capita 
income. In 1955 the figure was USD 394 in Italy, compared with USD 1 870 in 
the United States, USD 1 010 in Switzerland, USD 950 in Sweden and USD 800 
in Belgium (3).

The basis on which the Communities were expected to operate was therefore 
far from homogeneous in terms of economic and social development. A simi-
lar diversity characterised the political situation and national ambitions, given 
the far-reaching changes that occurred between 1958 and 1973.

The period of the 1960s — the ‘Golden Sixties’ — was one in which radical 
upheavals in values went hand in hand with an increasingly technocratic soci-
ety and ever greater material abundance.

Values turned upside down

Opening the Brussels World Fair in 1958, the King of the Belgians put his 
finger on the challenges of scientism. ‘Mankind has entered a new era of its 
history’, declared Baudouin I. ‘More than ever before, civilisation appears to 
be conditioned by science [...]. Two paths stretch ahead of us: one is the path 
of rivalry, leading to an arms race [...] which threatens to unleash against hu-
manity the discoveries produced by the genius of its greatest minds; the other 
should enable us [...] to embark on the road to understanding [...]. Technology 
is not sufficient for creating a civilisation. If it is to be a force for progress, 
there must be a parallel development of our moral thinking, our will to engage 
in a constructive venture together.’ (4)

The 1960s was a decade of scientific progress that was marked first and fore-
most by the highly symbolic conquest of space, starting with Yuri Gagarin’s 
first flight in 1961 and culminating in Neil Armstrong’s first steps on the moon 
in 1969. The Vatican Council II, meeting from October 1962 to December 
1965, strove to adapt and revamp the moral and social order of the Catholic 
Church and, in so doing, caused considerable upheaval. In the second half of 
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(1) Van Der Wee, H., Histoire économique mondiale, 1945–1990, Academia, Louvain-la-Neuve, 1990, p. 36.
(2) Ibid., p. 57.
(3)  Bresciani Turroni, C., ‘L’economia italiana del dopoguerra’, in Banco di Roma, Review of the economic conditions in 

Italy — L’economia italiana nel decennio 1947–1957, Rome, 1956, p. 5.
(4) Le Soir, 18 April 1958, p. 1.
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that decade, western society and culture came in for mounting criticism. With 
its origins in the United States, this challenge to the establishment affected the 
whole of Europe even if the causes differed. It heralded the end of one world 
and the beginning of another. The moral crisis was said to be the result of 
emotional under-employment because ‘there was no longer an uplifting cause 
to promote which could mobilise people’s energy and altruism’ (1). This was 
all the more true given that Communism had been in crisis since 1956 and 
Catholicism since Vatican II. Some people consequently saw Europe as a cause 
that could potentially inspire commitment in the longer term. In the words of 
Jean Rey at the presentation of the Charlemagne Prize in 1969: ‘The Commu-
nity is an essential element in the unification of Europe, but it represents only 
one part of Europe. We therefore think that the time has come to try to enlarge 
the present Community, which is in the process of being merged, and to find 
ways of successively admitting other European countries, step by step.’ (2)

Jean Rey had stated his conviction, but what of the 180 million inhabitants of the 
six countries of the Community? In 1971, according to the Commission, opinion 
polls showed that, on average, three quarters of the population were in favour 
of European unification. But even if ‘it is obviously not the public that is holding 
back the governments, [...] the popular attitude is more one of tolerance than 
of actively pressing for change [and] is not sufficient to accelerate the pace of 
progress towards integration.’ (3) Moreover, there were pockets of discontent 
here and there. Consumers blamed the Community for rapid price rises in the 
agricultural sector, to the point where it appeared to be first and foremost an 
agricultural community which did not do enough to protect the interests of 
consumers (4). Among workers, the Commission noted disappointment at the 
failure of social integration to keep pace with economic integration, adding that 
the public could not yet fully appreciate the practical objectives of, and underly-
ing reasons for, integration at the socio-structural level (5).

But dissatisfaction among consumers and workers was not the only problem 
identified by the Commission at the start of the 1970s. Some young people 
questioned the very need for efforts at European unification, while others 
criticised the Community for failing to do enough to eliminate social ten-
sions (6). Demographic and cultural changes in the Member States meant that 
a generation of people born after 1945 was coming of age. These people had 
not even started school when the Member States took their first steps towards 

(1)  Rezsohazy, R., Études sur les systèmes de valeurs des Belges francophones, Cahier No 1: La définition des valeurs — ‘La 
méthodologie de leur étude — Leur évolution depuis 1945, Université catholique de Louvain, Institut des Sciences poli-
tiques et sociales, service de diagnostic social, Louvain, 1976, p. 25. 

(2)  Quoted by Braekman, E., ‘Il y a cent ans: naissance de Jean Rey’, programme ‘La Voix Protestante’, 15 July 2002, broad-
cast on RTBF-Radio (see www.protestant.be).

(3) Programme d’activité d’information pour 1971, SEC(71) 590 final, Brussels, 2 April 1971, p. 6.
(4) Programme de politique d’information 1972, SEC(71) 4483, Brussels, 9 December 1971, p. 2.
(5) Ibid.
(6) Ibid., pp. 1–2.
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integration and had experienced neither the deprivations of the war nor the 
great debates of the post-war period. These comments on a generation which 
had new centres of interest which were perhaps more cosmopolitan than 
community-based and a highly developed critical sense which had to be taken 
into account (1), reflect the general and more specific changes between 1958 
and 1973. At the same time they show that the responses at Community level 
had long-term implications but also represented a challenge at the level of 
everyday life. The poet Louis Aragon might mock the new jargon (‘Ô Pool 
Charbon-Acier, Benelux, Euratom/Nous peuplons le vacarme avec des mots 
fantômes’) (2), but these same terms had represented the high hopes of many 
of the generation that experienced the hardships of war and the debates of the 
post-war years, and these people would strongly disagree with him.

‘The day-to-day reality’ (3)

Although the history of European integration, and indeed the European ideal, has 
given rise to an impressive number of learned publications, not to mention un-
published academic research, as well as primary sources, memoirs and eyewitness 
accounts, the Commission history has been much less well documented. With-
out going too deeply into the causes, it is safe to say that attention has focused 
primarily on the attitudes of the nation States to the European initiative. The first 
historians who worked on the subject were essentially specialists in the history 
of international relations. Consequently there have been many, more often than 
not excellent histories of European integration. But naturally enough they have 
devoted very little space to the history of the institutional partners themselves. 
If the truth be told, quite apart from the problems of access to the archives, the 
subject was hardly the most attractive in itself. For the unwary researcher it might 
seem like a matter of poring over what Boris Vian, when describing the common 
market, referred to as ‘Nothons: strange creatures consisting of graphs, statistics, 
definitions and diagrams’ (4). Nevertheless, the first attempts at writing the history 
of the European institutions were gradually made. The definitive work here was 
the history of the High Authority of the ECSC by Raymond Poidevin, a historian, 
and Dirk Spierenburg, who was personally involved in the institution (5).

The works by Peter Weilemann on Euratom (6) and Hanns Jürgen Küsters on 
the EEC (7) were written in a different vein, in that both consider the process 
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(1) BAC 3/1978 572, Programme d’activité d’information pour 1971, op. cit., p. 5.
(2)  Quoted by Riccardi, F., ‘Ortoli, le Français qui mène le Marché Commun’, Réalités  — Revue de Paris, No 330, July 1973, 
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(4) Quoted by Riccardi, F., loc. cit.
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Nomos Verlag, Baden-Baden, 1983.
(7)  Küsters, H. J., Fondements de la Communauté Économique Européenne, Office for Official Publications of the Euro-
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leading up to the creation of the two Communities but not the early days of their op-
eration and still less the institutions responsible.

In addition to the general works, there have been numerous specialised stud-
ies dealing with particular policies or individuals. The bibliography at the end 
of this book, without pretending to be exhaustive, contains a list of these 
works, which were often a great help in the preparation of this study.

Terms of reference

The present study was undertaken at the instigation of Romano Prodi, when 
he was President of the European Commission. The idea was to trace the his-
tory of the Commission during the period when there were just six Member 
States. In other words, the aim was to explore the nature, the ambitions, the 
successes, and the disappointments and failures of the Community executive. 
It was, and still is, an ambitious objective. From the outset it raised a series of 
issues concerning sources and method. The path that was mapped out in the 
light of these issues determines the process, which has proved to be extremely 
enriching in many ways for all those who have followed it.

Sources

The history of an institution, like any other history, is never a straightforward 
matter, particularly when it involves the present. Some of the many witnesses 
and actors who were involved, are still alive. They constitute a collection of 
individual memories, but also a collective memory of the institution’s past. 
These memories are a potentially vital source in that they can help to breathe 
life into the material furnished by the archives.

‘The mouth of truth’?

The use of oral testimony, which has now joined the historian’s armoury 
of sources and methods, is not a panacea (1). Oral testimony, like written 
sources, has to be handled according to the basic principles of critical history. 
Just because a person has witnessed an event or a decision-making process or 
has held a particular office does not make their testimony a pronouncement 
from ‘the mouth of truth’, to borrow Danièle Voldman’s expression (2). But it 

(1)  Descamps, Fl., L’historien, l’archiviste et le magnétophone: de la constitution de la source orale à son exploitation, 
Ministère de l’économie, des finances et de l’industrie, CHEFF, Paris, 2001. Contains a useful bibliography on pp. 772–
828.

(2)  Voldman, D. (ed.) La bouche de la Vérité? La recherche historique et les sources orales, Cahiers de l’IHTP, 21, Institut 
d’histoire du temps présent, Paris, 1992.
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is not just this. Since the past we are revisiting remains alive in the physical 
presence and voices of those who lived through it, the historian has the pos-
sibility of eliciting source material for himself (1). The corollary to this is that 
the historian then feels he is under observation in that the actors can contest 
his assertions, dispute his interpretation and, on the basis of having actually 
been there when the events took place, declare at best that the author is well 
meaning but mistaken and at worst that he is falsifying the truth (2).

Confronting individual witnesses on the subject of a period or a field of ac-
tivity often reveals contradictions, conflicting interpretations or even material 
errors as regards what exactly happened. Consulting archived documents, if 
these are accessible, can remove some of these doubts. But written sources 
are considered by some as being of secondary importance for contemporary 
history, leaving the historian without any means of deciding between two 
conflicting memories. Objective factors will have to play a role. These include 
the distinction between direct and indirect witnesses and the degree of cred-
ibility of witnesses, which is assessed on the basis of the verifiable elements 
in their story.

But the degree of credibility may prove to be the product of a more subtle 
process, in that the way the historian views certain witnesses whom he trusts 
for what are sometimes irrational reasons can decisively influence his choice 
of witnesses to consult, and the way he treats their comments.

These are the conditions in which the historian meets the different men and 
women he is interviewing and whose words he records and transcribes. They 
are his sources and they represent a remarkable cast of characters of whom La 
Bruyère would have been proud. The range of personalities is enormous: from 
the individual with a hugely inflated ego to the seemingly self-effacing person 
whose evidence reveals a perfect command of a sensitive dossier. The differ-
ences may be crucial, particularly as the witness in turn perceives the historian 
in his own particular way. The quality of the testimony thus depends also on 
the degree of empathy between the interviewer and the interviewee.

The testimony that is recorded and transcribed may not necessarily correspond 
in every case to the version which the interviewee ultimately authorises for 
publication. Corrections may be made to the substance as well as to the form. 
Sometimes the interview will have triggered further recollections which bring 
back memories that may have been buried, at other times the spontaneous 
response of the interviewee may have led him to voice opinions about indi-
viduals or the institution which, on reflection, have to be altered or deleted.

There are several reasons for the interviewees’ customary discretion, including 
respect for the individuals concerned and the duty of reserve with regard to 
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the institution. While legitimate, these considerations can be frustrating for the 
historian who has to use the authorised version of the interview.

The complexity of collecting and using individual oral testimony is compound-
ed in the case of the history of an institution by the inherent complexity of 
collusion between witnesses. This happens after, rather than before, the event 
when the witnesses discover what the historian has done with the different 
accounts of a particular issue. Forty years after the event, feelings of solidarity 
generated in the daily work which they performed with such enthusiasm will 
mean that today they have similar views about the meaning of the past they 
shared. This shared memory, which is indicative of a very strong collective 
identity, can cause real problems for the historian, the onus being on him to 
prove that a differing interpretation of the past is possible.

So there are, on the one hand, the individuals with their personal recollec-
tions who may also act as the guardians of the collective memory and, on the 
other, the historians with their interpretations that may or may not correspond 
to those recollections. The task is then to write a book commissioned by an 
institution that forms the third side of the triangle. This book is the result of 
comparing the different points of view or, in some cases, entrenched positions 
and will consist of a ‘negotiated interpretation’ because maintaining a unilat-
eral position would provoke a crisis.

Negotiated interpretation

The concept of negotiated interpretation, in particular as discussed and con-
ceptualised by Public History in America, emphasises four factors: (i) witness-
es and historians engage in a joint investigation of the past; (ii) in response 
to a commission by an institution; (iii) to serve an educational purpose, for 
example for the institution’s staff (1), and (iv) with due regard to the ethical 
rules on personal privacy.

The joint investigation leads to the negotiated interpretation, which implies 
that authority is shared between the witness and the historian. In other words, 
there is a dialogue based on a deliberate decision to relinquish some control 
over the product of the historical investigation. As the specialists put it, this ne-
gotiated interpretation lies somewhere ‘between advocacy and mediation’ (2). 
This can bother the historian because ‘it is a constant negotiation, based on 
trust and work that seems far from the historical practices we have been 
trained to follow.’ (3) 

(1)  See Page, D. M., ‘The public historian in human resource development and management’, The Public Historian, Vol. 8, 
No 4, 1986, pp. 7–26.

(2)  Corbett, K. T. and Miller, H. S., ‘A shared inquiry into shared inquiry’, The Public Historian, Vol. 28, No 1, 2006, p. 15.
(3) Ibid., p. 20.
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This book is thus the result of a unique experiment in many ways. The pres-
entation of this project would not be complete without a brief description of 
the main aspects of the way the work has been organised.

Organisation of the project

Following an invitation to tender, a consortium known as CONSHIST.COM 
was commissioned to gather testimony from officials who had worked in the 
EEC Commission between 1958 and the beginning of 1973 and, if necessary, 
from their colleagues in the EAEC Commission and the High Authority of the 
ECSC who joined their ranks as a result of the merger, and then to write this 
history of the Commission.

The consortium was composed of universities in Germany (Essen), Bel-
gium (Louvain-la-Neuve), France (Cergy-Pontoise, Paris IV, Strasbourg III — 
Robert Schuman), Italy (Padua) and the Netherlands (Groningen), together with 
an institution in Luxembourg (Centre de recherche et d’études européennes 
Robert Schuman) and the historical archives of the European Union in Flor-
ence. It coordinated the efforts of seven academics working on the ground, 
all of them holders of Jean Monnet chairs in history (Professors Marie-Thérèse 
Bitsch, Gérard Bossuat, Éric Bussière, Michel Dumoulin, Wilfried Loth, Jan van 
der Harst and Antonio Varsori) and a number of other researchers. These in-
cluded a number of senior figures (such as Jean-Marie Palayret) and some more 
junior ones, most of whom participated enthusiastically in the project (1).

The task of coordinating the organisation and work of the consortium fell to 
the Université catholique de Louvain (Louvain-la-Neuve) (2), with a steering 
committee (3) providing further assistance and advice. This was particularly 
valuable for drawing up lists of former officials who might be able to contrib-
ute their recollections.

The European Commission also set up a steering committee (4) which was obvi-
ously intended to monitor the progress of the project but which also proved to be 
a very valuable source of information on many questions of substance. In the final 
stage of the process, these substantive questions prompted another read-through 
by an ad hoc committee whose objections, comments and other suggestions 
prompted sometimes heated discussions with the historians — a perfect example, 
in fact, of the negotiated interpretation we discussed above. The entire project was 
overseen by the Secretary-General of the European Commission.

‘Inventing things as they went along’

(1)  Julie Cailleau, Anaïs Legendre, Veronica Scognamiglio, Corinne Schroeder, Myriam Rancon, Ghjiseppu Lavezzi, 
Veronika Heyde, Nienke Betlem and Mariella Smids.

(2) Michel Dumoulin, Yves Conrad, Natacha Wittorski, Julie Cailleau and Corinne Schroeder.
(3)  Fernand Braun, Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, Jean-Claude Eeckhout, Jacqueline Lastenouse, Robert Pendville and Paul 

Romus.
(4)  Jean-Claude Eeckhout, Antonio Marchini Càmia, Hartmut Offele and representatives of the Secretariat-General of the 

European Commission.
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This wealth of detail about the organisation of the work is intended to show 
that the project was not simply a matter of commissioning a couple of histori-
ans to write the sort of study they are used to producing. In fact, the work pro-
duced on the basis of the existing literature and exhaustive archive research, 
for example in the historical archives of the European Commission in Brussels 
(where the assistance of Ms Jocelyne Collonval proved to be invaluable), took 
on an original character thanks in part to the content of the 120 interviews 
with former officials, which have now been placed in the historical archives of 
the European Union in Florence, and in part to the oral and, above all, written 
responses of members of the editorial committee.

It is, of course, up to the readers to form their own opinion of the book. But 
this introduction should be rounded off by highlighting a few of the specific 
features of the institution, the different stages of whose development and 
whose ultimate identity clearly emerge from the pages of the book but are not 
systematically spelt out at any point.

Specific features of an institution

In 1958, despite — or because of — the precedent of the ECSC, the EEC Com-
mission and the EAEC Commission faced the essential problem of establish-
ing their identity. Implementing the Treaties was not just a technical matter. It 
entailed creating and nurturing a culture which was different from traditional 
diplomacy. The Commission is not the executive branch of a State. Nor is it 
merely a technical body serving the Member States. The latter, confident in 
their own political and administrative cultures and jealously guarding their 
prerogatives and sovereignty, tended (particularly in the case of France) to 
downplay the role of the Commission. The Commission responded with con-
sistent efforts specifically aimed at asserting its identity by working towards 
integration, which could be seen not as an end in itself but as a means of pro-
gressing from nation-based societies to a new form of society (1).

The inventiveness of the early days

As the instrument of integration, the Commission devoted much of its energy 
from the outset to framing common policies, a role which the Single Commis-
sion continued to pursue according to Émile Noël who, as Secretary-General, 
was one of the leading protagonists. As Noël put it, independently of the eco-
nomic necessities, the EEC Treaty was effectively a ‘framework treaty’, unlike 
the Euratom Treaty or the Coal and Steel Treaty, which could be described as 
‘legislative treaties’ (2).

(1)  Kohlhase, N., ‘Gesellschaftspolitische Aspekte der Europäischen Gemeinschaft’, in Mestmäcker, E.-J., Möller, H., and  
Schwarz, H.-P., (Hersg.), Eine Ordnungspolitik für Europa — Festschrift für Hans von der Groeben zu seinem 80. 
Geburtstag, Nomos Verlag, Baden-Baden, 1987, p. 211.

(2) Noël, É., Les rouages [...], op. cit., p. 33.
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The result was that, apart from the ‘automatic’ clauses on the abolition of cus-
toms duties and quotas, the whole area of economic union was left blank in 
the Treaty (1). Does this mean the Treaty was ‘neutral’ in terms of fundamen-
tal economic policy orientations? It is a legitimate question. There is also the 
matter of the relationship between the economic order and the legal order. 
Clearly, the founding Treaty had certain original features, not least the whole 
aspect of ‘supranationality’.

Supranationality

This specific feature was not a natural consequence of the Treaty framework. The 
Treaties of Rome were conceived as a new initiative launched after the crushing 
failure of the European Defence Community project, which had, in turn, brought 
down the proposed European Political Community. In the climate that this had 
created, the EEC Treaty, covering the whole economy and not just a single sec-
tor like the European Coal and Steel Community, could hardly seek to create a 
Commission endowed with powers as great as those of the High Authority of the 
ECSC. The skill of the founding fathers (Monnet) and certain negotiators (Spaak) 
lay in creating an institution whose powers were such that they could bring the 
Community much greater supranationality than was initially apparent.

As one former official explained (2), the exclusive right to initiate legislation 
conferred on the Commission had the effect of giving it a greater say in the 
choice of Community priorities than the Council. Similarly, the fact that the 
Council had the right to decide by qualified majority rather than unanimity 
only if it stuck to the Commission’s proposal tended to enhance considerably 
the priorities and solutions chosen by the Commission. Finally, its role as 
guardian of the Treaties gave it a definite advantage when it came to explor-
ing the potential of the Treaty provisions before the Court of Justice. As von 
Staden put it, ‘einmal ist das Recht auch eine politische Waffe’ (‘for once the 
Law is also a political weapon’) (3).

The legal approach

The Commission still had to give practical effect to the prerogatives conferred 
on it by the Treaty and hence to assert its authority. To do so, the leaders of 
the Commission had to resort to exercising the right of initiative wisely but 
effectively and to exploiting the institution’s role as guardian of the Treaty in 
order to explore the scope of its various provisions.

‘Inventing things as they went along’

(1) Ibid., p. 34.
(2) Memo from Antonio Marchini Càmia dated 7 March 2005.
(3) Von Staden, B., op. cit., p. 189.
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The Commission followed this legal approach by adopting an interpretation of 
the Treaty which gave priority to the objective being pursued rather than the 
letter of the law. It also selected the particular cases to pursue on the basis of 
the light they could shed on future action, much more so than because of their 
intrinsic importance. It also made its position known to the Court of Justice not 
only in cases to which it was a party but also in all cases referred to the Court 
for interpretation by national courts.

In taking this approach, the Commission was supported by a Court whose in-
terpretation amounted to nothing less than a ‘peaceful judicial revolution’ (1). 
The frequent agreement — or complicity — between the Commission and the 
Court, mirroring that between Émile Noël and Joseph Mertens de Wilmars, a 
judge at the Court of Justice in Luxembourg, on the interpretation of the Treaty 
and the measures taken pursuant to it yielded rich rewards. Often the Com-
mission would refer a matter to the Court or adopt a position which allowed, 
or made it easier for, the Court to deliver important judgments in individual 
cases, but equally the ‘bridgeheads’ created by these judgments often enabled 
the Commission to launch successfully legislative initiatives which had wider 
implications.

Fundamental judicial breakthroughs which today might appear self-evident 
were by no means guaranteed practice at the time. Two important examples 
amply illustrate this point: the primacy of Community law over national law 
and the direct effect of both Community regulations and certain provisions of 
directives and the Treaty itself. (The direct effect of Community law, by direct-
ly conferring on the individual the right to claim from the Court the protection 
afforded to him by the law, led to a proliferation of cases where the national 
court requested an interpretation of Community legislation from the Court of 
Justice, thereby making it possible to explore the limits of the Treaty.)

One only has to look at the positions defended by the Member States be-
fore the Court in the cases that produced these breakthroughs to realise to 
what extent the arguments advanced by the Commission and endorsed by the 
Court were far from unanimously accepted. The primacy of Community law 
over national law, for example, was challenged by the Netherlands, Belgium, 
Germany and Italy, and the courts in France, Italy and Germany were slow 
to accept it even after the Court of Justice had clearly ruled on the matter (2). 
As for direct effect, it was recognised by the Court despite opposition from 
several Member States and even a contrary opinion from its own Advocate-
General (3).

(1) Lecourt, R., L’Europe des Juges, Bruylant, Brussels, 1976, p. 8.
(2) Ibid., pp. 250–251 and 255 et seq.
(3) Ibid., p. 250.
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Important though it was, the legal approach alone would not have been enough. 
Whatever the powers conferred on a ‘supranational institution’ by a treaty and 
whatever the nature of its decisions, the success and effectiveness of the action it 
takes will ultimately depend above all on the authority it can command among 
the Member States. This is particularly true in those areas where the Treaty as-
signed to the Commission a role less powerful than, or subordinate to, that of the 
Member States. Noël was well aware of this. ‘All that counts in the final analysis, 
apart from the legal rules, is the technical quality and political wisdom of the pro-
posals put forward, the calibre of the officials representing the Commission, and 
the personal authority and character of the Members of the Commission’ (1).

Thus, for example, it was not by virtue of any power derived from the Treaty 
that the Commission was able to secure an important role for itself in the ne-
gotiations on enlargement. Having had to overcome initial opposition from 
France and the Netherlands in particular in order simply to obtain an advisory 
seat with the right to speak, the Commission gradually gained the Member 
States’ trust and became a protagonist thanks to its command of the dossiers, 
the quality of the documents it produced and the objectivity and balance of 
the solutions it suggested (2). The same was true — to mention just one other 
example in the development policy field — of the drafting of the Yaoundé 
Convention in 1963. The experience and technical superiority of its officials 
enabled the Commission to play the major role, even though it had not been 
officially charged with leading the negotiations (3).

These comments and considerations reflect a dynamic and, in many cases, an 
inventiveness which could not have existed without men and women who, 
for all the myths surrounding the origins of the Commission, were in practice 
often inspired by the spirit of adventure.

Manual labourers, conspirators and other missionaries

The 120 former officials who agreed to be interviewed do not constitute a sta-
tistically representative sample. We must be careful not to generalise because, 
in terms of their career and involvement, they represent a body of experience 
which surpasses the norm, but it is nevertheless interesting to pick out a few 
important points.

Some of these officials, regardless of their rank in the hierarchy at the time, regard 
themselves as Europe’s ‘manual labourers’ (4), others as ‘missionaries’ (5). Or, to 
use a recent expression coined by Joachim Bitterlich, ‘a band of conspirators’ (6).

‘Inventing things as they went along’

(1) See the chapters on administration and Émile Noël. 
(2) See the chapter on enlargement, pp. 539–562.
(3) See the chapter on development, p. 377.
(4) Interview with Georges Berthoin, 31 January 2004.
(5) Interview with Jacques-René Rabier, 8 January 2004.
(6) La Croix, 4 February 2005, p. 42.
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Several factors, some of them complementary, explain this attitude, which led 
to a sense of solidarity in their work and to the emergence of a strong institu-
tional identity.

In the case of some officials, as Georges Rencki repeatedly pointed out during 
our interviews, active involvement in the European Movement or the experi-
ence gained in the European Youth Campaign, for example, helped to pre-
serve a particular outlook and to create alliances across the institution.

Other factors common to any enterprise culture are the charisma, competence 
or strength of conviction of a particular hierarchical superior. This creates a 
sort of vertical solidarity and helps to dispel the impression of the EEC Com-
mission as a soulless monolith. The expressions used by the interviewees refer 
to the existence of groups of officials united by their common past experience 
— the ‘veterans of Val-Duchesse’ (1) — which reinforces solidarity across the 
institution, or the groups that formed around a particular individual (‘the von 
der Groeben circle’, ‘the Rabier gang’) illustrating vertical solidarity.

Similarly, national networks that produced EEC officials could also create loy-
alties based on a shared administrative culture, and these need to be borne 
in mind. Examples of this are the German Foreign Office and the ‘high-tech 
Colbertism’ (2) of the French civil service.

The oral testimony is again particularly valuable here. There is a wealth of infor-
mation that does not appear and will never appear in the archives. The lunch-
time conversations between officials, the meetings between Monnet, Noël and 
Fontaine on a Saturday morning in Paris, the Friday evening train from Brussels 
to Paris and any number of other details convey the mysterious alchemy at work, 
without which officials from six countries that had recently been at war could 
never have shaped the institution. So while it is true that certain major figures 
stand out among the ranks of the Commissioners and that interviewees frequent-
ly recalled the commanding role of the Secretary-General, Émile Noël, and the 
‘signorilità’ of the head of the Legal Service, Michel Gaudet, it is clear that the 
results achieved by the time of the first enlargement were due to a much larger 
number of officials.

‘Nobody’s perfect’

This history was not designed or written as an apologia for the institution, and 
it would be wrong to gloss over certain controversies and even crises during 
the Commission’s early days which still today divide historians and provoke 

(1) Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.
(2)  According to Elie Cohen, quoted by Hougounenq, R. and Ventelou, B., ‘Les services publics français à l’heure de 

l’intégration européenne’, Revue de l’OFCE, No 80, January 2002, p. 8, the expression applies to the period between the 
nationalisations of the immediate post-war period and the 1980s.
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differences of opinion between witnesses as regards the responsibility of the 
institutional actors involved.

As we will see in the chapter on the ‘empty chair’ crisis, for example, the 
causes of this episode continue to cause controversy. One thing, however, is 
clear. The crisis significantly restricted what was supposed to be an important 
extension of the scope for majority decision-making on 1 January 1966 (1). As 
Émile Noël made clear: ‘After the crisis [...], recourse to majority voting was for 
a long time restricted to purely administrative or budgetary measures’ (2). So, 
even though this was progressively relaxed in a number of ways later on (3), 
the Commission’s activity suffered as a result during the years under consid-
eration here because its role, which had resembled that of a referee, was in 
danger of being reduced to no more than a simple mediator (4).

A second example of differences of opinion, then and now, was agricultural 
policy. Some argue that this policy had the effect of guaranteeing excessively 
high intervention prices, which resulted in the development — so often lam-
basted in the media — of very costly cereal and butter ‘mountains’.

But as the chapter on agricultural policy shows, these allegations, which place 
the blame entirely on the Commission, have to be challenged. Agricultural 
prices are fixed by the Council, not the Commission, although the Commis-
sion does draft the proposal. But ‘in the majority of cases the Commission’s 
pro posals in this area were for levels much lower than that set by Parlia-
ment and, in particular, the Council. Moreover, the Council flatly rejected the 
proposals in the Mansholt Plan aimed at reducing supply by means of 
‘set-aside’, for example, in order to prevent ‘surpluses’ (5).

The chapters devoted to these two areas may debunk the received opinions 
on these matters, but this does not alter the fact that reservations may le-
gitimately be voiced about the Commission’s efforts in the field of transport 
— one policy where the Treaty did confer significant powers on the executive 
— and, to a certain extent, social policy. These reservations are set out in the 
chapters dealing with these questions.

An educational purpose

This history and these memoirs of the Commission during the years under 
consideration provide examples and lessons which resemble a dialectical 

‘Inventing things as they went along’

(1) Noël, É., Les rouages [...], op. cit., p. 41.
(2) Ibid., p. 43.
(3)  Ibid. The author added that this tendency received a marked fillip at the meeting of Heads of State or Government in 

December 1974, where it was felt that the practice of requiring unanimous support of the Member States for any deci-
sion should be abandoned.

(4) Memo from Antonio Marchini Càmia dated 7 March 2005.
(5) Memo from Georges Rencki dated 5 August 2006.
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exchange between the past and the present on the subject of European inte-
gration. The book is neither an apology nor a manual for the perfect Euro-
pean, but it can serve an educational purpose by acting as a reminder, through 
a better understanding of the past that, while pursuing what the Member States 
desire and what they can agree on, we should never lose sight of what the 
public is prepared to accept.

The plan for the work was criticised by some actors and interviewees on the 
grounds that too much attention was paid to certain policies which were, at 
the time, no more than a vain hope. While it is perfectly true that some of 
these policies were still in their infancy at the time of the first enlargement, it 
is equally true that they subsequently experienced significant growth and have 
now become vital sectors. In the knowledge that we often examine the past 
through the eyes of the present, the authors felt that it was legitimate to adopt 
a perspective which, without falling into the trap of anachronism, aimed at do-
ing full justice to the recognised achievements, but without ignoring what was 
still taking shape. This was effectively a way of demonstrating that the Treaty 
of Rome establishing the EEC was a framework treaty.

Concluding remarks

Many people have helped to make this book possible. Working on this project 
has forged a sense of solidarity in that none of us could have achieved this 
result without the help of the others. We would like therefore to express our 
sincere thanks to all those who contributed to what proved to be a major un-
dertaking. It is with sadness, too, that we remember those interviewees who 
died between the start of the project and its completion.

The passing of these individuals brings me to my final point. The experience 
gained with this project shows that the memory of the Commission, like that 
of any other institution, needs to be carefully recorded and preserved. It con-
stitutes an irreplaceable part of our heritage. Not least because a knowledge 
of what has gone before ought to form part of our baggage for the present. 
With this in mind, we should be urgently thinking of introducing a system of 
systematically gathering the testimony of officials who are about to retire. Far 
from being a nostalgic exercise, this living memory bank could be a tool con-
tributing to the continuous efforts to improve governance in an institution that 
is constantly changing and adapting.



Part  One 
The Commission  

and its people



On 25 March 1957 the representatives of the Six sign the Rome Treaties in the Sala degli Orazi e Curiazi at the Capitol 
in Rome. An Interim Committee was set up to prepare the entry into force of the Treaties.
From left to right: Paul-Henri Spaak and Jean-Charles Snoy et d’Oppuers (Belgium); Christian Pineau and Maurice Faure 
(France); Konrad Adenauer and Walter Hallstein (Germany); Antonio Segni and Gaetano Martino (Italy); Joseph Bech 
(Luxembourg); Joseph Luns and Johannes Linthorst Homan (Netherlands). Another of the signatories, Lambert Schaus, 
is missing from the photo.
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Chapter 1

The Interim Committee 
(April 1957 to January 1958)

While it stands to reason that the first date in the 
history of the EEC Commission was its inaugura-
tion on 16 January 1958, there obviously had to be 
a prehistory. The prehistory consisted of a period 
of meetings, discussions and negotiations that 
filled the brief interlude between the signing of the 
Treaties of Rome and the new institution’s inaugu-
ration. But it would be a mistake to forget that the 
preparations for setting up the EEC Commission 
coincided with those for the EAEC Commission. 
Especially as there was one particularly anxious 
and attentive observer that had been up and run-
ning since 1952 — the ECSC.

The few months separating the ceremony on 
Capitol Hill and the time when the new Commis-
sions got down to work are highly significant, not 
so much in terms of the practical organisation of 
the new institutions as of designating a President 
and, above all, the future pattern of relations be-
tween the Council and the Commissions.

Establishing the Committee

On 7 March 1957 the Intergovernmental Commit-
tee for the Common Market and Euratom met in 
Brussels to consider the tasks to be performed by 

the Heads of Delegation as the Interim Committee 
once the Treaties were signed. It met again on 
23 and 24 March. On 25 March the Committee of 
Ministers took note of the report by the Heads of 
Delegation and established the Interim Committee.

The option that was selected was not the obvious 
one, given the existence of the model of the ECSC 
and the experience of the Intergovernmental 
Committee.

The precedent of the ECSC

The first meeting of the special Council of Minis-
ters, held in Luxembourg from 8 to 10 September 
1952, instructed an ad hoc group to come up 
with proposals on how its work should be organ-
ised. One of these proposals was that there 
should be a Council of Ministers Coordination 
Committee (COCOR) consisting of three mem-
bers per country. In addition to preparing the 
ground for meetings, it would coordinate the 
work of the various committees set up by the 
Council (1), although it would also be the place 

(1)  Spierenburg, D. and Poidevin, R., The history of the High Authority 
of the European Coal and Steel Community — Supranationality in 
operation, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 1994, p. 60.
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where complaints about the Council’s loss of sta-
tus to the High Authority (1) would be aired.

At the same time the COCOR, which met for the 
first time on 5 March 1953, developed what Ernst 
Haas, as early as 1958, described as ‘the principle 
of a novel community-type organ’ (2).

This new institutional culture undoubtedly influ-
enced the organisation, composition and modus 
operandi of what is commonly known as the 
Spaak Committee (3), which, after the Venice 
Council, became the Intergovernmental Commit-
tee for the Common Market and Euratom.

The Spaak Committee (and its successor) were de-
scribed as a ‘rather extraordinary club’ by Émile 
Noël, who added that it ‘was both a meeting place 
of authorised and faithful spokesmen of the six 
governments and a group of militants dedicated to 
a vast and noble political undertaking’ (4).

While Émile Noël’s enthusiasm about the deeply 
felt convictions of certain of those involved needs 
tempering, the fact remains that the ‘club’ in ques-
tion had adopted the form of a permanent negotiat-
ing body. This was why Jeffrey Lewis felt able to 
write that the practice established between the au-
tumn of 1955 and the spring of 1957 was behind 
‘one of the less well-known political coups in the 
history of the EU’ (5), namely the article in the Trea-
ties establishing the EEC and Euratom that provided 
for ‘a Committee consisting of the Permanent Rep-
resentatives of the Member States [...] responsible 
for preparing the work of the Council and for carry-
ing out the tasks assigned to it by the Council’ (6).

(1)  Spierenburg, D. and Poidevin, R., op. cit., p. 78.
(2)  Haas, E., The uniting of Europe — Political, social, and economic 

forces, 1950–1957, Stanford University Press, Stanford, 1958, p. 491. 
(3)  Dumoulin, M., ‘Les travaux du Comité Spaak (juillet 1955–avril 

1956)’, in Serra, E. (ed.), Il rilancio dell’Europa e i trattati di Roma;  
La relance européenne et les traités de Rome; The relaunching of 
Europe and the Treaties of Rome, — Actes du colloque de Rome, 
25–28 mars 1987, Bruylant/L.G.D.J./Nomos Verlag, Brussels/Paris/
Baden-Baden, 1989, pp. 195–210.

(4)  Noël, E., ‘The Committee of Permanent Representatives’, Journal of 
Common Market Studies, Vol. 5, 1967, No 3, p. 219.

(5)  Lewis, J., ‘National interests: Coreper’, in Peterson, J. and Shackleton, 
M. (eds), The institutions of the European Union, The New European 
Union Series, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2002, p. 280. 

(6)  Article 151 of the EEC Treaty and Article 121 of the Euratom 
Treaty. 

This clarifies the background to the fact that the 
Interim Committee, which was set up on 25 
March 1957 and met for the first time under its 
new name on 16 and 17 April, consisted of the 
former Heads of Delegation to the Intergovern-
mental Committee, faithfully preserving the at-
mosphere and the spirit that had prevailed since 
1955, and probably earlier too, in the COCOR. 
What is more, the representatives of the three 
Benelux countries on the Interim Committee — 
Snoy et d’Oppuers, Schaus and Linthorst Homan 
— were among the signatories to the Treaties, 
whereas the Frenchman Marjolin, the Italian 
Badini Confalonieri and the German Ophüls did 
not have that status.

That said, before considering what the Commit-
tee actually did, it is worth mentioning the con-
text in which they did it.

The context

The Interim Committee was operating under 
what were by no means the most favourable 
conditions.

For one thing, the national parliaments were still 
in the process of ratifying the Treaties of Rome (7). 
The Bundestag was the first to do so, on 5 July 
1957. The Dutch First Chamber rounded the pro-
cess off on 4 December. But criticisms voiced in 
both The Hague and Brussels, without calling the 
Treaties into question as such, revealed the exist-
ence of serious tensions (8) which, particularly on 
the Belgian side, were liable to have an impact 
on the Committee. Without going into detail, 
Spaak, who took office as NATO Secretary- 
General in March 1957, was replaced by Victor 
Larock, who had great difficulty handling the 

(7)  On the ratification of the Treaties: Küsters, H.-J., Fondements de la 
Communauté économique européenne, Office for Official Publica-
tions of the European Communities/Labor, Luxembourg/Brussels, 
1990, pp. 336–347.

(8)  See the concise but eloquent remarks by Bitsch, M.-Th., Histoire de 
la construction européenne, 2e éd., Complexe, Brussels, 1999, 
p. 123, and Gerbet, P., La construction de l’Europe, 3e éd.,  
Imprimerie nationale, Paris, 1999, pp. 188–189. 
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‘Europe united for progress and peace’ proclaims this Italian poster celebrating the signing of the Treaties of Rome on 
25 March 1957. It also quotes a passage from a speech given in Milan on 26 April 1953 by Alcide De Gasperi (1881–1954) 

to leaders of the Christian Democrats in Upper Italy: ‘Europe’s frontiers will finally be torn down and we will have a single 
Community and free movement of people and goods, and above all of labour’ (‘Per la legge maggioritaria’, in De Gasperi, 

A., Nel Partito popolare italiano e nella Democrazia cristiana, Cinque Lune, Vol. II, 1990, Rome, pp. 473–492).
The signing of the Treaties also attracted the attention of that other transnational institution, the Catholic Church. Pope Pius 

XII had listened closely to Spaak’s speech at the Banco di Roma on 26 March on the subject of tomorrow’s Europe, which 
had been broadcast on Italian radio. On 13 June the Pope addressed a gathering of a thousand delegates to the European 

Movement’s Congress in Rome and gave a particularly interesting speech emphasising the idea of a spiritual and moral 
‘Community’ and its responsibilities, particularly in Africa. He called for the ratification of the Treaties by the national 

parliaments and expressed a desire for a strengthening of the executives of the new Communities and hence the creation of 
a unifying political entity (‘Die Stimme des Papstes — Stand und Aufgaben der Europäischen Einigung’, Herder 

Korrespondenz — Orbis catholicus, 11th year, August 1957, p. 522).
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open hostility of the Prime Minister, Achille Van 
Acker, to the Treaties (1). It must also be borne in 
mind that some national administrations were not 
concealing their hostility to the prospects opened 
up both by the common market (2) and also by 
Euratom (3).

A further contributory source of uncertainty in 
the climate reigning in the second half of 1957 
was the situation at the ECSC. In July, René 
Mayer, President of the High Authority for only a 
little more than a year, decided to step down. He 
made the announcement on 18 September. His 
successor was designated only on 7 January 1958. 
For more than four months the ECSC was headed 
by an outgoing President.

In addition, the German Vice-President of the High 
Authority, Franz Etzel, had been elected to the Bun-
destag and was waiting for an assurance of a minis-
terial appointment in Bonn before stepping down 
from his post in Luxembourg. He finally left shortly 
after Mayer. As Raymond Poidevin put it, the High 
Authority was left ‘feeling rudderless for several 
weeks’ (4). Above all, there was a feeling in some 
quarters that the first Community, a supranational 
experience that had aroused great hopes, would 
now be consigned to a mere supporting role.

The third and final factor that needs mentioning 
here relates to a perception noted at the time.

A bibliography of material published in the main 
economic weeklies and monthlies in the six 
Member States and the United Kingdom in 1957 
reveals that the questions arousing the keenest 
attention among observers and commentators 
were the planned free-trade area and the over-
seas territories. Little or no interest was shown 

(1)  Washington, NA 755.13/3-2058, letter from Sprouse in Brussels to 
State Department, 20 March 1958, regarding incidents dating from 
October 1957 on the ratification of the Treaties.

(2)  See e.g. Prate, A., Quelle Europe?, Julliard, Paris, 1991, p. 56 et seq.; 
Quennouëlle-Corre, L., La direction du Trésor 1947–1967 — L’État-
banquier et la croissance, CHEFF, Paris, 2000, pp. 436–437: ‘L’entrée 
en vigueur du marché commun est prise en compte, bon gré mal 
gré, dans les cadres de pensée. [...] La CEE est intégrée, même néga-
tivement, dans les raisonnements et les argumentations’. 

(3)  Curli, B., Il progetto nucleare italiano (1952–1964) — Conversazi-
oni con Felice Ippolito, Rubbettino, Soveria Mannelli, 2000, p. 203.

(4) Spierenburg, D. and Poidevin, R., op. cit., p. 365. 

in the problem of financing for the new institu-
tions, for example. The same can be said for the 
Interim Committee. This is paradoxical as the 
link between the work of that Committee and 
the planned free-trade area was far from insig-
nificant.

The mandate of the Interim  
Committee and how it was exercised

The Interim Committee began work on 16 and 
17 April 1957. It was chaired by Jean-Charles 
Snoy and met at Val-Duchesse, with a 10-point 
mandate.

The first point was highly technical and quickly 
dealt with. It concerned the drafting of the Proto-
col on the Statute of the Court of Justice and the 
Protocol on the privileges and immunities of the 
Communities, which had not been finalised when 
the Treaties were signed. There was a flurry of 
drafting activity in which, curiously enough, the 
Luxembourger Pierre Pescatore had two votes: 
one for his own country and one as representa-
tive of Belgium (5).

At any rate, the Committee, which was empow-
ered to examine all other questions which might 
need a solution, but excluding any amendment 
of the Treaties (6), was instructed to look both 
into questions common to the two new Com-
munities and into problems specific to each of 
them.

The latitude enjoyed by the Committee to look 
into questions other than those explicitly men-
tioned in the March 1957 mandate flowed direct-
ly from the EEC Treaty, and in particular Article 
235, which read:

(5)  Pescatore, P., ‘Les travaux du “groupe juridique” dans la négocia-
tion des traités de Rome’, Le rôle des Belges et de la Belgique dans 
l’édification européenne, Studia diplomatica, Vol. XXXIV, No 1–4, 
Brussels, 1981, p. 176. See also the interview with Pierre Pescatore 
by Corinne Schroeder and Jérôme Wilson, 8 July 2005.

(6)  GEHEC, PB, 23 B, Note by the secretariat of the Interim Committee 
for the Common Market and Euratom, Brussels, 4 December 1957, 
p. 5 (MAE 1293 f/57 mts). 
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‘If action by the Community should prove neces-
sary to attain, in the course of the operation of 
the common market, one of the objectives of the 
Community, and this Treaty has not provided the 
necessary powers, the Council shall, acting unan-
imously on a proposal from the Commission and 
after consulting the Assembly, take the appropri-
ate measures.’

In April 1957 there was no Commission and no 
Assembly. The Interim Committee had, as it were, 
carte blanche. It set up two ad hoc groups, one for 
Euratom and one for the common market. Each 
was to be divided into subgroups. Four of these 
were directly related to atomic energy. They did not 
tend to produce much in the way of concrete re-
sults. Jean Rey said as much, commenting on 
16 January 1958 in his inimitable dry manner, that 
the Interim Committee had so far had less work to 
do on Euratom than on the common market (1).

The common market group

The Interim Committee had to deal with two 
main questions relating to the common market.

The first concerned the Statute of the Monetary 
Committee provided for by Article 105 of the 

(1)  CEAB, CEE/C/9f/58 ef, Draft minutes of the meeting of the EEC 
Commission of 16 January 1958, p. 5.

Treaty, which stated that the Committee, on 
which there would be two representatives of 
each Member State and the Commission, would 
be an advisory body. It would therefore issue 
only opinions.

The ad hoc group responsible for producing a 
preliminary draft decision organising the Com-
mittee made rapid progress, but in the common 
market group there was a major difference of 
opinion between the French and the Germans, 
more particularly between the Bundesbank’s 
view in favour of independence and the view of 
the French Finance Ministry (2). The deadlock in 
November 1957 meant that the Interim Commit-
tee had to leave the problem to be resolved at a 
later date (3).

The second question was both highly technical 
and particularly important. The customs subgroup 

(2)  Feiertag, O., ‘La France, la CEE et le système monétaire international: 
les accords généraux d’emprunt ou l’émergence de l’Europe 
monétaire (1958–1962)’, Le rôle des ministères des finances et de 
l’économie dans la construction européenne (1957–1978) — Actes 
du colloque tenu à Bercy les 26, 27, 28 mai 1999, t. I, CHEFF, Paris, 
2002, p. 294, and Bottex, A., ‘La mise en place des institutions 
monétaires européennes (1957–1964)’, Histoire, Économie et Société, 
18e année, 1999, No 4, pp. 754–757. On the attitude of the Bundes-
bank, see Dickhaus, M., ‘Facing the common market — The German 
Central Bank and the establishment of the EEC, 1955–1958’, Journal 
of European Integration History, Vol. 2, No 2, 1996, 
pp. 93–108. 

(3)  GEHEC, PB, 23 B, record of the meeting of the Interim Committee 
of 7 November 1957. 

— certain preparatory work for the Euratom 
research programme, notably as regards 
prototype reactors;

— preparation of a regulation on controls on the 
dissemination of knowledge regarded as 
secret;

— monitoring of the activity of the study groups 
on isotope separation and chemical 
separation;

— examination of the problems arising in the 
preparation of the statute of the Supply 
Agency.

The tasks of the Interim Committee concerning Euratom

Four of the tasks assigned to the Interim Committee by the initial mandate concerned Euratom:
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had to produce a draft common nomenclature and 
calculate the Common Customs Tariff duties for 
products on the general common market and for 
products on the nuclear common market (1).

After devising a specimen common tariff to serve 
both as a benchmark and as a common platform 
for future discussions within the GATT, the ad hoc 
group made progress towards a common nomen-
clature. The only remaining difficulties were with 
quota duties, and they were resolved only later.

A classification of products on the nuclear common 
market was devised and transmitted to the relevant 
administrative bodies in the Member States.

Thus, while emphasising that the results of its 
work on customs questions did not bind either 
the Member States or the future institutions, the 
Interim Committee made undeniable progress on 
various fronts, both in relation to the general 
common market and in relation to the nuclear 
common market. It endeavoured to take the same 
attitude when addressing issues common to the 
two institutions.

Common questions

Setting up the new institutions obviously raised 
practical problems. The Interim Committee does 
not seem to have gone into the language rules or 
the location of the institutions. True, in Novem-
ber 1957 Snoy received applications from Stras-
bourg and then Brussels. But the Chairman of the 
Interim Committee quite properly confined him-
self simply to taking note (2).

There was major preparatory work on the Staff 
Regulations of Officials, by contrast. The ad hoc 
group designated on 10 October was chaired by 
André Molitor. It tabled its report on 25 Novem-
ber. This was a substantial document in two parts. 

(1)  GEHEC, PB, 23 B, record of the meeting of the Interim Committee 
of 7 November 1957. Note by the secretariat of 4 December 1957, 
op. cit., p. 2. 

(2)  Hemblenne, B., ‘Les problèmes du siège et du régime linguistique 
des Communautés européennes (1950–1967)’, Les débuts de 
l’administration de la Communauté européenne. Thematic issue of 
Jahrbuch für Europäische Verwaltungsgeschichte, 4, Nomos Verlag, 
Baden-Baden, 1992, pp. 130–132. 

The first was devoted to problems to be settled in 
the Staff Regulations. The second looked at solu-
tions in the Staff Regulations or similar instru-
ments at such international institutions as the 
ECSC, the Council of Europe, the OEEC, the 
WEU, NATO and Unesco, and even the draft rules 
for EDC civilian personnel (3).

Even so, when asking an ad hoc group to con-
sider the question of Staff Regulations, the Inter-
im Committee expressly reserved for itself — as it 
diplomatically put it — the examination of cer-
tain problems that would arise for the institutions 
once they began work (4).

This formulation actually expressed the ambition 
of the Interim Committee, and of Snoy in particu-
lar, to analyse the tasks to be accomplished by 
the EEC Commission in its first year of operation. 
A memorandum was indeed drawn up. It recom-
mended as an example to follow the OEEC sec-
retariat’s organisational methods, thereby avoid-
ing the risk of bureaucracy. Hallstein, to whom 
Snoy handed the document shortly before the 
Commission took office, disregarded it, as we 
might have expected (5).

What might seem at first sight to be no more than 
a mere anecdote was, in fact, highly indicative of 
the importance acquired by the Interim Commit-
tee as months went by and of its ambition of 
playing a leading role after it was transformed 
into Coreper on the basis of a Council decision of 
25 January 1958.

The report presented by Snoy to the constitutive 
meeting of the members of the EEC Commission 
at Val-Duchesse on 16 January 1958 is edifying in 
this respect.

(3)  GEHEC, PB, 23 B, MAE 1281 f/57mp. Document of 69 pages. See 
also Sassi, S., ‘Gli statuti del personale delle istituzioni comunitarie 
(1952–1968)’, Storia, Amministrazione, Costituzione —  Annale 
dell’Istituto per la Scienza dell’Amministrazione Pubblica, Vol. 8, 
2000, Il Mulino, Bologna, 2000, pp. 205–206 (note 45). 

(4)  GEHEC, PB, 23 B, MAE 1293 f/57 mts, p. 5. 
(5)  Snoy et d’Oppuers, J.-Ch., Rebâtir l’Europe — Mémoires, entretiens 

avec Jean-Claude Ricquier, Duculot, Paris-Louvain-la-Neuve, 1989, 
p. 125. In the report presented to the Commission on 16 January, 
Snoy wrote: ‘Le Comité a également estimé utile de transmettre aux 
institutions certaines réflexions relatives aux problèmes du démar-
rage’. See BA, WH, 428, CEE/C/10/d/58 mar, Report by the Chairman 
of the Interim Committee. 
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The Committee appears to have dealt with a sin-
gularly wide range of issues above and beyond its 
official mandate. To give just a few examples: the 
approximation of the laws of the Member States 
relating to foodstuffs and beverages, collective 
participation in the extended technical assistance 
programme of the United Nations, exchanges of 
views with the delegations of numerous govern-
ments and also preparation of common replies to 
the equally numerous diplomatic notes on politi-
cal, economic and social aspects of the Treaties.

This effort to coordinate the attitude of the Six is 
also perceptible in international organisations 

and conferences such as the Economic Commis-
sion for Latin America, the Economic Commis-
sion for Europe and the United Nations. Coordi-
nation within the GATT was also on the agenda. 
As the general report by Snoy put it in January 
1958:

‘The Six asserted that the Rome Treaties were 
fully in conformity with the provisions of the 
GATT [...] allowing a selected number of contract-
ing parties to establish a customs union or free-
trade area without first seeking a derogation from 
the General Agreement. The Six stated that this 
conformity applied not only to the provisions of 

The Interim Committee meets at Val-Duchesse, an estate covering more than 28 hectares on the outskirts of Brussels. Its 
history dates back to 1262, when the first Dominican convent in the Netherlands was founded there. Abandoned during the 

French Revolution, the abbey was converted into a manor house by new owners. In 1930 the last of them bequeathed the 
chateau to the Belgian State by royal donation on condition that it was used as a residence for a prince of the royal family or as 

a reception place for distinguished guests. It was at Val-Duchesse that the intergovernmental negotiations started on 26 June 
1956 to prepare the drafting of the Treaties. The first meeting of the EEC Commission would also take place here.
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the Treaty of Rome relating to trade between the 
Member States themselves but also to the provi-
sions relating to the association of the overseas 
countries and territories, which establish a free-
trade area between those countries and territories 
and all the Member States. Many other contracting 
parties voiced fears and criticisms of the Treaty of 
Rome, particularly as regards the rules applicable to 
agriculture and the association of the overseas 
countries and territories. The intention of submit-
ting the Community to periodic examinations or 
reports has been expressed. The Six stated that 
they could not agree to being submitted to a form 
of treatment differing from that applied to other 
contracting parties. The Six stood firmly by their 
position. This position was defended by the ne-
gotiators for the Six acting in perfect unison in a 
spirit of close cooperation’ (1).

While this closing observation is visibly appropri-
ate in the case in hand, since the Six were capa-
ble of displaying solidarity when they felt them-
selves under attack, the coordination ambition 
could not be taken for granted, as became clear 
in the matter of the European free-trade area.

Free-trade area

On 13 February 1957 the OEEC Council of Minis-
ters decided to open negotiations to determine 
on what basis it might be possible to establish a 
free-trade area in Europe. The Interim Committee 
was quickly instructed to coordinate the attitude 
of the six Member States towards the problems 
raised by the plan.

But there is now a major body of literature to 
show that substantial preparatory work was car-
ried out before the negotiations on a free-trade 
area began.

(1)  CEAB, CEE/C/10/f/58 mb, Report by the Chairman of the Interim 
Committee, point II. 

When on 26 June 1956 the delegations of the 
Six inaugurated the Val-Duchesse conference 
to prepare the Treaties of Rome, it was already 
agreed that there would be clauses providing 
for the accession or association of third coun-
tries.

This was the background to the decision taken 
by the OEEC Council on 19 July 1956 to set up 
a working party to study the possibility of an 
association between the future EEC and the 
other 11 OEEC members on the basis of a free-
trade area.

Jacques Donnedieu de Vabres describes 
the European atmosphere in Brussels 
between 1956 and 1958

‘The negotiations involved a large number of ac-
tors from different backgrounds — politics, fi-
nance, economics, engineering, diplomacy — 
with a large supporting cast of confidants, extras 
and interpreters; a world of monologues, dia-
logues, complex or confused scenes: to sum up, 
all the elements of an epic spectacle, with passion 
and patience, science and circus all mixed in [...]

Brussels hosted more and more troops and sent 
them off into the suburbs, beyond Auderghem, to 
Val-Duchesse, with its lake reverting to marshland, 
its woods reverting to primeval jungle, and its old 
church, closed and virtually deserted [...] The King, 
the Belgian government, the Gaulois and Bois Sei-
gneur Isaac took it in turns to host the leading ac-
tors. The rest of the cast were scattered over a pros-
perous and hospitable capital, around the 
Grand-Place and the Avenue Louise, the Rue du 
Pépin and the Place du Marché-aux-Poissons: they 
tucked into Zeeland oysters, cabbage, frites, chico-
ry and gueuse, watched the women of Flanders 
knitting in their front windows, discovered the 
nouvelle équipe, engaged in intrigue and engaged 
to be married, or lost themselves in the immense 
Universal Exhibition Centre.’

Jacques Donnedieu de Vabres, ‘Souvenirs de 
négociations’, Revue du Marché Commun, No 100, 

March 1967, p. 118. 
(Translated from the French)
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The working party was chaired by Snoy and re-
ported on 10 January 1957. The report was then 
the subject of the OEEC Council decision of 
13 February.

Between then and October 1957, when the OEEC 
negotiations began at political level in the Maud-
ling Committee, the British Prime Minister, Harold 
Macmillan, committed what is now regarded as a 
strategic error while France, from July 1957 on-
wards, seriously distanced itself from the planned 
free-trade area (1).

Macmillan’s error was that he wanted the free-
trade area to be negotiated by all the 17 members 
of the OEEC without preparing the ground prop-
erly, as Whitehall advised. The preparation would 
have consisted in setting up a ‘balanced group’ of 
British, Danish, Swiss, French and German repre-
sentatives, not forgetting the Chairman of the In-
terim Committee. In other words, Snoy would 
have become the ideal interface between the Six 
and the Seventeen.

Although the ‘balanced group’ never got off the 
ground, Snoy was nonetheless to play a role that 
was seen in some circles that were keen first and 

(1)  Maurhofer, R., ‘Revisiting the creation of EFTA: the British and the 
Swiss case’, Journal of European Integration History, Vol. 7, No 2, 
2001, pp. 68–69.

foremost to promote the Europe of Six as being 
far from clear and even ambiguous.

Snoy ‘is a leading apostle of the OEEC–EFTA ap-
proach and is somewhat lukewarm on develop-
ment of the Six’, wrote an American diplomat (2), 
whereas Jean Rey, in conversation with Spaak, 
expressed the view that: ‘Snoy had always been 
in favour of the OEEC Europe and his involve-
ment in drafting the Treaty of Rome was merely 
a virtuous interval, after which he was now re-
verting to his bad old ways’ (3).

The Chairman of the Interim Committee, who 
was also Chairman of the OEEC Trade Commit-
tee, was thus seen as a sort of Trojan Horse, an 
impression that was reinforced in the eyes of 
some by the fact that, as soon as the Intergovern-
mental Committee (the ‘Maudling Committee’) 
was set up in October 1957, Snoy was a member 
pending the establishment of the EEC. As a sup-
porter of Greater Europe, however, Snoy regret-
fully had to acknowledge that establishing a com-
mon position created difficulties for the Six which 
would be overcome only after a prolonged ef-
fort (4). Thirty years later he confessed that the 
Interim Committee had been incapable of adopt-
ing a position on the matter (5)!

The Interim Committee produced a mixed bag of 
results. On the one hand, there was its capacity 
to act as a bridge between the negotiation and 
signing of the Treaties and the inauguration of 
the new institutions. On the other hand, it failed 
in certain of the tasks that had been assigned to 
it in March 1957. But was its role really to tackle 
certain particularly sensitive dossiers? The ques-
tion is worth asking.

Without repeating what has already been said 
about the continuity between the Spaak Commit-

(2)  Washington, NA 755.13/10-2959, McBride memorandum for White, 
29 October 1959.

(3)  AULB, JR, Note for the file on the Macmillan incident, 4 April 1960, 
p. 2. (Translation)

(4) CEAB, CEE/C/10/f/58 mb, point I c. 
(5) Snoy et d’Oppuers, J.-Ch., op. cit., p. 124.

The Commission and the practical work 
of the Interim Committee

‘The Interim Committee took on the preparation 
of the work of the future Commissions. But, when 
the time came, the EEC Commission took virtually 
no notice of what had been done [...] P. Bour-
guignon presented the preparatory reports to the 
Commission when it took office, but these were 
eventually judged to be of no use.’ (Translation)

UCL, GEHEC, Frans De Koster interviewed by 
Christine Machiels, 12 December 2001.
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tee and the Interim Committee, there are still a 
few important points to be made here.

From the autumn of 1955 onwards, the ‘club’ or 
‘clan of elders’ (1) at Val-Duchesse had become re-
markably qualified in European matters. Some of 
them had a political vision, so much so that, in the 
case of Snoy, there are all sorts of questions about 
which way he wished European integration to go.

In addition, the Interim Committee of representa-
tives of the States concerned tended to see the 
operation of the future Community institutions in 
terms of pre-established formulas, as can be seen 
from the memorandum given to Hallstein. Yet 
there is even more to it than that.

As soon as the EEC Commission was set up, Snoy 
raised the question of Commission representation 
at meetings of the representatives of the Member 
States. It received a measured but clear response. 
Looking at the ECSC experience, the Commission 
pointed out that members of the High Authority 
had never attended meetings of ‘alternates’ un-
less they were being held at the invitation of one 
of its members. Only Marjolin, who immediately 
opposed this, proposed an alternative to outright 
refusal. A member of the Commission could at-
tend the meeting chaired by Snoy ‘specifying that 
he was attending without prejudice, given that 
the decision-making power belonged to the 
Council, which could not delegate it’ (2).

This question was raised again in the run-up to 
the joint meeting of the Commissions and the 
High Authority with the Council of Ministers 
scheduled for 25 January. The EEC Commission 
again stated that any delegation of powers to 
what was to become Coreper would be contrary 
to the Treaty (3). And it agreed to send an official 
who would report to the Commission. The 
Euratom Commission took the same line (4).

(1) Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.
(2)  BA WH, 428, CEE/C 9d/58 mar, Draft minutes of the meeting of the 

EEC Commission of 16 January 1958, pp. 9–10. The revised minutes 
BA, WH, 428, CEE/C 9d/58 (rév.) mar, state that: ‘La Commission estime 
que le Conseil a un pouvoir de décision qu’il ne peut pas déléguer.’ 

(3)  BA, WH, 429, CEE/C 12d/58 mk, Draft minutes of the second meet-
ing on 24, 25 and 27 January 1958, p. 2. 

(4)  CEAB, EUR/C/66/58 f., Minutes of the second meeting of the 
Euratom Commission, p. 6.

The attempt by the former Interim Committee to 
have members of the EEC Commission attend its 
meetings, which rapidly came to nought, was fol-
lowed by Coreper’s tendency, once it was set up, 
to issue recommendations to the Euratom Com-
mission (5)! Needless to say, this provoked a 
sharp response.

The explanation for Coreper’s attempts to assume 
a role to which it was not entitled is likely to be 
found in factors that have already been men-
tioned. But they do not tell the whole story.

The establishment of Coreper revealed that there 
was extensive manoeuvring in certain Member 
States regarding ways of conceiving the policy to 
be followed on Europe.

The first example is Belgium. Snoy, who, as we 
know, had played the key role, could easily have 
let his name go forward for a seat on the Commis-
sion — he was thinking about this in the spring of 
1957 and was encouraged by Spaak (6). But he did 
not do so. Far from it: once Coreper was set up on 
25 January 1958, Snoy was designated as the Bel-
gian representative and alphabetical order meant 
that he became the Committee’s first chairman. 
But his designation applied only for the common 
market. It was Joseph Van Tichelen, Director- 
General at the Ministry of Economic Affairs, where 
Snoy was the Secretary-General, who became the 
Permanent Representative to Euratom (7).

If we are to believe Jean-Charles Snoy, this sepa-
ration of functions, which profoundly shocked 
him (8), was motivated by political considera-
tions, Van Tichelen being seen as a socialist. But 
this does not explain everything.

Snoy, on the back of the competence and experi-
ence he had built up in international economic 

(5) Ibid. 
(6)  Snoy et d’Oppuers, J.-Ch., op. cit., p. 126.
(7)  Van Tichelen’s appointment became effective only in March 1958. 

The Economic Affairs Minister taking over from Jean Rey, Roger 
Motz, ‘n’était pas d’accord sur la nomination [...] mais il finit par 
s’incliner devant la volonté du Premier ministre’. Ibid, p. 127. 

(8) See footnote 4. 
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negotiations since 1945, was exercising functions 
that brought him closer to the world of foreign 
affairs than economic affairs proper. And some 
saw the designation of Jean Rey, Minister of Eco-
nomic Affairs, as Belgian member of the new EEC 
Commission in January 1958 as liable to strength-
en even further the hold that Snoy now had over 
European matters. It has already been seen that 
the Prime Minister, Achille Van Acker, was hostile 
to European integration (1), so there is nothing 
surprising about his desire to rein in a senior  
civil servant who had many a time demonstrated 
his ability to stand up to ministers whose eco-
nomic policy options he did not share (2).

That said, Snoy and Van Tichelen remained as Per-
manent Representatives until 15 January 1959, when 
Snoy persuaded the Gaston Eyskens government 
that Ambassador Joseph Van der Meulen should be 
Belgium’s single Permanent Representative.

This decision, with its implication that the perma-
nent representative should come from Foreign 
Affairs, brings us to another decision, concerning 
France this time.

Robert Marjolin having been appointed to the 
EEC Commission, the time came in 1958 for 
France to designate its permanent representative. 
The designation was the outcome of an inter-
departmental battle for control of European af-
fairs. Until April 1958 Jacques Donnedieu de Va-
bres, General Secretary of the SGCI, had 
represented his country on Coreper. But the Quai 
d’Orsay was keen to assert its view that the per-
manent representative should be under its au-
thority. At the beginning of April 1958, Ambas-
sador Éric de Carbonnel was appointed Permanent 
Representative (3).

(1)  Prime Minister Van Acker had no compunction about stating pub-
licly that ‘the authors of the Schuman Plan should have been shot’. 
Cf. Dujardin, V., Jean Duvieusart (1900–1977). Europe, Wallonie-
Bruxelles, Léopold III, new edition, Le Cri, Brussels, 2001, p. 148.

(2)  Van Offelen, J., La ronde du pouvoir — Mémoires politiques, Didier 
Hatier, Brussels, 1987, p. 149. 

(3)  de Castelnau, A., ‘Le rôle du SGCI dans les relations de la France 
avec le Marché commun (1956–1961)’, Le rôle des ministères des 
finances et de l’économie [...], op. cit., I, p. 219. 

While many people saw the common market as a 
matter of purely technical concern, there were 
others who saw it as a political concern of the ut-
most importance. In this context, would Coreper 
speak for the governments, or would it be a forum 
for sharing opinions, and even cooperating, with 
the Commission? This was clearly the key issue. 
The answer to this would substantially determine 
the balance of power between the Member States 
and the Commission (4). But it also explains the 
importance of the selection of the eminent per-
sons to be appointed to the first EEC Commission, 
a question which was not dealt with by the Interim 
Committee as such but in parallel with its delibera-
tions, thus revealing the importance of networking 
and of dialogue between the six capitals.

Extensive manoeuvring

One of the points that came up in the Val-Duch-
esse negotiations was what the members of the 
future Commissions were to be called. The word 
‘Commissioner’ (commissaire) was not felt to be 
at all a good choice. Roberto Ducci felt that mem-
bers would sound like senior police officers. And 
von der Groeben saw an even worse confusion 
with the People’s Commissar (Volkskommissar/
commissaire du peuple) (5). In the end, Article 
157 of the Treaty referred simply to ‘members of 
the Commission’.

Once this point was settled, the question of who 
should be President of the EEC Commission was 
asked, even before the Capitol Hill ceremony. 
Jean Monnet was already manoeuvring. His can-
didate was the Dutchman Sicco Mansholt, a po-
litical heavyweight who was Minister of Agricul-
ture in the fourth Drees government that had 
been put together with such difficulty in The 
Hague in the autumn of 1956. Over the years this 
seemingly immovable feature of Dutch govern-
ments since 1945 had built up a political 

(4)  See the study by Émile Noël, cited on page 38, footnote 4, and 
Zwaan, J., The Permanent Representatives Committee — Its role in 
European decision-making, Nijhoff, Amsterdam, 1995. 

(5) FJME, Interview with Hans von der Groeben, 22 May 1984, p. 3.
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entourage of relatively young members of the 

Labour Party (PvdA), actively militating for ever-

deeper European integration (1). One of them 

was Jacob Jan van der Lee, agricultural attaché at 

the Dutch embassy in Rome.

(1)  Van Merriënboer, J. and Pekelder, J., ‘Brede basis in een noodwon-
ing — Verkiezingen, formatie en samenstelling van het Kabinet-
Dress IV’, Parlementaire Geschiedenis van Nederland na 1945, 
Vol. 6, Sdu Uitgevers, The Hague, 1984, p. 43.

In the first half of March 1957, Monnet showed 
keen interest in the idea of the job going to 
Mansholt. When the current government was 
being formed, Mansholt had hoped for the foreign 
affairs portfolio rather than being landed with 
agriculture for ever. But he was to be disappointed. 
What is more, Drees would have happily done 
without him altogether. In 1957, therefore, the 
prospect that Mansholt might leave the Dutch 

The first meeting of the EEC Commission takes place at Val-Duchesse on 16 January 1958. 
The Commission invites the press to attend.

The Commissioners are seated (from left to right: Hans von der Groeben, Robert Marjolin, Piero Malvestiti, Walter Hallstein, 
Sicco Mansholt, Robert Lemaignen, Jean Rey and Giuseppe Petrilli), with their chefs de cabinet standing behind (at the back: 
Ernst Albrecht, Jean Flory, Jean-Claude Richard, Swidbert Schnippenkötter, Jacob Jan van der Lee, Georges Rencki, [possibly 

Guido Mondaini], Alex Hoven and Pierre Lucion). Michel Rasquin is not present.
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political scene was attractive both to those who 
hoped to shut him up at last and to those who 
wished to see a Dutchman of real substance 
heading the future Commission.

Van der Lee was the pilotfish of operation 
Mansholt, while Monnet was ultimately in 
charge.

Between March and November 1957 the Avenue 
Foch was a hive of activity in support of Man-
sholt’s candidacy. The socialist component of the 
Monnet network was put to work. Émile Noël 
played his usual vital role as intermediary and in-
terpreter of the situation with Guy Mollet, Presi-
dent of the Council (Prime Minister) in France. But 
there was no hope without support from the Chris-
tian Democrats and the opinion of Chancellor 
Adenauer, the man on whom it all depended.

At the beginning of November, when Mansholt 
still seemed to be leading the field, the question 
of his candidacy became entangled with the pres-
idency of the other two executive bodies, and 
even with that of the European Investment Bank. 
Nationality and political affiliation entered into 
the equation as various scenarios were mapped 
out in the corridors of the ECSC Assembly. For 
instance, if Kiesinger (CDU) were appointed to 
head the High Authority, the socialist at the head 
of Euratom would be Louis Armand and the Bel-
gian liberal Jean Rey would have a good chance 
of landing the presidency of the EEC Commis-
sion (1). But this latter hypothesis involved rais-
ing the question of where the new institutions 
were to be located.

Against this backdrop, Adenauer was particularly 
attached to the symbolic impact of the choice to 
be made. He saw it as an opportunity to demon-

strate the equal treatment (Gleichberechtigung) 
that should be accorded to the Federal Republic 
of Germany in western Eur ope (2) without forget-
ting, as Monnet insisted, to see the question of 
the presidential appointments in aggregate terms 
since the individuals concerned would actually 
be running a joint operation (3).

In Bonn as in the other capitals, preparations 
were in full swing for the decisions that had to 
be taken in the national context so as to pro-
vide a basis for discussions in the Council of 
Ministers of the Six. According to the Germans, 
since Armand was the obvious candidate for 
Euratom, the pack of options should include 
one of the other two posts being offered to the 
Federal Republic of Germany. There was strong 
opposition to Mansholt, the Italian Carli did not 
seem convincing, and Jean Rey could be Presi-
dent of the EEC Commission only if Brussels 
was not the headquarters. Otherwise, Bonn 
was aware that it had to be prepared to assume 
the presidency (4). The name to be put forward 
should embody the German concept of the 
economy, i.e. not be a socialist, and be well 
versed in European issues (5). On 18 Decem-
ber, Adenauer discussed with President Heuss 
the question of putting Hallstein forward (6) as 
the principle of a German presidency seemed 
acceptable to the other European partners, in-
cluding the Belgians, who were setting their 
sights on their capital providing the headquar-
ters (7). The case was heard and settled, and 
the name of the first President of the first Com-
mission of the EEC was decided on at a meet-
ing of the Member States in Paris on 6 and  
7 January 1958.

Michel DuMoulin

(1)  FJME, AMK C 33/6/123, Jacob Jan van der Lee, memorandum for 
Jean Monnet, Rome, 6 November 1957. 

(2)  Neuss, B., Europa mit der linken Hand? Die deutschen Person-
alentscheidungen für die Kommission der Europäischen Gemein-
schaften, Oldenburg, Munich, 1988, p. 244.

(3)  BA, WH 1276, Jean Monnet to Konrad Adenauer, Paris, 7 Decem-
ber 1957.

(4)  BA, WH 1092, Note by Karl Carstens for the meeting of the Federal 
government on 11 December 1957, p. 4.

(5)  Enders, U. and Henke, J., Die Kabinettsprotokolle der Bundesregier-
ung, Bd. 10: 1957, Oldenburg, Munich, 2000, 13 December 1957.

(6) See Chapter 3, page 84.
(7)  BA, WH, 1432, Walter Hallstein to Konrad Adenauer, Alpach in 

Tirol, 30 December 1957.
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Chapter 2

The Hallstein Commission 
1958–67

On 5 and 6 January 1958 the representatives of 
the governments of the six Member States met in 
Paris and designated the members of the first 
Commission of the European Economic Commu-
nity, to be presided by Walter Hallstein, a close 
associate of Chancellor Konrad Adenauer. The 
Frenchman Robert Marjolin, the Italian Piero 
Malvestiti and the Dutchman Sicco Mansholt were 
appointed Vice-Presidents. The other Commis-
sion members were the Belgian Jean Rey, the 
Luxembourger Michel Rasquin, the German Hans 
von der Groeben, the Frenchman Robert 
Lemaignen and the Italian Giuseppe Petrilli. The 
Commission thus had one representative from 
each of the Benelux countries and two from each 
of the three larger countries.

The powers of the Commission

This institution of nine members, which operated 
on the basis of the principle of collective respon-
sibility (‘collegiality’) and was appointed by 
agreement between the governments, could be 
seen in some ways as the successor to the High 
Authority of the European Coal and Steel Com-
munity (ECSC). The negotiators had taken the 
experience of the young ECSC and its High 

Authority as the starting point when determining 
its powers and functions. Some of its features 
were taken over in the new Commission while 
more specific powers and features were added to 
make this an original institutional set-up.

For one thing, the Commission, like the High 
Authority, was the perfect — albeit not the only 
— incarnation of the Community as a whole, 
looking beyond the specific interests of the indi-
vidual Member States. It also symbolised the 
Community’s supranational status. This was the 
principle that the Commission wished to use as a 
basis for its institutional and political legitimacy, 
its inspiration, from the very first years of its life.

But the negotiators of the EEC Treaty also wished 
to attenuate the supranational character of the new 
Commission in the decision-making process — 
though without doing away with it. This question 
was widely debated when the ECSC was set up. 
The 1951 Treaty put the High Authority at the cen-
tre of the structure, with decision-making powers. 
At the Paris conference on the ‘Schuman Plan’, the 
Benelux countries, who were inclined initially to 
distrust the supranational approach, secured pro-
visions in the Treaty specifying, and therefore 
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limiting, its scope of action. Once in place, the 
High Authority, felt by some to be too dirigiste, 
came in for criticism, especially from the large 
countries, which had no qualms about withhold-
ing their assent to some of the most important 
High Authority decisions, sometimes at the risk of 
weakening its position. The negotiators of the EEC 
Treaty did not wish to give the new Commission 
the same powers or quite the same role. And they 
were careful to rank the Commission in third place, 
after the Assembly and the Council and just ahead 
of the Court of Justice, as if to highlight the fact 
that it was to play a less preponderant role than 
the High Authority, which appears first in the 
description of the ECSC’s institutions.

The Treaty of Rome thus took over the institu-
tional architecture of the ECSC, but the equilibrium 
was subtly shifted, the decision-making capacity 
now going to the Council, which intrinsically 
weakened the supranational dimension. Even so, 
the Commission would maintain these powers for 
certain policies, such as competition policy, so as 
to ensure that the internal market operated 
smoothly and that the application of Community 
law was monitored on an impartial basis. Also 
noteworthy is that the structure of the Treaty gave 
the Commission a far broader power of initiative 
in the new Community. The Treaty of Rome con-
cerned economic integration in general terms and 
not only in terms of selected industries. Unlike the 
Treaty of Paris, it was a framework treaty, provid-
ing the Commission with a far wider basis for 
developing the European Economic Community. 
The affirmation of the Commission’s supranational 
status lay more in its power of initiative and in the 
defence of the general interest than in its decision-
making power. It was, as the saying goes, an 
‘engine of integration’.

At the more detailed level, the Treaty spelled out 
the major areas of power, which it still has today, 
in Chapter 1 of Part Five, devoted to the institu-
tions (Articles 155 to 163).

Article 155 outlined its functions. It began by pro-
viding that the Commission ‘shall [...] ensure that 

the provisions of this Treaty and the measures 
taken by the institutions pursuant thereto are ap-
plied’. Hence it came to be known as the ‘guard-
ian of the Treaty’. According to Article 169, ‘If the 
Commission considers that a Member State has 
failed to fulfil an obligation under this Treaty’, it 
could launch infringement proceedings, the dif-
ferent stages of which being clearly specified by 
the Treaty. It could ask the Member State to give 
an explanation; if it considered that the Member 
State had not properly justified its (in)action, it 
could issue a reasoned opinion and ultimately, if 
the State did not come into line within the time 
allowed, it could refer the matter to the Court of 
Justice, which ‘shall ensure that in the interpreta-
tion and application of this Treaty the law is ob-
served’ (Article 164). The Commission thus had a 
variety of means of exerting pressure, with differ-
ent degrees of force, to secure compliance with 
the letter and the spirit of the Treaty, subject to 
review by the Court of Justice and, in some cases, 
with its support.

The second major power conferred on the Com-
mission was its right of legislative initiative. The 
Commission thus played a pivotal role in the 
decision-making triangle, participating, as Article 
155 put it, ‘in the shaping of measures taken by 
the Council and by the Assembly in the manner 
provided for in this Treaty’. Basically, the Council 
took most of the decisions. In certain cases it 
could take decisions without reference to the 
Commission, which could do no more than give 
an opinion or make a recommendation. But most 
often — in a wide range of fields particularly re-
lated to economic policies — the Council could 
not take a decision without a Commission pro-
posal, and it needed a unanimous vote to amend 
the proposal (Article 149). But as long as the 
Council had not reached its decision, the Com-
mission could amend its initial proposal, in par-
ticular if the Assembly had issued an opinion on 
it, and the Council then had to come to its deci-
sion on the basis of the amended proposal. This 
opened up the possibility of a subtle interplay 
between the Commission, which proposed, and 
the Council, which disposed. Having a virtual 
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monopoly of initiative in the Community process 
— and all the more room for manoeuvre as the 
EEC Treaty was a framework treaty — the Com-
mission could determine its priorities and the di-
rection that Community legislation would take, 
particularly regulations and directives that were 
to apply directly in the Member States.

The third major power: the implementation of 
common policies. The Treaty entrusted the Com-
mission with the implementation of the policies 
that it determined, including the management of 
certain funds, such as the European Social Fund 

(ESF) and the European Development Fund 
(EDF), under the Convention for the Association 
of the Overseas Countries and Territories. Above 
all, the Treaty conferred exclusive powers on it in 
matters such as competition and the common 
commercial policy. The Commission actually ac-
quired its own decision-making power through 
these exclusive powers and its power to monitor 
the sound application of Community law, using it 
to develop its policies and attain the objectives of 
the Treaty, in particular the establishment of a 
common market. As soon as the Treaty came into 
force, it had a particularly important role in 

‘Article 149

Where, in pursuance of this Treaty, the Council acts 
on a proposal from the Commission, unanimity 
shall be required for an act constituting an amend-
ment to that proposal.

As long as the Council has not acted, the Commis-
sion may alter its original proposal, in particular 
where the Assembly has been consulted on that 
proposal.’

‘Article 155

In order to ensure the proper functioning and de-
velopment of the common market, the Commission 
shall:

— ensure that the provisions of this Treaty and the 
measures taken by the institutions pursuant 
thereto are applied;

— formulate recommendations or deliver opinions 
on matters dealt with in this Treaty, if it express-
ly so provides or if the Commission considers it 
necessary;

— have its own power of decision and participate 
in the shaping of measures taken by the Council 
and by the Assembly in the manner provided 
for in this Treaty;

— exercise the powers conferred by the Council 
for the implementation of the rules laid down 
by the latter.’

‘Article 157

The Commission shall consist of nine Members, 
who shall be chosen on grounds of their general 
competence and whose independence is beyond 
doubt.

The number of Members of the Commission may be 
altered by the Council, acting unanimously [...]

In the performance of these duties, they shall 
neither seek nor take instructions from any 
Government or from any other body [...]’

‘Article 158

The Members of the Commission shall be appoint-
ed by common accord of the Governments of the 
Member States.

Their term of office shall be four years. It shall be 
renewable.’

‘Article 162

The Council and the Commission shall consult each 
other and settle by common accord their methods 
of cooperation.

The Commission shall adopt its Rules of Procedure 
so as to ensure that both it and its departments 
operate in accordance with the provisions of this 
Treaty. It shall ensure that these rules are pub-
lished.’

The EEC Commission according to the 1957 Treaty
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monitoring the application of the competition 
rules (against restrictive agreements, dumping 
and State aid measures incompatible with the 
principles of competition). And it must also be 
remembered that the Council — in which the 
power of implementation was vested — could 
delegate its powers of implementation to the 
Commission in a number of fields, including 
negotiations with non-member countries.

Lastly, the Commission played a major role in 
budgetary matters. Initially at least, it had no 

own resources, unlike the High Authority, which 
enjoyed extensive financial independence 
thanks to the levy on the turnover of businesses 
in the relevant industries. The EEC operated ex-
clusively with national contributions for the first 
few years (until the 1970s). Even so, it was for 
the Commission to establish the preliminary 
draft budget for adoption by the Council and to 
execute the budget on its own responsibility. 
Here again, its proposal would guide policy op-
tions and priorities for action in the emerging 
Community.

‘The Treaty provides the foundations, but the 
house itself has still to be built. Once the structure 
is there, the institutions will also have to frame 
Community policy and apply it from day to day. 
To guide the whole of this process, the Treaty 
makes the Commission today the architect of the 
new building and tomorrow the initiator of the 
common policy.

All provisions of a general scope or of a certain 
degree of importance must in fact be passed by 
the Council of Ministers, but, with one or two 
specific exceptions, the Council can only come to 
a decision on a proposal of the Commission, so it 
is always incumbent upon the Commission to 
take the initiative. If the Commission does not 
submit any proposals, the Council is paralysed 
and the Community’s progress halted. And this is 
equally true in agriculture, transport, commercial 
policy or approximation of legislation.

The submission of a proposal initiates the 
dialogue between the national governments 
represented on the Council (which express their 
national points of view) and the Commission — a 
“European” body that is called upon to give 
expression to the interests of the Community as a 
whole and to seek “European” solutions to 
common problems. [...]

What are the consequences of this system? On 
the practical level, it puts the Commission in a 
central position within the Council, where it can 

permanently play the role of an “honest broker”, 
of a mediator between governments, and also 
give an impulse and exert pressure to reach the 
agreed formulae.

The political consequences are still more 
important. The Commission’s proposals are the 
expression of a policy it has framed with no other 
consideration in mind than the common interest 
of the Community as a whole. The permanent 
status of the Commission during its four years in 
office ensures the continuity of this policy, and 
the Council can only decide on texts submitted 
by the Commission, which are the means of 
putting the policy into effect. It is therefore not 
possible for the Council to adopt contradictory 
proposals on different subjects — by means of 
changing majorities or at the whim of pressure 
groups or struggles for influence between 
governments.

It is also impossible for a majority of the Council 
without the consent of the Commission to impose 
on a State in the minority any measure that 
would do grave harm to its vital interests. If the 
Commission really fulfils its obligations, it cannot 
be party to such an action. Its intervention is 
therefore an important guarantee to individual 
States.’

FJME, AMK 54/4/46, Speech at the Conservative 
Political Centre, Oxford, 7 July 1962.

Émile Noël on the role of the Commission
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The Commission usually took all these decisions 
by a majority vote (five out of nine), unlike the 
Council, which decided either unanimously (by 
consensus) or by qualified majority (the Member 
States’ votes being weighted). Unanimity, which 
was the standard requirement in the Council in 
the EEC’s early days, was gradually superseded 
by qualified majority voting in more and more 
areas, especially after the beginning of the third 
stage of the transitional period in January 1966 
(the transitional period was to consist of three 
stages of four years each, and the first of these 
could have been — but was not — extended by 
a year or two).

Although it was not the chief decision-making 
body in the Community, the Commission was an-
swerable before the European Parliamentary 
Assembly, a representative body even though 
it was not elected by direct suffrage and enjoyed 
relatively little power under the 1957 Treaty. The 
Assembly — which decided on its own authority 
to rename itself the European Parliament in 1962 
— could pass a motion of censure by a majority 
of two thirds of the votes cast and a majority of 
its members, whereupon the members of the 
Commission were required to resign as a body 
(Article 144). The Commission was also required 
to present an annual general report on the activi-
ties of the Community, at least one month before 
the opening of the annual session of the Assem-
bly (Article 156). On the other hand, it was inde-
pendent of the governments that designated its 
members (Article 157) but was obliged to com-
promise with them in order to facilitate decision-
making in the Community. This situation may 
seem paradoxical, but it enabled the Commission 
to work for equilibrium in the institutional set-up 
by seeking support from the governments — or 
some of them — or from the Assembly in stand-
ing up to the governments or in bringing pres-
sure to bear on them.

The Commission thus occupied a strategic posi-
tion in the Community institutional system. Often 
perceived as a bastion of technocracy following in 
the footsteps of the High Authority, it could, if the 

occasion or the circumstances so required, gain 
democratic legitimacy through alliances with the 
Assembly, political legitimacy through alliances 
with the Member States via the Council, and legal 
legitimacy by referring matters to the Court of Jus-
tice. Its virtually exclusive monopoly of the right of 
initiative gave it powerful leverage over Council 
decisions. This atypical institution, which was sup-
posed to maintain a low profile — with an insig-
nificant name — so as to avoid upsetting the more 
cautious Europeans, eventually acquired far more 
powers than it appeared to have at first sight and, 
perhaps, enough trump cards to develop into a 
genuine political authority. As long as the head-
wind was not too strong, of course.

When the Commission was being set up, there 
were seemingly two threats to its immediate fu-
ture. Since the end of 1956 the British govern-
ment, supported by several small non-member 
countries, had proposed that a vast free-trade 
area be set up under the European Organisation 
for Economic Cooperation (OEEC), which was 
born out of the Marshall Plan. The idea was to 
extend to all the countries of western Europe the 
benefits of free movement of industrial products 
without accepting the constraints of a common 
external tariff or a common agricultural policy. 
The project, which went down well even with 
leading political personalities in the Community 
itself, such as the German Minister for Economic 
Affairs, Ludwig Erhard, who was widely followed 
in German industry, threatened to dilute the com-
mon market into a free-trade area without supra-
national institutions and without political cohe-
sion. In 1958, when General de Gaulle returned 
to power in France, first as Prime Minister and 
then as President, doubts also came to the fore as 
the Gaullist members of parliament had vehe-
mently criticised European integration under the 
Fourth Republic and voted against the Treaties of 
Rome in 1957. What would de Gaulle do? 
Respect Treaties already signed, ratified and in 
force, or consider repudiating them?

As soon as it was in place, the Commission thus 
had to face a dual challenge: how to respond to 
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these threats, and how to develop the Commu-
nity potential of the Treaties.

Establishing the Commission

Hallstein was determined to place the broadest 
possible interpretation on the Commission’s pow-
ers and to develop the emerging Community as 
fast as possible. The Commission, in his view, 
was more than just the guardian of the Treaties 
and the embodiment of the Community inter-
est (1). Its job was also to initiate the political 
Community and to provide input for the process 

(1)  Hallstein, W., Der unvollendete Bundesstaat. Europäische Erfahrun-
gen und Erkenntnisse, Econ, Düsseldorf/Vienna, 1969, p. 56.

of European unification. It was therefore destined 
to work relentlessly at extending its sphere of 
influence and consolidating its powers, to the 
detriment of the national governments and the 
Council of the EEC.

The members of the first Commission subscribed 
to this concept of a ‘federalising Europe’ (2) with 
varying degrees of clarity. Sicco Mansholt, who 
had been Minister of Agriculture in the Nether-
lands, had fought throughout the Treaty negotia-
tions for the strongest possible Commission, one 
that would be as independent as possible from 
the Council of Ministers. Jean Rey, a former 

(2)  Jean-François Deniau speaking to Michel Dumoulin, 2 September 
2005.

The weekly Commission meetings are held round a table. The cabinet members form a second ring. 
An interpreter is present to facilitate communication.

Clockwise from left to right: Robert Lemaignen (from behind), Hans von der Groeben, Jean Rey, 
Sicco Mansholt, Robert Marjolin, Walter Hallstein, Pierre Bourguignon, Piero Malvestiti, 

probably Lambert Schaus, Giuseppe Petrilli and Renée Van Hoof (interpreter).
In the background, seated, from left to right: Georges Rencki, 

Jean-Claude Richard, Jean Flory and Swidbert Schnippenkötter.
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Belgian Minister of Economic Affairs, was among 
the ardent apologists for federalism in Europe. 
Robert Marjolin, who had worked with Jean Mon-
net at the French Commissariat au Plan before 
serving as Secretary-General of the OEEC from 
1947 to 1953 and then holding the Chair of 
Political Economics at Nancy University, was not 
a ‘lyrical European’ (1). He saw the Commission’s 
possibilities in a more realistic light, if only by 
reference to the ideas of General de Gaulle. As to 
the principle, however, the path that Hallstein 
wished to take also matched his concept, since 
as he was almost instinctively in favour of the 
idea of a European federation but feeling no less 
instinctively that the time was not right (2). Hans 

(1) FJME, Interview with Robert Marjolin, 24 September 1984, p. 34.
(2)  Marjolin, R., Architect of European unity — Memoirs 1911–1986, 

Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 1989.

von der Groeben, the second German member of 
the Commission, who had previously headed the 
Europe Department of the German Ministry of 
Economic Affairs and had contributed much to 
the Spaak Report, took much the same view (3). 
But, as a body, the Commission unanimously 
agreed with Hallstein that the main thing was to 
make a reality of the Treaty of Rome (4).

This consensus was opposed not only by the sup-
porters of a minimalist interpretation of the Treaty 
but also by those who wished to champion 
national interests. When the Commission began 
work, the issue of its headquarters had not yet 
been settled. Until May 1958, it met alternately in 
Luxembourg, where it could count on administra-
tive support from the ECSC High Authority, in 
Strasbourg, at the Maison de l’Europe, and in 
Brussels, where the Secretariat of the Interim 
Committee was located. The Commission’s ad-
ministration was provisionally set up in Brussels. 
The office premises made available by the Bel-
gian government in the rue Belliard and at the 
Prieuré de Val-Duchesse quickly proved inade-
quate, however, and in May the Commission rent-
ed a new office complex in the rue du Marais in 
the centre of town. Commission members and 
their personal staff (cabinets) moved to a block in 
the avenue de la Joyeuse Entrée in July 1958. In 
December this main building was enlarged along 
the avenue de Cortenberg, and the Directorates-
General for Competition and for Agriculture were 
transferred to a new block in the avenue de 
Broqueville in April 1959. This geographical dis-
persion was not exactly conducive to integration 
in a fast-growing administration.

In July 1958, although the Commission was de 
facto settled in Brussels, the French and Luxem-
bourg governments rejected the Belgian pro-
posal to declare that Brussels would be the sin-
gle location of the Communities. It was only in 
February 1959 that the foreign ministers of the 
six Member States decided that the headquarters 

(3) Interview with Hans von der Groeben, 16 December 2003.
(4) Marjolin, R., op. cit.

The Commission’s tasks 
as seen by Walter Hallstein

‘What do we want at the end of the day? We 
want to transform humanity. We want human 
beings, when they think of themselves as 
members of a polity, to identify not only as 
members of traditional nation States but as 
relatives within a broader European family. [...] 
The Community is a long-term construction 
and its fields of activity are broader and richer 
than anything done hitherto on the way to 
European integration. Our tasks, the 
Commission’s tasks, must not, therefore, be 
defined in the Treaty in such a way that our 
attitude is determined precisely and 
definitively on every issue and for every 
specific situation. No: what our mission 
demands is pragmatic adaptation to ever-
changing reality.’

Speech at the constituent session 
of the Parliamentary Assembly, 19 March 1958, 

in Hallstein, W., Europaïsche Reden, Hrsg. Th. 
Oppermann, Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt, Stuttgart, 

1979, pp. 50–51  
© 1979 Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt, München  

in der Verlagsgruppe Random House GmbH  
(Translated from the German)
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of the Economic Community would be in Brus-
sels provisionally, for no longer than the ensu-
ing three years, and that a definitive solution 
would be found within that period. But no de-
finitive decision was reached in February 1962 
and Brussels retained its status as the provision-
al place of work. This meant that the Commis-
sion could not acquire its own premises, and 
even the Belgian authorities were cautious about 
any investment in the future headquarters of the 
Community.

The national financial authorities were also quite 
lax in meeting their payment obligations to the 
Community. The Commission had to obtain an 
advance from the ECSC High Authority before it 
could start operations. It also had to address re-
peated urgent appeals to the various ministers of 
finance for last-minute assurance that at least the 
current month’s remunerations would be paid (1). 
To cap it all, the Commission regularly encoun-
tered stiff opposition from national bureaucracies 
in performing the tasks assigned to it by the 
Treaty. Nor did national authorities make it easy 
for the new administration to recruit staff — far 
from it. There were bitter disputes about certain 
appointments.

The Commission endeavoured to surmount these 
obstacles. It took advantage both of the general 
lack of interest in European affairs in the last few 
months of the Fourth Republic in France and of 
the difficulties in the administrative organisation 
of the Council of Ministers to assert its own au-
thority as the first truly operational institution of 
the new Community. The question of the alloca-
tion of portfolios to individual members, which 
arose at the very first Commission meetings, was 
settled within 10 weeks. Three weeks later, the 
first organisation chart was adopted. As instructed 
by its President, the Commission immediately ap-
pointed the directors-general, followed in the 
spring of 1958 by the directors and heads of divi-
sion. All its senior management staff and most of 

(1)  Lemaignen, R., L’Europe au berceau — Souvenirs d’un technocrate, 
Plon, Paris, 1964, p. 36 et seq.; Interview with Karl-Heinz Narjes, 
24 May 2004.

its executive staff were recruited by the autumn. 
When the Budgetary Committee of the Council of 
Ministers first met, most appointments had been 
made and the staff complement was virtually 
complete. At the end of 1958 the Commission 
had a staff of about 1 000. The national govern-
ments thus faced a ‘fait accompli’.

Given the multitude of tasks likely to be awaiting 
the Commission under the Treaty, Hallstein sought 
to set up a grande administration, with a form 
and scale going far beyond the ECSC High Author-
ity. An administrative infrastructure was also set up 
in readiness for those areas where the govern-
ments had not yet adopted a practical programme 
of work. A total of nine administrative depart-
ments, called ‘directorates-general’, were estab-
lished with a director-general at the top — Exter-
nal Relations, Economic and Financial Affairs, 
Internal Market (customs, quotas and services), 
Competition, Social Affairs, Agriculture, Transport, 
Overseas Development, and Administration.

To respect the principle of collective responsibil-
ity, the Commission took inspiration from the 
group-based organisation of the High Authority: 
for each of the nine policy areas, three to five 
members of the Commission would form a group 
to prepare the decisions to be adopted by the full 
Commission. The chair of each group also took 
responsibility for the relevant directorate-general. 
Each Commission member had a few private staff 
— a cabinet — along the lines of the practice in 
Latin countries. In addition to his cabinet, the 
President was also supported by an executive 
secretariat, but Hallstein’s experience of adminis-
tration when the West German Rectors’ Confer-
ence and the Foreign Office were set up in the 
Federal Republic of Germany led him to prevent 
the emergence of a high-power administrative 
‘supremo’ who could act independently of the 
political direction set by the Commission (2).

The decision on the allocation of portfolios was 
also covered by collective responsibility. There 

(2) Interview with Fernand Braun, 8 December 2003. 
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was never any doubt that Mansholt would hold 
the agriculture portfolio, and he got down to 
work with extraordinary determination. Marjolin, 
the second political heavyweight after Mansholt, 
originally wanted external relations. But the 
President opposed this, probably because he 
wanted to take personal charge of representing 
the Community on the international scene. 
Marjolin was compensated in the shape of the 
substantial economic and financial affairs portfo-
lio (1). Von der Groeben played his cards close 
to his chest and obtained the portfolio he really 
wanted as the spiritual father of the competition 
policy: restrictive practices and monopolies, State 
aid, the approximation of legislation and tax har-
monisation (2). External relations went to Jean 
Rey, a skilful negotiator who was to become one 
of the heavyweights of the Commission follow-
ing the GATT negotiations (3). Piero Malvestiti 
was given the internal market. Robert Lemaignen, 
the second French member of the Commission, 
took charge of the overseas territories, France 
being particularly keen on their integration. 
Giuseppe Petrilli, the second Italian member, 
was asked to look after social policy, rather less 
important. And Michel Rasquin, the member 
from the smallest Member State, handled trans-
port, also a rather secondary portfolio at the 
beginning at least.

At the end of March 1958, Émile Noël, who had 
long worked for the former French Prime Minis-
ter Guy Mollet, was appointed Executive Secre-
tary. When directors-general were up for appoint-
ment, attention was paid to ensuring that they 
did not have the same nationality as the member 
of the Commission, but party-political affiliations 
were never taken into account. What Hallstein 
wanted above all was to avoid national govern-
ments influencing the composition of his admin-
istration. Candidates’ qualifications were what 
mattered to him, and he often gave preferential 
treatment to young candidates who combined 
excellent specialist knowledge with great ability 

(1) Interview with Karl-Heinz Narjes, 24 May 2004.
(2) Interview with Hans von der Groeben, 16 December 2003.
(3) Interview with Fernand Braun, 8 December 2003.

Karl-Heinz Narjes on the Commission’s 
early days

‘We were able to realise that we had to act quickly 
and carefully and take the long-term view. Many 
people, both in Germany and elsewhere, opposed 
a consolidated and functional Commission. All 
those who had lined up behind Erhard or behind 
Euro-scepticism were identified among the oppo-
nents to rapid consolidation and a way had to be 
found around them. The period from the begin-
ning of 1958 to the end of 1959 can thus be seen 
as an attempt to create faits accomplis (4) as quick-
ly as possible before they were discovered and 
distorted by our opponents. The first fait accompli, 
of course, was when we established the Commis-
sion’s organisation chart, its architecture, before 
any of the capitals realised what was going on. 
This was vitally important. Secondly, the Commu-
nity had to be financed in such a way that nobody 
could use a refusal to provide finance as a lever to 
jeopardise or destroy the Community or impose 
his personal interests. These were the two main 
challenges.

Consolidating faits accomplis  and establishing 
and fine-tuning the organisation chart were main-
ly down to Groeben. It was Groeben who sketched 
out a form of organisation chart to be taken as the 
basis for the distribution of tasks within the Com-
mission. And the allocation of portfolios within 
the Commission was decided over a dinner in 
Luxembourg. At the time, we still had to go to 
Luxembourg occasionally and to show how neu-
tral we were on the headquarters issue. We stayed 
in a really comfortable old hotel, and Commission 
members’ portfolios were handed out in that 
comfortable setting, where we could enjoy a drop 
of cognac. The result was roughly as Groeben had 
envisaged. It was round about the end of January 
or the beginning of February.’

Interview with Karl-Heinz Narjes, 24 May 2004. 
(Translated from the German)

to learn. Paradoxically enough, at the same time 
he was trying to recruit civil servants with sound 
experience in the national administrations who 
had acquired real authority. A rough national 
balance was maintained in important posts: a 

(4) In French in the original.
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quarter of the staff came from each of the three 
large countries, and the Benelux countries to-
gether provided the remaining quarter. They in 
general and the Belgians in particular were some-
what over-represented, but at least there was no 
risk of hegemony by any one Member State.

Hallstein orchestrated the formation and opera-
tion of the Commission with an authority that 
flowed from his masterly command of the topics 
for debate, coupled with a truly exceptional ana-
lytical mind. He left Commission members with 
considerable freedom to organise their profes-
sional lives. He respected their abilities but was 
highly demanding of his staff. He took personal 
charge at certain strategically important moments, 
such as the selection of senior officials, vital talks 
with the national governments and the presenta-
tion of the Commission’s programme to the gen-
eral public. When preparing his speeches, he re-
lied exclusively on a select band of competent 
staff, leaving it up to Émile Noël to organise com-
munication between departments. By combining 
absolute loyalty with precise specialist abilities, 
the executive secretary came to be the one who 
ensured that information flowed quickly between 
the two of them.

To convince the governments and the public 
that the Commission was needed, Hallstein not 
only drew attention to the quality of the work 
done. He also attached great importance to the 
formal and symbolic manifestation of its auton-
omy. When the Committee of Permanent Rep-
resentatives of the Member States (Coreper) — 
an institution not provided for by the Treaty 
— was set up in 1958, he refused to allow 
Commission members to attend its meetings. 
As a rule, preparatory exchanges with the per-
manent representatives were handled by direc-
tors-general, whose status was comparable to 
that of the ambassadors who made up Coreper. 
Members of the Commission, on the other 
hand, would generally be in touch with minis-
ters, both in their working relationships in 
Brussels and when visiting the capitals of the 
Member States. By the same token, when mem-

bers of the Commission visited non-member 
countries, it was arranged for them to be re-
ceived by the relevant ministers. The President 
of the Commission would expect to meet the 
Heads of State or Government.

The rule in relations with non-member countries 
was that the European Community’s claim to 
sovereignty should always be manifested. 
Hallstein got into the habit of receiving 
third-country ambassadors’ letters of credence at 
a formal ceremony. There were other opportu-
nities to highlight the Community’s sovereignty 
and the authority of its executive body, e.g. 
when receiving State visits and organising the 
Commission’s New Year reception. These events 
followed a strict diplomatic protocol. There was 
television coverage as Hallstein stood on a red 
carpet, taking care to ensure that the Commis-
sion’s claims for itself were perceived in the 
Member States and in a large number of non-
member countries. In the United States, where 
Hallstein deliberately paid regular visits as Pres-
ident of the Commission, he soon represented 
the Community as ‘Mr Europe’.

Initiatives and successes 
in economic matters

Even before it had finished setting up its admin-
istration, the Commission had to devote consider-
able time and energy to warding off the threat 
that the Economic Community might be dissolved 
in the large free-trade area proposed by the 
United Kingdom. The members of the Commis-
sion spared no effort in their regular personal 
contacts with the national governments to per-
suade them to undertake to ensure that the agree-
ments relating to the Economic Community 
would not be circumvented. They succeeded in 
having their own delegation admitted to the ne-
gotiations on setting up the free-trade area. This 
delegation, led by Jean Rey, kept the pressure 
on the Member States to stand by a common 
position against the British proposals. At the  
same time, the French Foreign Minister  
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Maurice Couve de Murville, who met Marjolin vir-
tually every Saturday (1), endeavoured to convince 
de Gaulle that France’s interest lay in becoming 
integrated with the Economic Community.

The turbulent times which marked the early days 
of the Community calmed down only when de 
Gaulle won Adenauer over to the idea of setting 
up the common market as planned, without the 
free-trade area. This happened at the second 
meeting between the two statesmen at Bad 
Kreuznach on 26 November 1958. The other four 

governments had no objections to that decision, 
and the negotiations for the free-trade area were 
irredeemably scuppered. The Commission’s role 
in this first manifestation of Community solidarity 
was quite considerable, at least according to what 
Marjolin tells us (2). The first step towards the 
customs union was taken on schedule on 1 Janu-
ary 1959. It was facilitated by a sharp devaluation 
of the French franc announced five days earlier.

In the meantime, Mansholt and his staff had been 
laying the foundation stones for the common 

On 1 February 1962 members of the EEC and Euratom Commissions, in formal dress, receive the heads of the permanent 
delegations of the Member States of the Communities and the heads of missions accredited to the Communities on the occasion 

of the annual New Year message. Hallstein’s successors would carry on the tradition but without the formal dress code.
To Walter Hallstein’s right: Jean Rey, Robert Marjolin and Berndt von Staden; to his left: Lambert Schaus.

(1) Interview with Karl-Heinz Narjes, 24 May 2004. (2) Marjolin, R., op. cit., p. 316.
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agricultural market. In July 1958, at Stresa, the 
Commission organised the Conference of Minis-
ters of Agriculture of the Member States of the 
Community that was provided for by the Treaty. 
This generated the first rapprochements in prepa-
ration for a common organisation of the markets 
for agricultural produce. In November 1959, fol-
lowing extensive consultations with the ministers 
of agriculture, farmers’ organisations and other 
lobbies, the Commission presented its first pro-
posal. This was revised in response to reactions 
in the Council, and a new text appeared on 
30 June 1960. It provided for the introduction of 
guide prices as a market-regulation instrument, 
levies on imports and guaranteed prices for pro-
ducers.

The governmental negotiations on the organisa-
tion of the various agricultural product markets 
turned out to be distinctly arduous. It took 
18 months to reach an agreement on the general 
principle. But the French government was firmly 
attached to launching the common agricultural 
policy. At a final Council meeting that began on 
15 December 1961, the clocks had to be stopped 
at 31 December to respect the text of the Treaty, 
which provided for an agreement to be reached 
by the end of the first stage of the common mar-
ket. Under energetic pressure from Mansholt, the 
compromise that finally emerged on 14 January 
1962, following a legendary agricultural ‘mara-
thon’, paved the way for a transitional scheme 
running for three years until the end of 1964. It 
also provided that a regulation valid until the end 
of the transitional period, i.e. until 1 January 1970, 
would be adopted no later than 1 July 1965.

A fresh crisis blew up in the autumn of 1964, 
when the first common prices for cereal crops 
were to be set. The German government refused 
to accept the price cuts proposed by the Commis-
sion back in March 1963. Consequently the Coun-
cil could agree only on relatively high prices. The 
Erhard government did not accept the Commis-
sion’s line until 21 October. General de Gaulle 
had threatened to withdraw France from the EEC 
if the organisation of the agricultural market was 

not in place by mid-December. Hallstein kept up 
the pressure on the German government. He vis-
ited Bonn twice, at the end of October and in 
mid-November. He had talks with the Chancellor 
and sent von der Groeben, Commission member 
with responsibility for competition, to see the 
Minister for Economic Affairs, Kurt Schmücker. 
He exhorted both of them to take the French 
President’s threat seriously. Earlier crises in the 
EEC had come close to blocking progress towards 
integration, but ‘today’s decision has serious con-
sequences for the viability of the Community’ (1). 
Mansholt publicly accused the German govern-
ment of compromising the Kennedy Round since 
it opposed the setting of common prices for cer-
eals, without which trade agreements could not 
be negotiated (2).

Hallstein’s commitment to common cereal prices 
eventually changed Bonn’s mind. It was the deci-
sive factor. After his discussions with the Com-
mission President, Erhard worked personally to 
obtain concessions from the German farming 
lobby. As 15 December dawned, the Council at 
last managed to set cereal prices at the levels pro-
posed by the Commission. But the common price 
was to come into operation only on 1 July 1967, 
three years after the original Commission pro-
posal, and German farmers had to receive com-
pensatory payments from the Community for the 
two and a half years up to the end of the tran-
sitional period on 1 January 1970.

Once the question of cereal prices had been set-
tled, market rules could now also be determined 
for a series of other agricultural products. The 
Council asked the Commission to put forward by 
1 April 1965 proposals for the financing of the 
agricultural market for the rest of the transitional 
period (1 July 1965 to 1 January 1970). The Com-
mission was also to produce a proposal regard-
ing management of own resources which, under 

(1)  BA, WH 1114/1, State Secretary Fritz Neef to Minister Kurt 
Schmücker, 2 November 1964. Cf. Reports by Hallstein to the Com-
mission, PV 293 EEC Commission, 9 and 13 November 1964; and 
PV 294, 18 November 1964.

(2) Interview with Georges Rencki, 13 January 2004.
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the January 1962 decision, were to become pay-
able to the Community once the Community tar-
iffs for agricultural produce became effective. 
The Commission therefore had to consider in the 
light of Article 201 of the EEC Treaty how own 
resources might take over from financial contri-
butions from the Member States.

While public attention was focused on the diffi-
culties of setting up the agricultural common 
market, von der Groeben was able to impose the 
competition rules without even the hint of a pub-
lic debate. That is not to say that there was no 
opposition. This came once again from the free-
marketeers in Ludwig Erhard’s entourage. They 
imagined that much of the inspiration for the 
Brussels line on competition lay in the dirigiste 
concepts of their French partner. Several govern-
ments also fiercely opposed the application of 
Article 90 of the EEC Treaty, which empowered 
the Commission to monitor compliance with the 
competition rules by public enterprises, and in 
particular State-run enterprises. But those con-
cerned by the Commission’s measures did not 
take their reluctance to accept them so far as to 
block them outright, not at any rate before Erhard 
became Chancellor. A major step in the imple-
mentation of the competition policy was taken 
with the adoption of Regulation No 17, which 
imposed a general obligation to report circum-
stances that impeded competition. Logically 
enough this was followed by a body of proced-
ural law ‘empowering the Commission to build 
up a corpus of European case-law established by 
the European Court of Justice, on the basis of 
which a transparent and thoroughly foreseeable 
competition law can develop’ (1).

The Commission was even more successful in the 
implementation of the customs union. After de 
Gaulle had come out in favour of the rapid estab-
lishment of the common market, the timetable 
worked out at the negotiations in 1956 to reflect 

(1)  Narjes, K.-H, ‘Walter Hallstein in der Frühphase der EWG’, in Loth, 
W., Wallace, W. and Wessels, W. (eds), Walter Hallstein — Der 
vergessene Europäer? Europa-Union Verlag, Bonn, 1995, pp. 139–
163, at p. 154.

French reservations turned out to be somewhat 
timorous. In March 1960 the governments reached 
an agreement on most of the products in ‘List G’ 
in the Treaty, on which there had been no agree-
ment at the Val-Duchesse negotiations. In May 
1960 the Council approved a Commission pro-
posal to bring forward by one year the next 10 % 
cut in national customs tariffs. The first stage of 
the adoption of a common external tariff was 
also brought forward by one year. Two years 
later, in May 1962, the Council again agreed to 
bring forward by one year the subsequent stages 
of the duty-reduction process. Half the cuts were 
thus made by 1 July 1962 instead of 1 January 
1965. The common external tariff was also in 
place three years ahead of schedule, on 1 July 
1967. The last remaining duties in internal trade 
were abolished on 1 July 1968, 18 months before 
the expiry of the 12-year transitional period.

The early attainment of the customs union was 
closely bound up with the commercial policy. 
Customs union inevitably often entails taking a 
common stance on trade-related issues. But it 
was put into effect so much more quickly be-
cause of pressure from the United States and 
groups interested in free trade. The Commission 
responded initially by seeking to demonstrate 
that the Community wished to obtain a general 
lowering of barriers to trade and a climate of 
trust. It used the GATT negotiations at the Com-
pensation Round (September 1960 to July 1961) 
and then at the Dillon Round (May 1961 to May 
1962) for that purpose. Jean Rey and his staff did 
not confine themselves to making technical prep-
arations for the negotiations but endeavoured to 
unite the national governments around a com-
mon position and defended it skilfully in the 
Geneva talks. At the end of the first round, it was 
guaranteed that the common customs tariffs 
would not exceed the arithmetic mean of the earl-
ier national tariffs. The second round closed with 
an average cut of 7 % in common customs tariffs. 
Major cuts were negotiated during the third 
round, the Kennedy Round, which ran from May 
1964 to 30 June 1967, when a general agreement 
was signed. Thanks to the negotiating capacity of 
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a Community speaking with a single voice, cus-
toms duties had been reduced by over 50 % for 
more than two thirds of the products covered by 
the negotiations. The reduction averaged 32 % 
for the full range of products and was to be 
applied gradually over a five-year period ending 
on 1 January 1972.

In some cases the Treaty itself set a timetable (1), 
but in others it was the Commission which urged 
the governments to speed things up. In October 
1962 it presented a ‘programme of action for the 
second stage of the common market’, which not 
only proposed a further acceleration in the cus-
toms union process but also called for monetary 
union to be achieved by the end of 1970. It justi-
fied the proposal by highlighting potential disrup-
tions to the common market in the event of unilat-
eral exchange-rate adjustments and stressed its 
importance for the establishment of economic 
union. The Commission repeated the proposal in 
September 1964, calling it ‘Initiative 1964’. At the 
same time, it argued for consolidation of social 
policy through conversion measures in the Mem-
ber States and advances in the harmonisation liv-
ing and working conditions. And it called for 
measures going beyond the confines of the Treaty 
that would increase the role of the European Par-
liament in the Community decision-making ma-
chinery. In the Commission’s view, ‘The way dem-
ocratic answerability is structured by the Treaty [...] 
is all the less satisfactory each time Community 
activity advances a stage further into the legislative 
domains hitherto reserved for the Member States 
and the volume of budgetary resources managed 
by the Community expands, in particular with the 
establishment of European Funds’ (2).

Hallstein felt that this reinforcement of Parlia-
ment’s powers was within reach, especially as the 
customs union and the common agricultural mar-
ket were in place and the customs tariff and 
agricultural levies were available to finance the 

(1)  HAEU, KM 4, EEC Commission, Commission recommendations for 
the acceleration of the Treaty timetable, 26 February 1960.

(2)  HAEU, KM 7, EEC Commission, ‘Initiative 1964’, 30 September 
1964.

Community. He put forward argument upon ar-
gument for not entrusting their management to 
the Member States, who were to collect them. As 
Klaus Meyer, Hallstein’s deputy chef de cabinet, 
pointed out in a note to the President in August 
1964, Community management of these revenue 
sources provided an opportunity to shift the 
financing of the Community towards own 
resources. The Commission thus had the possibil-
ity of alleviating its dependence on national con-
tributions, which, in its view, fell short of what 
was needed for its ambitious programmes. The 
governments would then no longer be able to 
resist the proposal to bring the Community 
budget under real parliamentary control (3).

In terms of the ambitious prospects that Hallstein 
was conceiving for the EEC, the United King-
dom’s application for accession in July 1961 was 
manifestly premature. Marjolin and Mansholt 
were worried. Implementing the common agri-
cultural policy was, by definition, incompatible 
with maintaining the Commonwealth preference 
desired by the United Kingdom. The President 
was also worried that accession of the United 
Kingdom before completion of the customs union 
would weaken the Community institutions and, 
consequently, the prospects for the development 
of a political Community in the broad sense. Al-
though the Commission was not initially involved 
in the enlargement negotiations, it was able to 
influence them. It played a major role in deter-
mining a common negotiating position for the 
governments of the Member States, which agreed 
chiefly on the defence of the acquis communau-
taire. The Commission representatives repeatedly 
conveyed the Community view to the British gov-
ernment. In 1962 Mansholt became chairman of a 
committee responsible for producing a compro-
mise on the question of the United Kingdom’s 
adaptation to the Community agricultural system. 
He considered that the negotiations were on the 
verge of succeeding (4).

(3)  HAEU, KM 6, Notes for talks with State Secretary Alfred Müller- 
Armack, signed ‘M 13/8’.

(4)  Georges Rencki personal archives, Speech by Sicco Mansholt to the 
Dutch European Movement, Rotterdam, 13 November 1965.
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When de Gaulle, at a press conference on 
14 July 1963, unilaterally stated that he refused 
to pursue the negotiations with the British gov-
ernment, the Commission was rather relieved. 
Hallstein stated in the European Parliament that 
British accession was ‘merely postponed’ for the 
longer term. But he was more concerned at the 
way in which the negotiations had been inter-
rupted. By going it alone, the French President 
had failed to observe solidarity between the 
Member States of the Community. Hallstein felt 
that this was a sign of a crisis of trust between 
the national governments that could complicate 
cooperation in the further development of the 
Community. To overcome the crisis, he once 
again asked that more powers be devolved to 
the Community institutions. In particular, the 
Commission should automatically be involved 
in future accession negotiations. As he once 

again stated publicly, his ideal was still of a Eur-
ope democratically constituted and constructed 
on the federal model (1).

WilfrieD loth

The Commission 
and the Fouchet Plan (2)

Having just successfully launched the customs 
union in January 1959 and having brought forward 

(1)  Speech to the European Parliament, 5 February 1963; Hallstein, W., 
Europäische Reden, Hrsg. Th. Oppermann, Deutsche Verlags- 
Anstalt, Stuttgart, 1979, pp. 402–415.

(2)  See Bitsch, M.-Th., ‘Les institutions communautaires face au projet 
d’union politique, 1960–1962’, Revue d’Allemagne, special issue, 
April–June 1997, Du «Plan Fouchet» au traité franco-allemand de 
janvier 1963, and Bloes, R., Le plan Fouchet et le problème de 
l’Europe politique, Collège d’Europe, Bruges, 1970.

The introduction to ‘Initiative 1964’, the action 
programme presented to the governments by the 
Commission on 30 September 1964, emphasises 
the Commission’s demand for a core position in 
the European integration process.

‘Thanks to European policies conducted resolutely 
by the six Member States of our Community, but 
thanks also to the work done by the European 
institutions, the Communities today stand as a 
great success with a worldwide impact and have 
become the focus of endeavours to bring about 
the political unity of Europe [...] There can be no 
doubting that the road towards a federation in 
Europe passes through the existing Communities. 
The failure of the Communities would mean that 
our generation would not see a completed 
political Community; but, as long as the 
Communities live and conserve all their 
dynamism, there is a real prospect that a genuine 
federation can be achieved [...]

Halting the movement towards completion of the 
Economic Community would not simply mean 

causing it to fail, for the Community cannot exist 
unless it is a dynamic one, but would also mean 
dismissing all prospects of achieving “political 
union”. And we cannot take it for granted that 
we will achieve that. But progress towards 
economic integration generates and accelerates a 
natural progression towards full political union 
and offers ever more convincing reasons for 
achieving it.

In the current situation therefore, even though 
the primary concern is to avoid narrowing our 
horizons and losing sight of our ultimate 
objective, the first task awaiting the European 
Economic Community is to secure its dynamism. 
It must set an example of tenacity, calm and 
common sense from which the doubters can 
derive a sense of resolve and confidence.’

HAEU, KM 7, EEC Commission, ‘Initiative 1964’, 
30 September 1964, pp. 1 and 4. 

(Translated from the French)

The ‘Initiative 1964’ action programme
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the tariff cuts in 1960 and embarked on active 
preparations for determining the common agricul-
tural policy, which would be adopted in January 
1962, the Commission was faced with an attempt 
to bring about political union outside the Commu-
nity context which could effectively sideline it.

General de Gaulle put forward proposals for po-
litical cooperation between the Six. After a first 
initiative which yielded nothing more than quar-
terly meetings between foreign ministers, he pre-
sented in 1960 a vast project for a confederation. 
Sketched out in the summer on the occasion of 
contacts with the other governments, the project 
was described in greater detail at a press confer-
ence on 5 September. President de Gaulle called 
for regular cooperation in four areas (foreign pol-
icy, defence, the economy and culture) to be pre-
pared by specialist bodies consisting of national 
civil servants, the decisions being taken by a regu-
lar organised concert of Heads of State or Gov-
ernment. An assembly of members of national 
parliaments would be asked for its opinion, but 
the whole project would first be submitted to a 
‘solemn European referendum’ (1).

The project was liable to prompt concern and 
misgivings among France’s five partners and 
within the Community institutions. By bringing 
economic affairs within its remit, it would seem 
to duplicate the Communities’ field of activities 
and bring it under an intergovernmental umbrel-
la. By establishing defence cooperation, it could 
cause the Six to take a separate stance in the 
Atlantic Alliance and to distance themselves from 
the United States, which was indeed the objective 
being pursued in Paris. But the French proposal 
was not very remote from a suggestion by Jean 
Monnet’s Action Committee for a United States of 
Europe, and Monnet could hardly be suspected 
of wanting to weaken the Communities, so this 
convergence could be seen as a source of re-
assurance (2).

(1)  Press conference, 5 September 1960, de Gaulle, Ch., Discours et 
messages, t. III, Plon, Paris, 1970, pp. 244–246. 

(2)  FJME, AMK 55/1/32, Draft memorandum, 7 September 1960; FJME, 
AMK 55/3/1, Draft declaration, 6 October 1960; and FJME, AMK 
55/3/9, Note, 14 October 1960.

Initially, the two Commissions (EEC and Eur-
atom) and the ECSC High Authority were inclined 
to stay calm and adopt a wait-and-see attitude, 
partly perhaps because of the international con-
text and in particular the serious crisis over Al-
geria, which would limit the chances of setting 
up a political Europe, for the moment at least (3). 
The EEC Commission devoted part of its meeting 
on 14 September 1960 to an exchange of views 
on this political revitalisation of Europe and, ac-
cording to Agence Europe had seen no threat to 
the application of the Treaty of Rome, taking the 
view that for the moment it would not express an 
official position but would simply seek to influ-
ence the proposals along the most European line 
possible (4). Jean Rey, however, had been con-
cerned back in the spring by the political weak-
ness of the Community and now drew attention 
to the dangers inherent in reducing the powers of 
the Community institutions, which had proved 
their effectiveness (5).

On 12 October the Presidents of the three ex-
ecutive institutions set forth their views in the 
European Parliamentary Assembly in answer to 
a written question on the impact of the French 
plan. The President of the High Authority, Piero 
Malvestiti, and the President of the Euratom 
Commission, Étienne Hirsch, felt that the time 
was not ripe for political commentaries on a 
grand scale and contented themselves with re-
stating their attachment to supranational bod-
ies (6), but Walter Hallstein, who had rejected 
the idea of a relatively brief joint statement, took 
a more combative stance. While describing the 
current consultations as a political revitalisation 
of Europe, he sang the praises of the Commu-
nity system, thus covertly criticising the French 
plan, and he warned against the temptation to 
abandon or sideline the existing institutions. 
The Commission, he said, was independent, it 

(3)  FJME, AMK 55/2/3, Conversation with Robert Marjolin, 18 October 
1960.

(4) Europe, 15 September 1960.
(5)  AULB, JR, 126 PP, VI-24, Note for the President and members of the 

Commission, 3 October 1960.
(6)  Les documents de la Communauté européenne, No 6, November 

1960, pp. 11–12.
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‘I.

It is urgent for Europe to take an initiative to 
combat the prevailing disorder and lack of 
leadership in the West. So far our countries have 
demonstrated their dynamism, primarily in 
economic matters.

Today we need political action. The establishment 
of a European confederation will enable our 
countries to pursue the unification process already 
under way and to take a common political stance 
in relations with the United States, which is 
particularly important in our current period of 
uncertainty.

II.

There are certain conditions that a European 
confederation must meet if it is to make a 
substantial contribution.

There must be a popular vote. It must be 
democratic in nature.

It must be open to other countries, in particular 
England [sic].

It must have real content.

III.

A real confederation demands meetings at the 
highest level. The European confederation should 
be governed by a Supreme Council consisting of 
the Heads of State or Government.

The economic union that is currently being 
established now makes it possible to achieve a 
political confederation. It is essential that the 
current Communities — common market, 
Euratom and Coal and Steel Community — be 
preserved and integrated in the confederation. 
The confederation will operate all the more 
effectively if the various Commissions and other 
bodies are merged into a single executive 
system.

The confederation will be a reality in the eyes of 
the world only if it can relate to other countries 
as a single entity. There must therefore be a 
common foreign policy. This means that it must 
be able to come to decisions, which unanimous 
voting will not allow. Obviously, each country 
must retain its freedom of action in matters 
where it is the main party concerned.

If it is to be real, the confederation must have 
the possibility of promoting the progress of 
the union among its member countries. The 
Supreme Council must accordingly be given 
the power to set up the requisite bodies.

If it is to be democratic, the confederation must 
have an Assembly.’

FJME, AMK 55/1/26, 
Action Committee for a United States of Europe, 

Document, 28 July 1960. 

Aide-memoire on the establishment of a European confederation (1)

was the guardian of the Treaty, and it supplied 
both the inspiration and the initiative for all 
Community action (2).

This determination to respect the Community 
system received widespread support in the Euro-
pean Parliamentary Assembly from its President, 
the German Christian Democrat Hans Fürler, from 
the Chairman of the Political Affairs Committee, 
the Italian Emilio Battista, and from the Presidents 
of the three political groups (the Christian Demo-
crats, the Socialists and the Liberals) with the 

(1)  In September and October 1960 several documents of the Action 
Committee for the United States of Europe amplify the ideas set 
out in the July aide-memoire, which predate General de Gaulle’s 
press conference of 5 September 1960.

(2)  BAC 118/1986 1722, Letter from Walter Hallstein to Étienne Hirsch 
and speech by Walter Hallstein, 12 October 1960.
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exception of a few French Gaullists who were 
allied to the latter group. But another leading 
member of the Assembly, the Belgian Socialist 
Fernand Dehousse, realised that in foreign policy 
matters the governments were not ready to go 
any further than intergovernmental cooperation 
and wondered whether the French proposals, 
subject to a degree of amendment, might not 
serve as the starting point for a political Europe. 
The following year he was instructed to prepare 
a report on political union in Europe (1).

At the beginning of 1961, there was a degree of 
uncertainty in the air. The first conference of 
Heads of State or Government that met in Paris in 
February was the scene for a strong clash be-
tween France and the Netherlands, which de-
fended the supranational approach to integration. 
Having failed to reach an agreement, the Member 
States instructed a committee of diplomats chaired 
by the Frenchman Christian Fouchet to prepare 
new proposals. In Walter Hallstein’s view, this 
summit opened the way to all manner of options 
and made it possible to look forward with hope 
to a new phase in the development of Europe. 
The Assembly drafted a resolution on the basis of 
the Dehousse Report which was adopted in plen-
ary on 29 June. This approved the principle of 
regular meetings provided that the Communities’ 
supranational nature was preserved, that the two 
Commissions and the High Authority were asso-
ciated with the discussions between Heads of 
State or Government as regards all questions 
within their remit and that the Assembly was able 
to organise a debate on an annual report on po-
litical cooperation (2).

At the second summit, held at Bad Godesberg near 
Bonn on 18 July 1961, France accepted the idea 
that political union should boost NATO and the 
EEC and signed a somewhat elaborate compro-
mise text. The Brussels Commissions expressed 
satisfaction at the Bonn declaration. President 

(1)  BAC 118/1986 1722, Debates of the Assembly, 12 October 1960 
and 9 March 1961.

(2) Bitsch, M.-Th., op. cit.

Hirsch was particularly delighted at the plans for 
cultural cooperation and for a European University 
at Florence, while the EEC Commission stressed 
the importance of the reference by the Heads of 
State or Government to the Assembly resolution of 
29 June, seen as recognition of the role of the Com-
munity institutions in political cooperation (3).

The optimism faded in October, when France 
presented a draft treaty, known as the ‘first 
Fouchet Plan’, which did not truly match the 
hopes raised by the Bad Godesberg conference. 
The High Authority regarded it as what we would 
now call a WEU with small changes that could 
threaten the common market (4). President Hirsch 
criticised the proposed name (‘Union of States’) 
and the limited involvement of the Community 
institutions in political cooperation (5). And Wal-
ter Hallstein had strong reservations about the 
unanimity rule in decision-making, the lack of 
clearly defined objectives and the risk that eco-
nomic integration would suffer and that the Com-
munity institutions would be weakened. The 
three executive bodies therefore wished to se-
cure a few amendments to the draft to make it 
more palatable (6). Their possibilities for action 
being limited, they were counting on France’s 
partners to obtain alterations and encouraged the 
Assembly in its work on a recommendation that 
was eventually adopted in plenary on 20 Decem-
ber 1961.

This recommendation, which was approved by 
the EEC Commission, accepted the French draft 
as a starting point. It supported a Union of the 
Peoples of Europe and acknowledged that regu-
lar summits could make a contribution. But it 
called for the Atlantic Alliance to be strengthened 
and for the Treaties of Paris (ECSC) and Rome 
(EEC and Euratom) not to be called into ques-
tion. It accepted the idea of appointing a secretary 

(3) Europe, 19 July 1961.
(4) CEAB 2 248, Note by Edmund Wellenstein, 27 November 1961.
(5)  CEAB 2 248, Address by Étienne Hirsch to the Political Affairs 

Committee of the Assembly, 22 November 1961.
(6)  BAC 118/1986 1722, Memorandum for President Hirsch, 

24 October 1961, and address by Lambert Schaus to the Assembly 
on behalf of the EEC Commission, 20 December 1961.



69Chapter 2 — The Hallstein Commission 1958–67

general for political cooperation, provided that 
he remained independent of the governments, 
that his functions were clearly defined and that 
this ‘fourth executive’ could ultimately be merged 
with the others. It also looked forward to the vot-
ing rules being changed from unanimity to major-
ity voting and hoped that the executives would 
attend the Councils of Heads of State or Govern-
ment when Community-related issues were up 
for discussion. And it called for the Assembly to 
be converted into a genuine parliament elected 
by direct universal suffrage. Finally, it considered 
that all the Member States should be in the po-
litical union so as to avoid a variable-geometry 
Europe (1).

This text stood no chance of being taken seri-
ously. By an unfortunate coincidence, it was to 
be considered by the Fouchet Committee on 
18 January 1962, the very day on which France 
presented a ‘second Fouchet Plan’, which reflect-
ed the positions initially taken in Paris and re-
jected the Bonn compromise outright. Some of 
France’s partners were quick to respond and 
toughened their stance. The Netherlands and Bel-
gium, which had regarded the British question as 
the top priority since London announced its 
membership application in the summer of 1961, 
were intransigent. There were only two alterna-
tives in their view: have the United Kingdom ac-
cede rapidly to the Communities and the political 
Europe or abide by the supranational institutional 
system. Despite mediation efforts by Germany 
and Italy (and Jean Monnet’s Action Committee), 
no compromise solution was found. The project 
appeared to be doomed when the meeting of for-
eign ministers on 17 April 1962 broke up in 
disagreement, even though from time to time — 
and right into 1964 — kites were flown, by the 
likes of the German Chancellor Ludwig Erhard 
and the Belgian Foreign Minister Paul-Henri 
Spaak, to explore the possibilities of resurrecting 
the idea of a political Europe.

(1)  APE, Documents de séance, 1961–1962, Document 110, 18 De-
cember 1961.

As matters were getting bogged down at this 
stage, the Commission did not state an official 
position but its members inevitably recalled their 
reservations regarding intergovernmental cooper-
ation. Addressing the Congress of the European 
Movement in Rotterdam in May 1962, Vice- 
President Sicco Mansholt denounced the French 
proposal, which, while claiming to advance the 
cause of integration, was actually minimalising 
and even eliminating it while giving it an exalted 
political name (2). In October 1962, Jean Rey ar-
gued in a discussion that ‘the best way of achiev-
ing political union would be to keep it within the 
Community context, [...] to proceed on the basis 
of the current Communities, to reinforce them by 
merging them and to enhance their authority by 
having the European Parliament elected by uni-
versal suffrage and increasing its powers and re-
sponsibilities’ (3). And in a number of speeches 
given that same year, President Hallstein untir-
ingly pleaded the cause of the development of 
the Communities with an ultimately political ob-
jective. For him, the Economic Community was 
already a political reality which promoted recon-
ciliation between Europeans, established solidari-
ties between Member States on a broad scale and 
was founded on institutions that were organised 
in such a way as to herald a government system 
in which political decisions could be taken. Po-
litical cooperation, therefore, should neither 
weaken the existing Community nor take its 
place. It would be unacceptable for the Commu-
nity structure to be headed, undermined or sup-
planted by a political structure based on ideas 
different from those which had governed our 
shared existence for 12 years (since the Schuman 
Declaration in 1950) (4).

There was an epilogue to the history of the 
Fouchet Plan. The six Member States having 
failed to come to an agreement, France and 

(2)  HAEC, Sicco Mansholt Speeches series, speech to the Annual 
Congress of the Dutch European Movement, 26 May 1962.

(3)  AULB, JR, 126 PP, VI-34, Draft chapter on political union, 
13 October 1962.

(4)  HAEC, Walter Hallstein Speeches series, speech given on 17 Sep-
tember 1962 (see box p. 70). See also speeches given on 28 Febru-
ary, 1 March, 18 April 1962, etc.
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Germany signed a bilateral treaty on 22 January 
1963, a week after General de Gaulle had ve-
toed British membership of the common mar-
ket. This Élysée treaty — providing for co-
operation in foreign policy, defence and culture 
and establishing the Franco-German Youth Of-
fice — irritated the members of the Commis-
sion. Mansholt regarded it as an instrument for 

shutting the Community out and as an expres-
sion of a Europe that claimed to place itself 
between East and West (2). Hallstein feared that 
advance consultation between the two govern-
ments could upset the balance of the Commu-
nity decision-making mechanism. Addressing 
the European Parliament the day before the 
treaty was to be ratified, he urged the two 

‘When we wonder how we can go about improving 
the Community’s capacity and strength of action, 
the question ultimately boils down to a question 
about what is commonly referred to as political 
union. There is abundant scope for confusion here. 
What is new in these plans is not the fact that they 
concern a political organisation. The European Coal 
and Steel Community, the European Atomic Energy 
Community and the European Economic 
Community are political too. The main motivation 
for what is known as economic integration has 
always been political. This was stated in Paris and in 
Messina, and the preambles to the Treaties 
establishing the Communities say as much. The very 
purpose of the Community and of the action it 
takes is political. Customs policy, commercial policy, 
transport policy, agricultural policy — all these 
components of economic union are surely also 
political matters. That is why the Community too is 
organised on a political basis following the 
traditional federal model of modern history, with its 
own Parliament, which has, in particular, the sole 
power to control the Community executive through 
the no-confidence vote, with a Council of Ministers 
representing the governments of the Member 
States, with the executive, which I have just 
mentioned and which cannot receive instructions 
from the governments of its Member States, and 
with its own Supreme Court. And who nowadays 
would deny that the effects of this integration are 
political as well, for they are phenomena of 
economic policy and social policy (1).

The Political Union, therefore, is not basically 
something new, a transition from the economic to 
the political. Rather the point is to complete the 
integration of substantial portions of the Member 
States’ domestic policies — economic and social 
— and unify other areas of their policies — in 
particular the non-economic aspects of foreign 
policy (foreign economic policy already being 
covered by the European Economic Community as 
commercial policy), defence policy and cultural 
policy. The Community reaction to these plans is 
dictated by that consideration. The reaction is 
entirely positive.

These plans, of course, must not be allowed to 
weaken or destroy the successes already notched 
up in terms of European political union; they 
must not be allowed, therefore, to jeopardise the 
existing Communities in any way. The decisive 
criterion both generally and in matters of detail 
— including the arsenal of possible ways and 
means — is the progress made in the European 
cause as a whole.’

Speech by the President of the EEC Commission to the 
joint meeting of the European Parliament and the 

Council of Europe Consultative Assembly
Strasbourg, 17 September 1962 (extract). 

(Translated from the French)

Political union according to Walter Hallstein

(1) Original emphasis. (2)  HAEC, Speech given at The Hague, 22 February 1963.
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countries to avoid interpreting and applying 
the treaty in such a way as to jeopardise the 
Community’s existence, operation and dyna-
mism (1).

The Fouchet Plan, then, like its Franco-German 
substitute, aroused mistrust and concern in the 
Community executive institutions. For the first 
time since its establishment, the EEC Commis-
sion felt threatened with being weakened or 
even sidelined. Since they could not directly 
oppose the French plan, the members of the 
Commission — and the President in particular 
— mobilised their energy to demonstrate the 
superiority of the Community method over inter-
governmental cooperation as an instrument for 
integration and to plead in favour of consolidat-
ing the existing Communities. Dropping the 
Fouchet Plan marked the failure of the intergov-
ernmental political Europe, which would leave 
traces like the Europe Defence Community in 
1954, but at the same time came as a relief for 
the supporters of a supranational Europe, who 
could look forward to stronger Community insti-
tutions in general and a stronger Commission in 
particular.

Drafting the Merger Treaty (2)

Unlike the Fouchet Plan, the merger of the ex-
ecutives gave the Commission an opportunity to 
strengthen its position in the institutional set-up. 
Establishing a Single Commission that combined 
the functions of the EEC and Euratom Commis-
sions and the ECSC High Authority would sim-
plify the operation of the Communities, and the 
new institution would enjoy greater prestige and 
authority. The other difference from the Fouchet 
Plan was that the Merger Treaty was drafted 
mostly in the Community institutions, even 
though in the early days the Action Committee 

(1) HAEC, Speech given to the European Parliament, 27 March 1963.
(2)  On this question generally, see Bitsch, M.-Th., ‘La création de la 

Commission unique: réforme technique ou affirmation d’une iden-
tité européenne?’, in Bitsch, M.-Th., Loth, W. and Poidevin, R. 
(eds), Institutions européennes et identités européennes, Bruylant, 
Brussels, 1998, pp. 327–347.

for a United States of Europe was active in the 
debate. The three executives played an active 
role, without actually being in charge of the op-
eration, which was directed by the governments. 
A notable feature was that the draft also con-
cerned the merger of the Councils, but this posed 
hardly any problems here as the three Councils 
had already been operating to all intents and 
purposes as a single institution since 1958.

In the early period following the entry into force 
of the Rome Treaties, attention focused on coor-
dination — rather than a merger — between the 
three executives. Regular contacts were soon es-
tablished, notably in the form of meetings of the 
Presidents. Joint services and working parties 
were set up (3). But this cooperation between 
three geographically dispersed institutions was 
sometimes difficult and occasionally provoked 
tensions (4). In the autumn of 1959 the Wigny 
Report, which was presented to the Council by 
the Belgian Foreign Minister, recommended the 
establishment of an inter-executive committee to 
settle matters of common interest and facilitate 
the preparation of common policies (5), whereas 
Jean Monnet’s Action Committee adopted an 
initial resolution supporting the merger of the 
executives.

The merger plan was launched by Étienne 
Hirsch, President of the Euratom Commission, in 
May 1960, when, addressing the European Parlia-
mentary Assembly, he called for the establish-
ment of a single executive (6). He was immedi-
ately supported by the Assembly and by the 
Action Committee, though later, in the autumn, 
the Action Committee proposed postponing the 
merger and giving priority to political union. At 
the end of June this initiative was approved by 
the other two executives, albeit apparently with 

(3)  COM(58) 138, note sur les formes de coopération entre les trois 
exécutifs, 9 June 1958.

(4)  FJME, AMK 54/4/2, Max Kohnstamm to Jean Monnet, 31 May 
1959.

(5)  CEAB 2 148, Wigny Report, ‘Considérations sur le développement 
de la coopération entre les six pays de la Communauté européenne 
et sur leurs relations extérieures’.

(6) Speech by Étienne Hirsch to the Assembly, 16 May 1960.
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some reservations. The EEC Commission at the 
time was interested above all in having its own 
powers strengthened (this was the attitude of 
Jean Rey (1)), and the High Authority was con-
cerned that it should not lose its supranational 
prerogatives (financial autonomy, co-optation 
system, etc.).

In addition, at the end of June, at the request of 
the Assembly and with the agreement of all the 
bodies concerned, the question of the merger 
was inserted in the programme for an interinstitu-
tional conference to be held in November. The 
Assembly, the Commissions and the Council met 
to discuss a report on the merger of the execu-
tives prepared by Maurice Faure for the Assem-
bly’s Political Affairs Committee. Walter Hallstein 
presented a number of demands (2). For one 
thing, the merger should under no circumstances 
jeopardise the powers conferred on each of the 
executives. For another, establishing a single ex-
ecutive did not automatically have to entail 
broader powers for the Assembly. He saw no 
need for the appointment of the single executive 
to be confirmed by a vote in the Assembly, and 
Étienne Hirsch seemed to agree with him.

At the beginning of 1961, the merger proposal was 
taken over by the Dutch government, which inter-
vened twice, the first time on 23 January (3) — a 
few days before the Paris summit on political un-
ion — with a note to the Council Secretariat and 
the second time on 27 June — three weeks before 
the Bonn Summit — when it presented its partners 
with a draft convention establishing single execu-
tives (4). This Dutch initiative gave the project an 
even more pronounced political dimension.

The merger proposal aroused little enthusiasm 
among the other five governments. Apart from 
the fact that it could be perceived as a competing 
project or a delaying tactic in relation to the 

(1) ‘ FJME, AMK C 33/5/134, Jean Rey to Jean Monnet, 24 November 
1959.

(2) BA, WH 178815, Note of 17 November 1960.
(3) CEAB 2 1911, Note by Dutch government, 23 January 1961.
(4) Europe/Documents, 26 July 1961.

French political union project, several ministers 
felt it would be difficult to implement. Some 
doubted whether it was interesting in terms of 
efficiency and its timeliness when the United 
Kingdom was about to lodge its Community 
membership application, and they wondered 
whether it was expedient to amend the Treaties, 
even on a specific matter, in a way that could 
lead London to believe that the Treaty, far from 
being cast in stone, could be easily revised. The 
French government was the most hostile, consid-
ering the reform to be a window-dressing exer-
cise unlikely to have much effect on the institu-
tional reality. And the Luxembourg government, 
while less radical than Paris in its discourse, 
doubted the utility of the merger and was con-
cerned at the potential damage to its country if it 
lost the ECSC High Authority.

Anyway, the governments had other priorities in 
1961. At the end of the year, there was to be the 
changeover from the first to the second stage of 
the transitional period, which involved preparing 
rules for the common agricultural policy. And the 
six governments were in delicate negotiations 
both on the political union (Fouchet Plan) and on 
the accession of the United Kingdom, which 
opened in Brussels in the autumn. The Council’s 
progress towards the merger was therefore de-
cidedly slow and cautious.

The Council was obliged to consider the Dutch 
proposal and asked the Assembly and the two 
Commissions to give their opinions on it. This 
they did in the autumn of 1961; as expected, the 
opinions were very much in favour. The Assem-
bly, which adopted a second Faure Report on the 
question, stressed the urgency of the merger, 
which was even more pressing than a year earli-
er. President Hirsch, the untiring advocate of the 
project, emphasised its ‘technical’ value in facili-
tating the life of the Communities and its ‘politi-
cal’ importance in accelerating progress towards 
European integration (5). The EEC Commission 

(5)  CEAB 2 1912, Étienne Hirsch to Ludwig Erhard, 28 September 
1961.
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welcomed the Dutch initiative, which opened the 
way to progress on a necessary reform, and the 
support given by the Assembly (1). The High Au-
thority, which had not been asked for its opinion, 
also expressed its agreement although it again 
asked that its supranational prerogatives be pre-
served. Despite this general convergence of 
views, it was only on 3 May 1962 that the Council 
placed the matter back on its agenda. It asked the 
permanent representatives to study the project 
but not to set a timetable or a deadline for a 
report, and so the project looked as though it 
had started.

At the beginning of 1963, when the political union 
had clearly failed and the negotiations with Lon-

(1)  FJME, AMK 113/2/6, Walter Hallstein to Ludwig Erhard, 10 Novem-
ber 1961.

don were halted, the merger project was revived. 
Chancellor Adenauer and President de Gaulle 
considered the matter at talks on 22 January, the 
very day on which the Élysée Treaty was signed. 
A month later, in an address he delivered in Paris, 
Michel Gaudet, Director-General of the (joint) Le-
gal Service of the European Communities, spoke 
of the utility of rationalising the institutions. More 
significant still: the new President of the Euratom 
Commission, Pierre Chatenet, appointed at France’s 
behest to replace Étienne Hirsch, who was thought 
to be too federalist, came out publicly in support 
of merging the executives. And above all, on 
2 April, Gerhard Schröder, Germany’s Minister for 
Foreign Affairs, called for the merger of the execu-
tives as a first step towards unification of the 
Treaties, and in July the French Foreign Minister, 
Maurice Couve de Murville, stated that his govern-
ment had decided to go along with its partners’ 

Walter Hallstein (President of the EEC Commission), Paul Finet (President of the ECSC High Authority) and Louis Armand 
(President of the EAEC Commission) at the first meeting of the presidents of the three executives on 14 January 1958.
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views. As a result, on 24 September 1963 the 
Council instructed the permanent representatives 
to make proposals for the merger of the execu-
tives. On the same day the six ministers, despite 
initial reluctance from France, decided that the 
representatives of the two Commissions and the 
High Authority would be associated with the per-
manent representatives’ discussions.

It was therefore this body — the Permanent Rep-
resentatives Committee, augmented by the repre-
sentatives of the three executives — that pro-
duced the report of 18 December 1963 which 
served as a basis for the future Merger Treaty. In 
less than three months, partly thanks to sound 
cooperation between France and Germany, all 
the main details of the merger were worked out. 
Agreement was quickly reached on the principle 
of a four-year term for members of the merged 
executive — abandoning the system of partial re-
placement operating at the High Authority — and 
on the possibility for the Assembly of censuring 
the executive at any time, in accordance with the 
EEC rules. There were three main items for dis-
cussion: the name of the single executive, the 
way in which its members should be designated 
and the number of members (1).

Regarding the name, the Dutch draft mentioned a 
‘High European Commission’ and the High Au-
thority — with support from the Luxembourg 
government — recommended ‘European Author-
ity’, whereas France was not happy with either 
‘High’ or ‘Authority’, and the German suggestion 
of ‘Commission of the European Communities’ 
was finally adopted. Members could be chosen 
by agreement between the governments, as pro-
vided in the Treaties of Rome and the Dutch 
draft, although some members at least could be 
co-opted, as at the High Authority, which was 
keen to maintain this procedure as a guarantee of 
independence of the executive; eventually, how-
ever, it was abandoned.

(1)  AMAEF, Europe Series, 1961–1965, Dossier 1964 (the entire dossier 
is very useful on the negotiations in the Council, Coreper, the 
views expressed by those involved, etc.).

The number of Commission members, the trick-
iest question of all, was settled by the foreign 
ministers only in 1964. There were two theses. 
Paris, with varying degrees of support from 
Bonn and Rome as well as from the EEC Com-
mission, and in particular Walter Hallstein, 
Robert Marjolin, Sicco Mansholt and the Execu-
tive Secretary, Émile Noël, defended the idea of 
a nine-member Commission on grounds of the 
efficiency, cohesion and authority associated 
with a smaller body (2). The Euratom Commis-
sion, the Netherlands and Belgium, on the other 
hand, preferred 14 members so that different 
political or regional sensitivities could be repre-
sented and also doubtless because it would then 
be easier to deal with certain personal problems 
on the day when the three executives (totalling 
23 members) disappeared. The High Authority 
would have preferred a 15-member Commission 
with a co-opted member representing the trade 
union movement, as at the ECSC. The compro-
mise solution devised by Germany was for a 14-
member Commission for a transitional period of 
three years and nine members thereafter until 
enlargement of the Community.

Two problems of a more political nature stretched 
the negotiations out. The question of a stronger 
role for the European Parliament was less con-
cerned with extending its powers as such, some-
thing which the governments of the day did not 
really want, than with election by direct universal 
suffrage, as called for by the EEC Commission 
and all the governments except the French gov-
ernment and as demanded quite forcefully by 
Italy. But the real stumbling block was the ques-
tion of compensation for Luxembourg if it lost 
the ECSC High Authority. The Government of the 
Grand Duchy raised the stakes, invoking its coun-
try’s ‘Europeanness’, its vested moral rights and 
its economic and political interests. If it could not 
obtain the headquarters of the single executive, it 
wanted new bodies to be set up there and at least 
an equivalent number of civil servants to be 

(2)  BAC 118/1986, Report by the permanent representatives, 25 March 
1964.
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‘Chapter II. The Commission of the 
European Communities

Article 9

A Commission of the European Communities (here-
inafter called the “Commission”) is hereby estab-
lished. This Commission shall take the place of the 
High Authority of the European Coal and Steel 
Community, the Commission of the European Eco-
nomic Community and the Commission of the Euro-
pean Atomic Energy Community.

It shall exercise the powers and jurisdiction conferred 
on those institutions in accordance with the provisions 
of the Treaties establishing the European Coal and 
Steel Community, the European Economic Commu-
nity and the European Atomic Energy Community, 
and of this Treaty.

Article 10

1. The Commission shall consist of nine members, 
who shall be chosen on grounds of their general com-
petence and whose independence is beyond doubt.

The number of members of the Commission may be 
altered by the Council, acting unanimously [...]

2. The members of the Commission shall, in the 
general interest of the Communities, be completely 
independent in the performance of their duties.

In the performance of these duties, they shall nei-
ther seek nor take instructions from any Govern-
ment or from any other body [...]

When entering upon their duties they shall give a sol-
emn undertaking that, both during and after their term 
of office, they will respect the obligations arising 
therefrom and in particular their duty to behave with 
integrity and discretion as regards the acceptance, 
after they have ceased to hold office, of certain 
appointments or benefits [...]

Article 11

The members of the Commission shall be appoint-
ed by common accord of the Governments of the 
Member States.

Their term of office shall be four years. It shall be 
renewable.

[...]

Article 13

If any member of the Commission no longer fulfils 
the conditions required for the performance of his 
duties or if he has been guilty of serious misconduct, 
the Court of Justice may, on application by the Coun-
cil or the Commission, compulsorily retire him.

[...]

Article 15

The Council and the Commission shall consult each 
other and settle by common accord their methods 
of cooperation.

[...]

Article 17

The Commission shall act by a majority of the number 
of members provided for in Article 10.

A meeting of the Commission shall be valid only if 
the number of members laid down in its Rules of 
Procedure is present.

Article 18

The Commission shall publish annually, not later 
than one month before the opening of the session 
of the Assembly, a general report on the activities of 
the Communities.

[...]

Chapter V. General and final provisions

Article 27

[...]

2. The second paragraph of Article 24 of the Treaty 
establishing the European Coal and Steel Community 
is repealed and the following substituted therefore:

“If a motion of censure on the activities of the High 
Authority is tabled before it, the Assembly may not 
vote thereon until at least three days after the 
motion has been tabled and only by open vote.”’

Treaty establishing a Single Council and a Single Commission (extracts)
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based there. At the beginning of 1965, President 
Hallstein, now much keener to carry the merger 
through, seems to have entered the arena to help 
bring the negotiations to a successful conclu-
sion (1). Several governments also wished to 
come to a satisfactory compromise, and agree-
ment was reached when the Council met on 
2 March 1965. The Single Commission was to be 
based in Brussels, but Luxembourg would retain 
the Court of Justice of the Communities and the 
secretariat of the Assembly. The Council would 
meet there three months every year, and a number 
of bodies would be based there, including the 
European Investment Bank, the Office for Official 
Publications and the Statistical Office.

The Treaty establishing a Single Council and a 
Single Commission was signed on 8 April 1965. In 
addition to merging the executives, it institutional-
ised the Permanent Representatives Committee, 
which did not exist at the ECSC, and established a 
single administration and a single administrative 
budget. The Treaty was hailed on all sides as an 
historic event. Following the Council meeting on 
2 March, Walter Hallstein had presented the agree-
ment between the Six as a great step forward in 
the history of European unification. He regarded 
the merger as a decisive, vital element of so-called 
political union (2). Comments expressed at the 
time reveal the extent of the hopes raised by the 
new Treaty: acceleration of European integration, 
better management of the Communities, better in-
stitutional balance between the Commission and 
the Council, stronger political dialogue between 
the Commission and the Assembly, Community 
identity better asserted in relation to the outside 
world, improved public image.

This optimism seemed to augur well for the rati-
fication of the Treaty, basically scheduled to 
come into force in July 1966. Thought was al- 
 
 

(1) Le Monde, 3 February 1965.
(2)  FJME, AMK 113/2/40, Note by Bino Olivi, No 17451, 3 March 

1965.

ready being given to the merger of the Commu-
nities, which was theoretically due to take place 
three years after the merged institutions were set 
up. In 1960 President Hirsch, as with the Faure 
report, had already put the merger of the execu-
tives forward as the first stage of harmonisation 
of the Treaties. Several governments shared this 
approach from 1963 onwards, and Paris even 
stated that the relatively rapid merger of the 
Treaties was one of the conditions on which it 
accepted the merger of the institutions. Walter 
Hallstein had already been speaking along these 
lines since 1962, and at the beginning of 1965 
he stated that the merger of the executives 
should make it easier to merge the Treaties. The 
President of the EEC Commission made his 
views clear at a conference organised in Liège a 
few days after the 1965 Treaty was signed. As he 
saw it, if a single Community was to be estab-
lished, economic and social rules and regula-
tions had to be unified and institutional rules, 
which he preferred to the term ‘constitutional’, 
had to be laid down. This merger could proceed 
in two stages, a report prepared by the Single 
Commission to identify the problems and sug-
gest solutions then being taken as a basis for 
intergovernmental negotiations (3). President 
Hallstein, and others too (for example, the Lux-
embourg jurist Pierre Pescatore, at the same 
Liège conference), did not gloss over the diffi-
culties inherent in this operation, which would 
become all the more acute following the ‘empty 
chair crisis’. This crisis put the entry into force of 
the Merger Treaty back to July 1967, and there 
was a risk that the merger of the Communities 
would be jeopardised, as emphasised at a sec-
ond conference in Liège and in a talk given by 
Émile Noël at the European University Centre at 
Nancy in 1966 (4).

Marie-thérèse Bitsch

(3)  Actes du colloque organisé par l’Institut d’études juridiques eu-
ropéennes de l’université de Liège, les 28-30 avril 1965, University 
of Liege Faculty of Law, Liège, 1965 (speech by Walter Hallstein, 
pp. 215–226).

(4)  Noël, É., La fusion des institutions et la fusion des Communautés 
européennes, European Conferences Collection, No 1, European 
University Centre at Nancy, 1966.
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A committed generation

In the mid-1950s, as a young Secretary at the High 
Authority of the first of the European Communities, 
the Coal and Steel Community, I could see the fate of 
the European adventure hanging in the balance. Fol-
lowing the failure of the European Defence Commu-
nity and its corollary, political union, the ECSC alone 
could not keep alive the flame of our ideal, which 
was to put an end to the divisions and impotence of 
a free Europe.

A new start was needed. What is more, international 
events, such as the closure of the Suez Canal in 
1956 and the Hungarian uprising against Com-
munist dictatorship in the same year, were pushing 
the six ECSC Member States towards taking action, 
while the continuing deadlock in the efforts by the 
Organ isation for European Economic Cooperation to 
endow western Europe with a large dynamic market 
free of artificial barriers highlighted just how urgent 
it was for those countries that were ready to do so to 
organise themselves.

In 1955, Italy, in the person of Gaetano Martino, 
had organised the Conference of Messina, which 
would mark the first stage in the revival of the Com-
munity. In successive negotiations this Community 
would come to be constructed around two main con-
cepts: to provide the Europe of Six with a new source 
of energy based on nuclear power, and to organise 
the economies of the Six into a customs union. The 
drafting of these proposals was to be the task of a 
conference to be held at Val-Duchesse under the 
chairmanship of Paul-Henri Spaak. From January 
1956 onwards, the new French government, led by 
Guy Mollet, gave its full support to the project and 
managed to overcome the concerns of traditional 
circles in France with regard to the ‘great leap for-
ward’ which a ‘common market’ without internal 
barriers would represent. The French would consult 
the German government under Konrad Adenauer 
whenever the negotiations were in danger of break-
ing down. The Benelux ministers (Spaak, Beyen and 
Bech) made sure that their notion of a customs 
union between the Six was implemented.

Meanwhile, Jean Monnet, the first President of the 
ECSC High Authority, who had resigned following 

the failure of the EDC, founded his Action Committee for 
the United States of Europe, bringing together political 
and trade union leaders to promote and support a new 
beginning for Europe. His successor at the High Author-
ity, René Mayer, placed ECSC experts at Spaak’s disposal 
to help him draw up the new Treaties. Two Treaties, for 
the European Economic Community and Euratom, were 
signed in Rome on 25 March 1957 and ratified within 
the year.

Looking back, it is clear that only an exceptional com-
bination of circumstances had enabled determined poli-
ticians to achieve their aim before the end of 1957. One 
year later these agreements would no longer have been 
possible, as General de Gaulle, who was opposed to 
supranational structures in principle, took over from the 
governments of the Fourth Republic in the course of 
1958.

Several of the leading figures involved in the negotia-
tions and in the early stages of European integration 
would find themselves working for the two new Com-
munities, the EEC and Euratom, which came into being 
in January 1958. They included Walter Hallstein, the 
President, who had negotiated the ECSC Treaty, and 
Hans von der Groeben, who had defended the idea of 
the EEC in discussions with Ludwig Erhard, the sceptical 
German Economics Minister. The task of producing the 
final draft of the Treaties at the end of the Val-Duchesse 
negotiations was entrusted by Paul-Henri Spaak to Pierre 
Uri, from the ECSC High Authority, and Hans von der 
Groeben. Also at the European Commission were Robert 
Marjolin, who had been involved since his time at the 
OEEC in the moves to establish European cooperation 
and from 1956 in the Treaty negotiations, his colleague 
Sicco Mansholt, who had tried in vain during his time as 
Dutch Agriculture Minister to create the ‘green pool’ 
 under the aegis of the OEEC, Jean Rey, another old hand 
from the ECSC when he was Belgian Economics Minister, 
and the brilliant Jean-François Deniau, one of the nego-
tiators at Val-Duchesse, who would play a remarkable 
role in the successive enlargement negotiations.

Many other people who had been present at the OEEC, 
the Messina Conference, Val-Duchesse or the ECSC 
would join the ranks of the new Commission. Thus, 
Michel Gaudet from the ECSC would become head of the 
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Legal Service at the EEC Commission while Jacques René 
Rabier became head of the joint Press and Information 
Service of the three Communities. Louis Rabot and his 
right-hand man Helmut von Verschuer had already 
worked together on the ‘green pool’ at the OEEC. And, 
last but not least, Émile Noël, formerly at the Council of 
Europe, who had been involved in the ‘political union’ 
project since 1952 and had played a central role in the 
cabinet of Guy Mollet in bringing the two Treaties of 
Rome to a successful conclusion. The appointment of 
Noël to the post of Executive Secretary of the Hallstein 
Commission was welcomed in European circles as the 
ideal choice both for political reasons and because of his 
many personal and professional qualities. Together with 
his deputy, Winrich Behr, from the High Authority, Noël 
quickly gained the confidence of the President and the 
entire Commission. Consolidating his remarkable coord-
inating and driving role, he became and remained a 
pivotal figure in the continuity of the institution’s 
oper ations.

I mentioned just now the ‘European circles’ of the 
time. I can bear witness to the enormous spirit of 
cooperation that existed in those days between all 
these people, members of the executives, senior 
Commission officials, members of the European Par-
liament or representatives of the Member States and 
even of non-member countries, who saw European 
integration as the only way forward for the old con-
tinent. Whether they were committed federalists or 
simply pragmatists, they were determined that 
‘their’ European Community, based not on political 
wrangling but on the rule of law, should succeed at 
all costs.

This explains the extraordinary dynamism of so 
many ‘committed’ men during these pioneering 
times.

Written recollections by Edmund Wellenstein,  
July 2006.
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Chapter 3

Walter Hallstein, 
a committed European

Walter Hallstein was one of the pioneers of Euro-
pean unification. He was a close colleague and 
adviser of Konrad Adenauer from 1950 to 1957 
and one of the architects of integration of the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany with the West. Although 
initially regarded with great scepticism, the Federal 
Republic soon became a pillar of the new Europe. 
Between 1955 and 1957 Hallstein played a major 
part in drawing up the Rome Treaties, which cast 
the Community in its present mould. As first Presi-
dent of the Commission of the European Econom-
ic Community from 1958 to 1967, he contributed 
greatly to shaping the Community institutions and 
promoting integration within the Community of 
Six despite the many forces ranged against it. He 
had a forward-looking vision of how the Commu-
nity’s organisation should evolve and was aware 
of the practical and theoretical implications for the 
European political order.

A lawyer whose mind was open 
to the world

Hallstein was born on 17 November 1901 in Mainz, 
the son of a Protestant State architect (1). After at-

tending grammar school, he read law and politics 
at the universities of Bonn and Munich and at the 
Friedrich-Wilhelm University in Berlin, where he 
quickly became assistant to the professor of civil 
law, Martin Wolff. In 1925 he obtained a doctorate 
of law with a thesis on the Versailles peace treaty 
and, scarcely three years later, defended a habilita-
tion thesis on ‘present-day company law’. In 1930 
he was appointed titular professor at the Univer-
sity of Rostock, at the age of just 29. In 1941 he 
was appointed Director of the Institute for Com-
parative Law and the Institute for Commercial Law 
at the Johann-Wolfgang-Goethe University in 
Frankfurt/Main.

The meteoric rise of this brilliant and versatile 
jurist was then interrupted by the war. He served 
as a Wehrmacht officer in an artillery regiment 
in occupied northern France. He was taken pris-
oner by the American forces after the Allied 
landing in June 1944 and was held in Camp 
Como, in the American State of Mississippi, 
where he organised a camp university, thus 

(1)  For the biography of Walter Hallstein, see Loch, Th. M., ‘Walter Hall-
stein — Eine biographische Skizze’, Wege nach Europa — Walter 
Hallstein und die junge Generation, Pontes-Verlag, Andernach, 1967, 
pp. 5–47, and Ramonat, W., ‘Rationalist und Wegbereiter: Walter

    Hallstein’, in Jansen, Th. and Mahnke, D. (eds), Persönlichkeiten 
der europäischen Integration, Europa-Union-Verlag, Bonn, 1981, 
pp. 337–378, as well as the articles in Loth, W., Wallace, W. and 
Wessels, W. (eds), Walter Hallstein — The forgotten European?, 
Macmillan, London/New York, 1998. 
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demonstrating for the first time his capacity for 
large-scale organisation (1). At the age of 44, af-
ter his release in 1946, he became the first post-
war Vice-Chancellor of the University of Frank-
furt. In the three years during which he held this 
post, he not only pursued the reconstruction 
and democratic restructuring of his institution 
but also played a part in the complete reorgani-
sation of the higher education system in the 
western-occupied zones as chairman of the 
Southern German Vice-Chancellors’ Conference, 
Chairman of the Standing Committee of the 
Southern German Higher Education Congress 
for the American occupation zone and, finally, 
as Chairman of the Founding Committee of the 
Institute for Political Science in Frankfurt.

With no Nazi antecedents and a dynamic ap-
proach open to European ideas, Hallstein was 
one of the leading figures in the renascent society 
of West Germany. In the spring of 1948 the Joint 

(1)  See Schönwald, M., ‘Hinter Stacheldraht — vor Studenten, Die 
“amerikanischen Jahre” Walter Hallsteins 1944–1949’, in Dietl, R. 
and Knipping, Fr. (eds), Begegnungen zweier Kontinente — Die 
Vereinigten Staaten und Europa seit dem Ersten Weltkrieg, Wissen-
schaftlicher Verlag Trier, 1999, pp. 31–54.

International Committee for European Unity 
asked him to attend the congress of the European 
Movement in The Hague from 7 to 10 May. With 
the German delegation, which took advantage of 
the congress to establish links with major west-
European politicians, Hallstein first met Konrad 
Adenauer, then chairman of the CDU in the Brit-
ish zone, and others including Karl Arnold, the 
Minister-President of North Rhine-Westphalia, 
Max Brauer and Wilhelm Kaisen, the mayors of 
Hamburg and Bremen, and Martin Niemöller, 
then head of the Protestant Church in Hessen-
Nassau. The congress closed with a call for a 
‘European assembly’ (2).

Hallstein was one of the leaders whom the West-
ern Allies sought to win over in order to make a 
success of their democratisation programme. This 
is demonstrated by the offer of a visiting profes-
sorship at Georgetown University in Washington 
DC, where he spent the academic year 1948–49 
after completing his term as Vice-Chancellor. On 
returning to Frankfurt, he supported the found-
ing of a German Unesco Commission with a view 
to future West German membership of the United 
Nations’ cultural organisation. Since he already 
had a reputation for integrity and effectiveness, 
he became the first President of that Commission 
in May 1950, becoming actively engaged in inte-
grating the young Federal Republic into the inter-
national community.

Europe: a common  
cause with Adenauer

It was thus only to be expected that Wilhelm 
Röpke, an economist teaching in Zürich, should 
mention Hallstein in early June 1950, when 
Konrad Adenauer, by then Federal Chancellor, 
was looking for a chief negotiator for the 
impending intergovernmental talks on the 

(2)  See Stillemunkes, Chr., ‘The discussion on European Union in 
the German occupation zones’, in Lipgens, W. and Loth, W. 
(eds), Documents on the history of European integration, Vol. 3, 
de Gruyter, Berlin/New York, 1988, pp. 441–465, here p. 454.

Walter Hallstein, Commission President 1958–67, 
‘a man of formidable energy, intellect and ambition 

in the service of his institution’. 
(Interview with Jacques-René Rabier, 8 January 2004)
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Schuman Plan. The new German State, which 
was still under occupation, did not yet have any 
well-established diplomatic machinery. Various 
persons whom Adenauer had at first considered 
proved unsuitable for various reasons: Hermann 
Josef Abs because he was distrusted by the 
French, Hans Schäffer because he was of 
Swedish nationality and Herbert Blankenhorn, 
Adenauer’s most important colleague in foreign 
policy as head of the Federal Chancellery office 
for liaison with the High Commission, because, 
like most of the diplomats in the former Foreign 
Office, he had been a member of the Nazi Party. 
Adenauer therefore met Hallstein on 15 June 
1950. Finding this former university administrator 
to be as persuasive, helpful and well-informed as 
he had been led to expect, he put him in charge 
of the delegation (1). Five days later, Hallstein at-
tended the opening of negotiations in Paris.

When leading Germany’s Schuman Plan delega-
tion, Hallstein made the acquaintance of Jean 
Monnet and thought highly of him, although their 
views could sometimes diverge, for example on 
the need for a European Court of Justice. He was 
also impressed by the atmosphere of partnership 
and trust in each other’s European principles, 
which was quickly established among all the dele-
gates to the negotiations (2). As an organisational 
model, he proposed that the High Authority be 
responsible to an ‘ECSC Congress’ derived from a 
directly elected Parliament and a Council of Min-
isters, an idea developed mainly by Carl Friedrich 
Ophüls. In accordance with Adenauer’s instruc-
tions, however, he adopted a cautious approach 
and supported the final compromise on the insti-
tutional architecture of the Community, which 
emerged early in August (3).

(1)  See Schwarz, H.-P., Adenauer — Der Aufstieg: 1876–1952, 
Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt, Stuttgart, 1986, pp. 723–726.

(2)  Recollections of Max Kohnstamm, a member of the Dutch delegation 
to the negotiations, in Loth, Wallace and Wessels, op. cit., p. 5.

(3)  See Küsters, H.J., ‘Die Verhandlungen über das institutionelle Sys-
tem zur Gründung der Europäischen Gemeinschaft für Kohle und 
Stahl’, in Schwabe, Kl. (ed.), Die Anfänge des Schuman-Plans 
1950/51, Nomos, Baden-Baden, 1988, pp. 73–102; also 
Schönwald, M., ‘Walter Hallstein et les institutions des Communau-
tés européennes’, in Bitsch, M.-Th., (ed.), Le couple France–Alle-
magne et les institutions européennes, Bruylant, Brussels, 2001, 
pp. 151–168, here pp. 152–155.

Hallstein’s effective handling of the negotiations 
and his focus on results led Adenauer to entrust 
this skilful law professor with the operational 
conduct of his foreign policy. From his holiday 
resort at Bürgenstock on Lake Lucerne, in Swit-
zerland, he wrote offering him the post of State 
Secretary at the Federal Chancellery in charge of 
the ‘office for foreign affairs’. Out of a sense of 
duty and a desire to shape events, Hallstein ac-
cepted immediately. The detailed review con-
ducted by the two men at Bürgenstock on 
10 August after the first round of negotiations in 
Paris showed that they were in agreement on 
several points: the need for a Franco-German 
equilibrium, firm support for European unifica-
tion, long-term protection of western Europe by 
America and a categorical refusal to contemplate 
a neutral Germany. Both also considered that 
Hallstein should retain his chair in Frankfurt so 
that they could work together without any per-
sonal constraints (4).

When the office for foreign affairs was separated 
from the Federal Chancellery in March 1951, 
Hallstein, now State Secretary for Foreign Affairs, 
was virtually in charge of a ministry. It was an 
odd arrangement. Adenauer remained Minister for 
Foreign Affairs until the Paris Treaties came into 
effect in the summer of 1955, but inevitably most 
of the routine tasks of running the department 
fell to Hallstein. He made a point of taking on as 
few as possible of the staff of the former foreign 
ministry and of performing these duties with the 
utmost rigour. With his excellent knowledge of 
economics, law and history, his sound classical 
education and his great psychological insight, he 
acquired unchallenged authority over the minis-
try and within the Federal government. He be-
came indispensable to Adenauer in devising and 
implementing his country’s strategy and in draw-
ing up the Treaties binding it to western Europe.

There was no basic change in Hallstein’s position 
when, after prolonged pressure from the coali-

(4)  See Hallstein, W., ‘Mein Chef Adenauer’, in Blumenwitz, D. et al. 
(eds), Konrad Adenauer und seine Zeit, Beiträge von Weg- und Zeit-
genossen, Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt, Stuttgart, 1976, pp. 132–136.
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tion parties, Adenauer passed the foreign affairs 
portfolio to Heinrich von Brentano in the sum-
mer of 1955. The State Secretary for Foreign Af-
fairs retained a seat in cabinet and, above all, he 
still had direct access to Adenauer, who contin-
ued to have full confidence in him. Joachim 
Jaenicke, who left the German embassy in Wash-
ington to become the foreign affairs press officer 
in 1956, regarded him as an outstanding person 
to work for: with great powers of concentration, 
sparing with his words and always ready to take 
decisions. His standing within the Ministry of For-
eign Affairs was pre-eminent, although he did 
make a point of loyalty to the minister, who was 
now his superior (1).

At that time, he left intra-German policy to 
Wilhelm Grewe, who since 1951 had conducted 
the negotiations on ending the occupation of 
Germany and who now took charge of the policy 
department of the ministry, representing the State 
Secretary in policy matters. According to Grewe, 
both shared Adenauer’s view that the reunifica-

(1)  See Jaenicke, J., ‘Remembering Walter Hallstein’, in Loth, Wallace 
and Wessels (eds), op. cit., pp. 33–38.

Walter Hallstein on the goal of building 
a united Europe

‘There is no aspect of European politics more 
important to us than political unity. It is the 
final objective, the reason behind all European 
endeavours. The ultimate motives for this 
project have always been political: peace 
within this united Europe, its external security 
and regaining its role in international politics, 
a role lost in two world wars. The economic 
benefit of this final goal, as sensational as it is, 
was a means to this end, an intermediate 
goal.’

Speech in the Bundestag on 18 June 1970, 
Stenographische Berichte des Deutschen Bundestages, 

6. Wahlperiode, 60. Sitzung, pp. 3336 et seq. 
(Translated from the German)

tion of Germany was not an issue with which the 
foreign policy of the Federal Republic could 
achieve any results or even success in the fore-
seeable future (2). Hallstein doggedly defended 
the Federal Republic’s claim to be the sole repre-
sentative of Germany as a whole and kept open 
the question of Germany’s eastern border. The 
‘Hallstein doctrine’ that the federal government 
would suspend diplomatic relations with any 
country that recognised the GDR was originally 
formulated by Grewe. However, Hallstein adopt-
ed it unreservedly and defended it vis-à-vis both 
the German diplomatic service and the general 
public. When pursuit of this policy became a 
problem with the establishment of diplomatic re-
lations between Yugoslavia and the GDR in the 
autumn of 1957, he ensured that the principle 
was put into practice.

After the occupation regime had been ended and 
the Federal Republic had joined NATO, Hallstein’s 
main concern was to consolidate western inte-
gration and find a way out of the crisis into which 
the process of European integration had been 
plunged by the abandonment of the European 
Defence Community in August 1954. At that time, 
he was opposed tooth and nail by Ludwig 
Erhard, who resisted the creation of a European 
Economic Community. Theodor Sonnemann, 
State Secretary at the Ministry of Agriculture, and 
Franz Josef Strauß, who had recently been ap-
pointed Nuclear Energy Minister, also opposed 
him. It was only thanks to Adenauer’s support 
that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs obtained a 
mandate in May 1956 to take part in the intergov-
ernmental negotiations on the creation of a com-
mon market and a European Atomic Energy 
Community.

In these negotiations, Hallstein was remarkable 
for his single-mindedness in holding to the link-
age between the Atomic Energy Community 
(which the French government wanted) and the 
Economic Community (which France sought to 

(2)  Grewe, W. G., ‘Hallstein’s conception of German–German policy’, 
ibid., pp. 39–59, here p. 42.
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Hans von der Groeben on Walter Hallstein

‘Hallstein made an outstanding contribution to 
the process of European integration as President 
of the Commission of the European Economic 
Community. As primus inter pares, he knew how 
to merge the Commission into a working unit and 
how to represent our decisions to the Council of 
Ministers and to the public with precision and 
great vigour. His political speeches, in which he 
promoted the continuance and completion of 
economic and political integration, were of quali-
ty. Here his great art of expression, his compre-
hensive knowledge of law and his mastery of most 
of the languages of the Community came in use-
ful. His colleagues gave him a great amount of 
freedom in representing their general political 
statements, even if some thought that the politi-
cal landscape did not yet allow such bold objec-
tives. From the beginning, Hallstein completely 
adopted the programme of the Treaty while Presi-
dent of the Commission. He felt it was necessary 
to give life to the regulations of the Treaty. Apart 
from this conception, he developed the idea of 
the Community founded upon law and, here, his 
knowledge and experience as a legal scholar was 
of great benefit to him. In my opinion, however, it 
would be incorrect to assume that this was his pri-
mary interest. As I know from many conversations 
we had, he was much more concerned with lay-
ing the foundations of European policy and he 
regarded autonomous European institutions as 
indispensable to this end. He certainly did not 
overestimate “material logic” but he did make use 
of it. It would also be wrong to assume that, from 
the beginning, he had utopian ideas regarding 
the possibility of setting up a European federal 
state in one stroke, as it were, by means of a con-
stituent assembly or an intergovernmental treaty. 
He thought a step-by-step process much more 
reasonable, though he was of the opinion that the 
goal of a workable all-Europe would not be 
achieved if de Gaulle’s ideas of cooperation 
among sovereign nation States were pursued.’

Von der Groeben, H., ‘Walter Hallstein as President of 
the Commission’, in Loth, Wallace and Wessels, 
(eds) op. cit., pp. 95–108, here pp. 96 and 97. 

(Translated from the German)

delay as long as possible). He acquired a thor-
ough mastery of his brief and so contributed to 
the swift conclusion of the negotiations in Janu-
ary–February 1957. As a matter of course, 
Adenauer then entrusted his State Secretary with 
explaining the broad lines of the draft treaty to 
the Bundestag on 21 March 1957 (1).

As regards the institutional framework, Hallstein 
pressed for the creation of an autonomous ex-
ecutive that was independent of the national au-
thority of the nation States and under the control 
of a federal body operating according to the ma-
jority principle, a European Parliament and a 
European Court of Justice (2). The negotiations 
did not proceed entirely as he would have 
wished. He indeed expressed public, if re-
strained, reservations about the restrictions on 
the majority principle in the Council of Ministers 
and the weak position of Parliament. However, 
as an experienced negotiator, he knew that 
compromises had to be made and placed his 
hopes in the scope for development afforded by 
the Treaties. In his eyes, the Rome Treaties were 
not the high point of European integration, but 
rather a fresh start which warded off the risk of 
failure after the abortive attempt to create 
a Defence Community.

President of the EEC Commission

When Hallstein was engaged in drawing up the 
Rome Treaties, he was not yet aware that he him-
self, as the first President of the EEC Commission, 
would have considerable influence on how they 
were implemented. His appointment was again 

(1)  See Küsters, H-J. ‘Walter Hallstein and the negotiations on the Trea-
ties of Rome 1955–1957’, ibid., pp. 60–81; and Schönwald, M., 
‘Politische oder wirtschaftliche Integration? Die Europakonzepte 
von Walter Hallstein und Ludwig Erhard 1950–1963’, in Brunn,  
G. (ed.), Neoliberalismus, die Entstehung des Maastrichter Vertrags 
und die Auswirkungen auf Nordrhein-Westfalen, Nomos, Baden-
Baden, 1999, pp. 11–31.

(2)  Hallstein, W., Gross und Klein-Europa: Vortrag vor dem Eu-
ropäischen Forum in Alpach am 23. August 1957, Essen, 1957, 
p. 10. See Bärenbrinker, Fr., ‘Hallstein’s conception of Europe 
before assuming office in the Commission’, in Loth, Wallace and 
Wessels, (eds) op. cit., pp. 82–91, here p. 87.
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the result of a combination of circumstances. In 
order to ensure that the Frenchman Louis Armand 
was appointed President of the Euratom Commis-
sion, Jean Monnet, who had first played the Man-
sholt card (1), proposed that a Belgian be appoint-
ed as President of the EEC Commission. However, 
the Belgian government was more interested in 
having the new Communities located in Brussels 
and therefore refrained from fielding a candidate, 
leaving the way clear for a German. Hallstein was 
available. With his specialised knowledge, his 
commitment and his high standing with the signa-
tories to the Treaties, he was an excellent candi-
date. Adenauer discussed the question with the 
German President, Theodor Heuss, on 18 Decem-
ber 1957 and sounded out the other governments. 
On 6 and 7 January 1958 the foreign affairs minis-
ters of the Six, meeting in Paris, agreed Hallstein’s 
appointment as President of the first EEC Commis-
sion (2).

Hallstein seems to have taken only a few days to 
decide to accept this new task. With remarkable 
energy, he immediately set about welding the 
Commission into a working team. To a large ex-
tent, he also set his stamp on the administrative 
structure of the new authority. The assertive style 
of his relations with the Council of Ministers and 
the other Community bodies and the Commis-
sion’s direct dialogue with the general public 
quickly earned him the nickname ‘Mr Europe’ (3), 
at least in the United States (4).

As President, he tried to make sure that the EEC 
Treaty was observed, in the face of ingrained na-
tionalist attitudes and free-trade inclinations, in 
order to speed up the process of establishing the 
common market and make progress towards 
greater integration on the many issues which had 
remained unresolved in the negotiations on the 
Rome Treaties. He supported the establishment 
of a common agricultural market since he saw no 

(1) See p. 47.
(2)  On this topic, see Küsters H. J., ‘Verhandlungen’, op. cit., pp. 103 

et seq.
(3) See Chapter 2.
(4) Interview with Norbert Kohlhase, 26 May 2004.

other way to ensure long-term French commit-
ment to the Community project. He pursued the 
establishment of a European competition policy 
as a precondition for the internal market and 
sought to reconcile the opposing interests in the 
difficult areas of external trade policy, association 
treaties and development aid policy.

Hallstein’s presidency was very successful until a 
crisis arose in the spring of 1965. Hallstein was try-
ing to make use of France’s interest in the estab-
lishment of the agricultural market in order to 
strengthen the position of the European Parlia-
ment and the Commission and, at the same time, 
speed up completion of the customs union for in-
dustrial goods. He was convinced that, in a num-
ber of Member States, it was not possible to gain 
acceptance for own-resource funding of the agri-
cultural market without strengthening Parliament’s 
prerogatives. He also believed that the greater in-
tegration he hoped to achieve by his initiative was 
a logical consequence of the practical links be-
tween the agricultural market, the general eco-
nomic system and democratic accountability. He 
made the tactical assumption that the French Pres-
ident would not dare to risk delay, let alone fail-
ure, of the common agricultural policy because of 
the imminent presidential elections in France (5).

The proposal which Hallstein submitted first to 
the European Parliament on 24 March 1965 (6) 
was to amend Article 203 of the EEC Treaty so 
that Parliament’s amendments to the draft Com-
munity budget could no longer be rejected by a 
qualified majority of the Council unless the latter 
endorsed the Commission’s initial proposal. The 
Council of Ministers would no longer be able to 
impose its own view irrespective of the Commis-
sion’s proposal and the parliamentary vote unless 
at least five of the six Member States agreed.

(5)  On this topic, see Chapter 4 and Loth, W., ‘Hallstein and de Gaulle: 
the disastrous confrontation’, in Loth, Wallace and Wessels, (eds),  
op. cit., pp. 135–150; Idem, ‘Français et Allemands dans la crise 
institutionnelle de 1965’, in Bitsch, M-Th., op. cit., pp. 229–243; 
Schönwald, M., ‘Walter Hallstein and the “empty chair” crisis 
1965/66’, in Loth, W. (ed.), Crises and compromises: the European 
project 1963–1969, Nomos, Baden-Baden, 2001, pp. 157–171.

(6) Text in Europa-Archiv 20, 1965, pp. D404–D417.
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Hallstein’s gambit failed. Rather than strengthen-
ing Community bodies, it led to the ‘empty chair’ 
crisis, after which the partner governments were 
informed at the beginning of 1966 that the French 
government demanded unanimity in the Council 
of Ministers on issues of national importance.

Hallstein’s efforts to introduce greater parliamen-
tary control and effectiveness into the workings of 
the Community thus ended with a personal set-
back. De Gaulle vilified him as a power-hungry 
technocrat, the proponent of a European ‘super-
State’ and the grand master of ‘an areopagus of 
stateless technocrats’ (1), who was constantly seek-
ing greater powers for himself: ‘Walter Hallstein 

(1)  Press conference on 9 September 1965, Europa-Archiv, No 20, 
1965, pp. D.486–492.

was the Chairman of the Commission. He was ar-
dently wedded to the thesis of the super-State, and 
bent all his skilful efforts towards giving the Com-
munity the character and appearance of one. He 
had made Brussels, where he resided, into a sort 
of capital. There he sat, surrounded with all the 
trappings of sovereignty, directing his colleagues, 
allocating jobs among them, controlling several 
thousand officials who were appointed, promoted 
and remunerated at his discretion, receiving the 
credentials of foreign ambassadors, laying claim to 
high honours on the occasion of his official visits, 
concerned above all to further the amalgamation 
of the Six, believing that the pressure of events 
would bring about what he envisaged.’ (2)

(2)  De Gaulle, Ch., Memoirs of hope, Part 1, Renewal 1958–1962, 
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 1971, p. 184.

Walter Hallstein attends the inauguration of the crèche set up by the EEC’s Social Service. A crèche for the children of staff 
is an asset for officials at a time when company crèches are still a rarity.
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Under fire from de Gaulle, who was further an-
tagonised by the hostile response he received from 
France’s five partners, Hallstein found himself 
caught up in a general affray. It became clear that 
his days as head of the Commission were num-
bered. In the spring of 1967, Kurt-Georg Kiesinger, 
the Grand Coalition Chancellor, agreed to the 
French President’s demand for the principle of ro-
tating the Commission’s presidency to be intro-
duced, to the extent that he wanted to allow 
Hallstein only a six-month term in the second half 
of 1967. Citing the Treaty, which provided for a 
two-year term, Hallstein informed Kiesinger on  
5 May 1967 that he did not wish to be reappoint-
ed (1). This meant that the Commission would no 
longer be able to play a decisive part in pushing 
forward integration and that integration would 
henceforth proceed at a leisurely pace.

A programme based on experience

Shortly after leaving the EEC Commission in 1967, 
Hallstein, at 67, was elected President of the 
European Movement, a position to which he was 
re-elected in 1970 and 1972. He also joined the 
Action Committee for a United States of Europe, 
founded by Jean Monnet. Wearing these two hats, 
he worked for greater European unification in his 
struggle with de Gaulle. In 1969, in order to sup-
port the integration movement, he collaborated 
with Karl-Heinz Narjes and Hans Herbert Götz on 
producing a work under the title Der unvollen-
dete Bundesstaat, translated into English as 
Europe in the making (2), which sought to 
explain the principles of the building of a united 
Europe as an aid to completing the process.

In his book, Hallstein seeks to demonstrate that 
the three European Communities in fact have 
the makings of a federal State with all the nec-
essary attributes. At the same time, he wished 

(1)  See Gassert, Ph., ‘Personalities and politics of European integra-
tion: Kurt-Georg Kiesinger and the departure of Walter Hallstein 
1966/67’, in Loth, Crises [...] op. cit., pp. 265–284.

(2)  Hallstein, W., Europe in the making, George Allen & Unwin Ltd, 
London, 1972.

to explain how and by what means this key-
stone could be brought into being or, in other 
words, how the ‘incomplete’ Europe could be 
completed. In Hallstein’s eyes, the European 
Communities have a ‘dynamic potential’ (3): 
they are ‘work in progress’, which demands 
constant endeavour, as with great cathedrals. 
He identified the prime mover of this develop-
ment as an inner logic (Sachlogik): a set of 
stages, each following on from the one before, 
which arise logically and are recognised and 
accepted by the world of politics. He regarded 
the Commission of the European Communities 
as the ‘guardian’ of this ‘material logic’, with 
the duty to ‘represent the interests of the 
Community as a whole’ (4).

The book met with great success. Four further 
editions were produced, each with extensive al-
terations and additions. A French version ap-
peared in 1970, just one year after the German 
original. It was followed by translations into 
Spanish, Swedish and Italian in 1971. The British 
version followed in 1972, and an American edi-
tion with a detailed foreword by George W. Ball 
appeared in 1974. Updating the work and creat-
ing a theoretical groundwork for European unifi-
cation then became a full-time occupation for the 
first President of the EEC Commission.

In the autumn of 1969 Hallstein allowed himself 
to be persuaded by Helmut Kohl, at that time 
Minister-President of the Rhineland-Palatinate, to 
head the CDU list in the Bundestag elections. He 
stood in the constituency of Neuwied-Altenkir-
chen in the Westerwald. Kohl tried to use the can-
didacy of this renowned advocate of European 
unification to cast himself in the role of Adenauer’s 
successor. Hallstein thus hoped that, as a leading 
member of a party in power and perhaps indeed 
as a member of the government, he would again 
be able to help shape the Federal Republic’s 
foreign and European policy. However, the CDU 

(3) Ibid., p. 11 (Foreword).
(4) Ibid., p. 57.
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lost the elections. Willy Brandt and Walter Scheel 
formed a socialist/liberal coalition government.

Hallstein thus found himself on the opposition 
benches. Within the CDU–CSU, he played the 
part of an elder statesman, a wise man, primarily 
concerned with foreign and European policy is-
sues. He became a member of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee and was the European policy spokes-
man of the CDU–CSU group. As such, he made 
sure that his party’s European ideology remained 
coherent, urged the government to take new ini-
tiatives and untiringly reasserted the aim of po-
litical union and the principles of federal organi-
sation of the European Community. He welcomed 
enlargement of the Community and endorsed the 
Werner plan for an economic and monetary 
union.

Hallstein played an important part in April 1972 
when the Bundestag was preparing to ratify the 
Treaty of Moscow, which was to form the basis 
for the ‘new Ostpolitik’ of the Brandt–Scheel gov-
ernment. Rainer Barzel, the chairman of the party 
and group, wanted the CDU–CSU opposition to 
abstain in order to avoid the collapse of the Ost-
politik, whereas the majority of the group was in 
favour of voting against. Thanks to his high stand-
ing, Hallstein was able to appeal to the sense of 
responsibility of the members of parliament and 
to marshal a large majority for abstention. This 
allowed the Treaties of Moscow and Warsaw to 
enter into force, with the consequent settlement 
of the Berlin question.

Though an old hand in government, Hallstein did 
not achieve any grassroots influence within the 

Émile Noël on Walter Hallstein

‘[...] this proud independence created the necessity 
for the Commission to assert itself on the strength of 
its ideas and on the quality of its proposals. The 
Commission (members as well as officials) therefore 
got to work very quickly with full force. Hallstein set 
a good example. He combined analytical clarity and 
the ability to synthesise with extraordinary efficien-
cy. He was completely devoted to his task, whether 
sitting at his desk or back in his (modest) flat. He had 
a complete picture of all the files which lay before 
the Commission and he was in a position to contrib-
ute to the preparation and discussion of these files, 
whereby he was always mindful of ensuring the co-
herence and strength of positions. He knew that the 
new Commission was still weak and delicate — and 
therefore must appear all the more competent and 
uncompromising. [...] He also knew that the institu-
tions — especially those which were “European” in 
the same sense as the Commission — had a certain 
responsibility which went far beyond the circum-
stances of the day. These institutions had to forge 
their own idea for the future of the Community and 
as far as Hallstein was concerned this could only be 
a quasi-federalist goal which had already been con-
firmed in the declaration made by Schuman and 
Monnet on 9 May 1950.

For nine years Hallstein led the work of the Commis-
sion (in French, which he commanded perfectly) with 
calm determination and great clarity. His somewhat 
ceremonious politeness never failed him, yet his col-
leagues could always express themselves openly with 
him. He took his decisions right away, often in discus-
sions with the relevant Commission member. With his 
remarkable talent for explaining and debating, he 
built up to the conclusion of his lectures. In this way, 
the Commission never actually voted, apart from a 
few exceptions during the last year of his presidency. 
The President and the relevant Commission member 
reached consensus through creative and supportive 
proposals.

Along with the “Founders” who took the first political 
decisions in the 1950s, Hallstein takes extraordinary 
credit for having given form and substance to that 
which was merely ideal and hopeful expectation, and 
at the same time for having preserved the European 
message in all its power and clarity.’

Noël, É, ‘Walter Hallstein: a personal testimony’, in Loth, 
W., Wallace, W. and Wessels, W. (eds), Walter Hallstein — 

The forgotten European?, Macmillan, London/New York, 
1998, pp. 131–134 (extracts).
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group, nor did he play a very active part in his con-
stituency. He did not feel called upon to defend 
local and regional interests and remained aloof 
from the basic party machinery. When early elec-
tions were called in the autumn of 1972, the party 
leadership did not again nominate him as a candi-
date. Since Helmut Kohl was unable to find him a 
place in another region, Hallstein’s parliamentary 
career came to an end after a single term.

On leaving the Bundestag, Hallstein remained 
President of the European Movement for a fur-
ther two years. He gave up this position too in 

the spring of 1974. Though aged over 73, he 
did not lapse into inactivity. He was a frequent 
speaker at official events and, at the same time, 
threw himself into the task of rewriting and im-
proving his book on Europe, the fifth edition of 
which was issued in 1979 under the deliber-
ately neutral title Die Europäische Gemeinschaft 
(The European Community). He spent the last 
years of his life with friends in Stuttgart, and 
they were at his side during his distressing 
illness. He died on 29 March 1982, and was 
buried on 2 April 1982 in Stuttgart. The occa-
sion was marked by a State ceremony.

The Action Committee for the United States of Europe bids Walter Hallstein farewell, 15 June 1967.
Jean Monnet on the left and Walter Hallstein on the right.



89Chapter 3 — Walter Hallstein, a committed European 

The contributions Hallstein made after he left 
the helm of the Commission to the debate on 
what was needed for the European project to 
succeed have, to some extent, suffered from 
the way in which he was caricatured by de 
Gaulle. The latter was regarded as an un-
abashed nationalist and the former as an ideal-
istic theoretician or a power-grabber. Large 
swathes of public opinion were all too ready to 
reproach the President of the first Commission 
with mistakes along the way to a new Europe 
without giving deeper thought to what he had 
to say. Hallstein’s legacy is thus tinged with a 
note of sadness.

Walter Hallstein on ‘material logic’ 
(Sachlogik)

‘No feature of the Community is as 
spectacular, as thrilling as its progressiveness. 
This is the dynamic character of integration. 
It is the binding maxim of the Community. 
Integration is not what is, but what will be, a 
création continue. It is not a state, but rather 
a series, a process. Every new solution 
produces new requirements, which in turn 
demand a European solution. This is not an 
automatism. Nothing in politics is automatic; 
the human will is everywhere at play. It is, 
however, a gradient: new situations are 
always arising, new questions are always 
being asked which are to be answered in a 
European way, if reason prevails. The 
European challenge is constant. At the same 
time, the motor element, the driving force, is 
the most durable.’

Speech on 25 June 1970, quoted by Jansen, Th., 
‘Walter Hallstein after the presidency’, in Loth, 

Wallace and Wessels, op. cit., pp. 165–180, 
here p. 168.

An intellectual heavyweight 
on the political scene

‘The main conflict inherent in his personality was 
his Kantian devotedness to ideas and thus the re-
moteness to the man in the street. He was deep-
ly convinced that good reason and plausibility 
will, as a matter of fact, produce intellectual con-
sent and thus inevitable personal respect. He suf-
fered from the experience that this does perhaps 
work in a Platonian Academy, but not in politics 
at large. So one may not fully understand the 
personality nor his activities if one lacks the sen-
sus for the complexity and genius of an out-
standing character.

As to his devotion: who, among all the great 
men in contemporary history (Churchill, de 
Gaulle, Kennedy, Mrs Thatcher, Adenauer, 
Brandt, Kohl, et al.) or, for that matter, among 
the prominent European actors (Spinelli, Brug-
mans, Monnet, von der Groeben, Deniau, Albre-
cht and many others) have had the stamina to 
resist the temptation of writing their own biogra-
phy to make sure history will not forget them? 
Hallstein did! The “Hallstein-doctrine” was not 
his brain-child, and the “Hallstein Commission” 
was invented by journalists, not by him. The idea 
of European integration was all that mattered to 
him, and this attitude and integrity, this unique 
mind-set, was the reason why he succeeded in 
making the beginning of the Community a suc-
cess story, not the subtle handling of the institu-
tional instruments. The man was what he stood 
for. And it is the absence of this attitude today 
which has brought the Community where it is 
now.’

Note from Norbert Kohlhase to Michel Dumoulin, 
6 September 2005.
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Today, there are increasing signs of interest in 
Hallstein’s experience and insights in the arena of 
European politics. He is seen as more than just a 
major player in the history of European integra-
tion who, despite the spectacular defeat of his 
attempt to oppose de Gaulle, brought about re-
markable successes in the consolidation of the 
European Communities. In view of the current 
debate on the European Constitution, his ideas 

are proving valuable and refreshing. His ability to 
bring interests together in a positive manner is 
more admirable than ever, as is his clear percep-
tion of the institutional arrangements which need 
to be made if the European Union is to overcome 
its shortfall of democratic legitimacy and political 
effectiveness.

WilfrieD loth
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Chapter 4

The ‘empty chair’ crisis

The Council’s decision of 15 December 1964 call-
ing on the Commission to draw up proposals on 
financing the common agricultural policy and 
managing Community revenue was seen by Com-
mission President Hallstein and his colleagues as 
the long-awaited chance to strengthen the Com-
munity institutions. Once German opposition to 
setting a common price for cereals had been 
overcome, which was a significant step forward 
for the establishment of a common agricultural 
market and a common commercial policy, a way 
had to be found of getting round the French Pres-
ident’s legendary aversion to extending the pow-
ers of the Community. The democratic instincts 
of many Europeans, for whom financing from 
common revenues without Community parlia-
mentary controls was inconceivable, looked like 
a way out. Several ministers, stealing a march on 
the Dutch Agriculture Minister, had already indi-
cated at the December 1964 Council meeting that 
their parliaments would approve the transfer of 
resources to the Community’s coffers only if the 
European Parliament’s supervisory powers were 
increased at the same time.

Hallstein thought that, if this was the only way to 
make the common agricultural policy a reality, de 

Gaulle would be prepared to pay the price. As he 
saw it, the French economy’s integration in the 
common market was so far advanced, and the 
common agricultural market offered France such 
attractive prospects, that the French President 
could not afford to hinder or totally block the 
trend towards irreversible integration permeating 
every sector of the economy. Furthermore, with 
the French elections of December 1965 in the off-
ing, Hallstein argued, de Gaulle needed to be 
wary of laying himself open to criticism for an 
anti-European policy. As his chef de cabinet, Karl-
Heinz Narjes, noted at the time, the French public 
was still so firmly convinced that such policy 
conflicted with French interests that de Gaulle 
could not afford to take that kind of decision in 
an election year (1). Be that as it might, de Gaulle 
could only be induced to compromise on the 
powers of the European institutions, or indeed 
on any other area of policy, while the financing 
of the agricultural market had still not been 
definitively settled. Once French interests in the 
agricultural market had been satisfied, the Com-
mission would no longer have any means of 
speeding up the integration process.

(1) BA, WH 1119/1, Narjes to Hallstein, 19 May 1965.
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Hallstein’s conviction that this was the case was 
endorsed by representatives of the Dutch gov-
ernment and by German political figures closely 
involved in European issues. Members of the 
European Parliament even urged him to exploit 
the opportunities for reinforcing the European 
institutions opened up by the task set by the 
Council of Ministers. In a parliamentary ques-
tion of 15 January 1965, the Socialist Group de-
plored the fact that the Commission had failed 
to seize the opportunity offered by the pro - 
posals for establishing a precedent for a satisfac-
tory solution to the problem of the European 
Parliament’s powers (1). Prompted by similar ad-
vice from Narjes, Hallstein resolved to give the 
most exhaustive interpretation possible to the 
mandate conferred by the Council on the Com-
mission in December 1964. Initial soundings of 

(1) OJ EC No 79, 8 May 1965, pp. 1162–1163.

the French Foreign Ministry indicated that Paris 
might indeed accept some compromises. When, 
in March 1965, Narjes suggested that the finan-
cial legislation could not succeed unless France 
made some concessions about a stronger Euro-
pean Parliament, Couve de Murville showed a 
crystal-clear understanding of the issue, stipulat-
ing that such compromises could be tolerated in 
Paris only if they were framed in the most tech-
nical terms possible, avoiding any glaring pub-
licity (2).

Hallstein’s proposals

The proposals for Council decisions, drafted by 
Hallstein in close cooperation with Mansholt, 
contained five points.

(2) BA, WH 1119/1, Narjes to Hallstein, 2 March 1965.

Article 201 of the EEC Treaty provided that:

‘The Commission shall examine the conditions un-
der which the financial contributions of Member 
States provided for in Article 200 could be replaced 
by the Community’s own resources, in particular by 
revenue accruing from the common customs tariff 
when it has been finally introduced.

To this end, the Commission shall submit proposals 
to the Council.

After consulting the Assembly on these proposals the 
Council may, acting unanimously, lay down the ap-
propriate provisions, which it shall recommend to 
the Member States for adoption in accordance with 
their respective constitutional requirements.’

Article 2 of Regulation No 25 of 14 January 1962 on 
the financing of the common agricultural policy, 
adopted by the Council of Ministers on 4 April 1962, 
provided that:

‘Revenue from levies on imports from third countries 
shall accrue to the Community and shall be used for 
Community expenditure so that the budget resourc-
es of the Community comprise those rev enues togeth-

er with all other revenues decided in accordance 
with the rules of the Treaty and the contributions of 
Member States under Article 200 of the Treaty. The 
Council shall, at the appropriate time, initiate the 
procedure laid down in Article 201 of the Treaty in 
order to implement the abovementioned provisions.’

On 15 December 1964 the Council allocated the fol-
lowing tasks to the Commission, among others:

‘The Council [...]

(g) invites the Commission to submit to the Council 
before 1 April 1965 [...] proposals for the financ-
ing of the common agricultural policy for the 
period 1965–70.’

(c) ‘[...] invites the Commission to submit, within the 
framework of its proposals on Regulation No 25 
referred to in paragraph (g) of this resolution, 
proposals on the conditions of application of Ar-
ticle 2 of Regulation No 25 from the date of entry 
into force of the common prices for the different 
agricultural products.’ (Translated from the 
German)

The own resources issue
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•	 To	 achieve	 a	 balance	 between	 the	 Member	
States and avoid undue production incentives, 
the price guarantee and subsidy system should 
first of all be applied, from 1 July 1967, to the 
major agricultural products for which no com-
mon market scheme had yet been adopted: 
milk, rice, beef and veal, and sugar. The Com-
munity should also take on all agricultural ex-
penditure from that policy date, and in prac-
tice this would mean that the final phase of 
the common agricultural policy would also 
have to come into effect two and a half years 
earlier than the date set in January 1962.

•	 The	 entry	 into	 force	 of	 the	 customs	 union,	
which covered industrial as well as agricul-
tural products, would also have to be brought 
forward to the date (1 July 1967) on which the 
Community prices would apply to agricultural 
products. Given the accelerated rate at which 
intra-Community customs duties were already 
being abolished, the completion of customs 
union would not be far off anyway. This strat-
egy would also mean that all the distortions 
likely to arise from maintaining customs du-
ties on agricultural and industrial products 
could be avoided, and export subsidies could 
be organised under the common commercial 
policy.

•	 Hallstein	proposed	allocating	to	the	Commu-
nity not only the agricultural levies but also 
the revenue from Community external cus-
toms duties. A complete stop would have to 
be put to Member States’ financial contribu-
tions, and Community expenditure would be 
financed exclusively from own resources. 
While the Commission had constantly defend-
ed what it considered to be the logical and 
consistent system of financing, the Council, 
which had never reached unanimity on the 
subject, had left the issue of its introduction 
unresolved. The new system would have to 
be phased in gradually. In the first phase, in 
the second half of 1967, a proportion of the 
customs revenues corresponding to the bal-
ance of the amount needed to finance Com-

munity expenditure would have to be paid to 
the Community to supplement the levies. The 
proportion of the customs revenue retained 
by the Member States would then be reduced 
by one fifth each year. This meant that the 
transition from financial contributions to own 
resources should be completed by 1972.

•	 Given	the	substantial	revenue	that	would	thus	
accrue to the Community without being sub-
ject to national parliamentary controls, the 
European Parliament would have to be given 
greater rights of scrutiny over the drafting of 
the budget. Hallstein proposed amending 
Article 203 of the EEC Treaty in line with the 
proposals from Parliament and the Dutch gov-
ernment. This would mean that the Council 
would not be able to reject Parliament’s 
amendments to the Community draft budget 
unless it was backed by a simple, unweighted 
majority vote of the Commission. The Council 
would no longer be able to impose its own 
view irrespective of Parliament’s amendments 
and the Commission’s vote unless at least five 
of the six Member States agreed.

•	 During	the	remainder	of	the	transitional	peri-
od from 1 July 1965 to 30 June 1967, the Com-
mission would have to take over gradually the 
financing of the agricultural fund, in line with 
a plan of Mansholt, taking on two thirds for 
the 1965/66 financial year and five sixths for 
the 1966/67 financial year. In the case of prod-
ucts for which free movement of goods within 
the Community had been achieved before 
1 July 1967, the Council of Ministers could 
decide by qualified majority to bring forward 
a full transfer of the costs by a qualified- 
majority vote (1).

The proposals agreed on by Hallstein and 
Mansholt were consistent and logical. They of-
fered plausible solutions to the problems arising 

(1) Financement de la politique agricole commune — Ressources 
 propres de la Communauté — Renforcement des pouvoirs du 
Parlement européen (Propositions de la Commission au Con-
seil), COM(65) 150, 31 March 1965.
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from the decisions to phase in the customs union 
and the common agricultural policy gradually 
and were also designed to put right the demo-
cratic deficit born of the contradictory construc-
tion of the EEC Treaty. But at the same time they 
would require the Member States to give up a 
substantial part of their sovereignty and lose ex-
ternal customs revenue two and a half years ear-
lier than stipulated in the Treaty. Above all, the 
Member States’ influence over the Community 
budget would be reduced. Under Hallstein’s pro-
posal, the Commission would be able to impose 
any draft budget for which there was a simple, 
unweighted majority in the Council or a majority 

in Parliament and the support of two of the six 
Member States, whatever their size. Since Parlia-
ment could impose any draft for which it could 
secure the support of two Member States, it 
would acquire considerable leverage, while the 
Commission would take on the executive role in 
the Community as far as budget matters were 
concerned.

These challenges to the Member States led  
Marjolin to oppose Hallstein’s and Mansholt’s 
proposals. The French Vice-President of the Com-
mission not only feared that General de Gaulle 
would oppose such major changes, he also 

On 19 May 1965 Karl-Heinz Narjes, Hallstein’s 
chef de cabinet, prepared the following arguments 
for a discussion between Hallstein and the 
German government.

‘European integration in all its forms is one of the 
factors most likely to affect French politics. There 
is no need to go into whether it would still be 
possible at this stage for de Gaulle, at the cost of 
an extraordinary deployment of political force, to 
slow down or completely halt the trend towards 
irreversible integration that permeates all sectors 
of the economy. Whether he could or not, the 
French public would now regard such measures 
as contrary to French interests, so much so that 
de Gaulle cannot afford to take decisions of this 
kind in an election year. [...] From year to year, 
interdependence is growing and the possibility of 
reversing this trend is diminishing.

Apart from France’s own interests in continuing 
integration, the most powerful weapon lies in the 
five other governments resolutely defending the 
Treaty of Rome. This means both that the five 
governments must be willing to confront France 
unremittingly with the alternatives of complying 
with the Treaty or openly breaking with it on the 
international stage and that German diplomacy 

must effectively guide the five others from behind 
the scenes. [...]

Since he took office, the German Chancellor has 
identified himself so firmly with the objective of 
so-called political union that he can hardly 
neglect the subject in an election year. I 
therefore propose that he accepts the 
institutional part of the Commission’s financing 
proposals and that he appropriates it as an 
essential step towards the democratic control of 
the European institutions.

In support of the Commission’s financing 
proposals, not only must he refer to the approval 
in principle of the other five Member States, but 
also and above all he must assert that there can 
be absolutely no question of obtaining the 
German Bundestag’s consent to any financial 
solution that does not constitute a substantial 
step towards increasing the European Parliament’s 
powers of control.’

BA, WH 1119/1, Karl-Heinz Narjes to Walter Hallstein, 
19 May 1965. 

(Translated from the German)

The Hallstein strategy
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doubted that the governments of the other Mem-
ber States were ready yet to support their imple-
mentation. As he saw it, the Commission risked 
being defeated, which would inflict lasting dam-
age on its authority and pointlessly paralyse the 
integration decisions that had already been ap-
proved. As an alternative, he recommended post-
poning the transfer of customs revenue to the 
Community until the end of the transition period 
and, in the meantime, leaving the fundamental 
questions about own resources on the back burn-
er. However, the overwhelming majority of the 
Commission members felt that such postpone-
ment made no sense either theoretically or tacti-
cally (1). The Commission adopted the proposals 
presented by Hallstein and Mansholt on 22 March 
1965. Only Marjolin and his French colleague 
Henri Rochereau voted against them, and the 
Luxembourg Commission member Lambert 
Schaus abstained on the grounds that the rules 
and procedures for the proposed arrangements 
did not seem to be clear enough (2).

As the proposals’ content had been prematurely 
revealed to the Strasbourg Parliament through the 
indiscretion of a few of its members, Hallstein felt 
obliged to give Parliament an account of the gen-
eral thrust of the proposals before they were laid 
before the Council. It was 24 March. Hallstein gave 
Couve de Murville prior notice of the content of 
his speech in writing and offered to talk to him to 
explain it further. But this did not suffice to ap-
pease the French government’s indignation at the 
Commission’s arrogance in informing the Parlia-
ment of a proposal to be made to the Council. 
Couve gave Marjolin a thorough roasting on the 
occasion of Parliament’s session of 26 March. He 
was clearly upset that the Commission had paid so 
little attention to his call for discretion (3).

After the drama of the public presentation, the 
chefs de cabinet put some finishing touches to the 

(1)  Marjolin, R., Architect of European unity — Memoirs, 1911–1986, 
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London 1989; FJME, ARM 21/1/22, Jean  
Flory to Robert Marjolin, 9 March 1965.

(2) PV spéc. 311, EEC Commission, 22 March 1965, pp. 8–10.
(3) BA, WH 1119/1, Klaus Meyer to Walter Hallstein, 26 March 1965.

wording of the proposals, which were then adopt-
ed by the Commission on 31 March and submitted 
at once to the Council. The French government 
made an official announcement deploring the 
Commission’s failure to discuss the matter with 
Member State governments before making such a 
radical presentation, and its disregard of the nor-
mal procedure of first submitting the matter to the 
Council. It ‘refused to negotiate on the Communi-
ty’s own resources and on a strengthening of the 
Parliament’s powers at that time: it felt that the ap-
propriate course was simply to continue, pursuant 
to the arrangements worked out in the Council, to 
deal with the matter of financing the agricultural 
policy up to the end of the transitional period, i.e. 
for the next five years; this had to be settled, as 
agreed, by 30 June 1965’ (4).

However, at the Council meeting on 13 May 1965, 
the representatives of the Netherlands and Ger-
many opposed this view, contending that financ-
ing during the transitional period could not be dis-
sociated from the principle of the transition to own 
resources during the last stage of the agricultural 
market and a decision was therefore also needed 
to increase European parliamentary control. The 
Dutch government even complained that the Com-
mission proposals did not go far enough. It de-
manded that Parliament be given full legislative 
powers, be directly elected and be empowered to 
set up executive bodies. The Italian government 
welcomed the logic of the Commission’s pro - 
posals and their respect for the spirit of the Com-
munity, while the Belgian government declared its 
agreement with almost all aspects of the propos-
als. Even the Luxembourg government, which had 
indicated that it would be satisfied with rules for 
the transitional period, did not object to the whole 
package of proposals in principle (5).

In view of all these demonstrations of support, 
the Commission refused to break up its  

(4)  Von der Groeben, H., The European Community: the formative 
years — The struggle to establish the common market and the 
political union (1958-–1966), Office for Official Publications of the 
European Communities, 1987, p. 181.

(5) SEC(65) 1541, 13 May 1965.
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package of proposals. Hallstein told Couve bluntly 
at the beginning of May that the French would 
have to make some concession on increased 
parliamentary control. Almost every week he 
called on the French Ambassador, who chaired 
the Permanent Representatives Committee in 
the first half of 1965, to think again about the 
parliamentary issue (1). At the same time, he 
asked the German Chancellor Erhard to guide 
the smaller EEC partners and to confront France 
with the choice between backing the Treaty or 
openly blacking it. In particular, Erhard was to 
make clear at the Franco-German summit of 
11 and 12 June 1965 that getting Bundestag 
support for any financial solution which did 
not involve substantial progress towards great-
er control by the European Parliament was out 
of the question (2).

In fact, when he met de Gaulle on 11 and 12 June 
1965 in Bonn, Erhard explained that the German 
government could not support France on the fi-
nancing of the common agricultural policy unless 
concessions were made on industry and political 
union. On 15 June Couve then proposed to the 
Council of Ministers that the transfer of levies to 
the Community from 1 July 1967 should be aban-
doned and agricultural export subsidies should 
be financed from Member State financial contri-
butions until the end of the transitional period. 
This would make control of own resources by 
the European Parliament redundant. At a meeting 
in Paris on 22 June, the German State Secretary 
for Foreign Affairs, Rolf Lahr, and the French Dir-
ector of Economic Affairs, Olivier Wormser, came 
up with a compromise: the German government 
was prepared to accept financing agricultural 
subsidies from the financial contributions alone 
and, in return, the French government was ready 
to support the German demand that the customs 
union should be completed for industrial prod-
ucts. Germany dropped its second demand for 
enhancing the political side of the Community. It 

(1)  BA, WH 1029, Walter Hallstein, Speech in Baden-Baden, 21 Octo-
ber 1965.

(2)  BA, WH 1119/1, Karl-Heinz Narjes to Walter Hallstein, 19 May 1965.

seemed that hostilities between the Commission 
and de Gaulle could thus be suspended until the 
end of the transitional period in 1970.

However, when the Council of Ministers met 
again on 28 June, the Italian Foreign Minister 
Amintore Fanfani and his Dutch counterpart 
Joseph Luns joined in declaring that the Commis-
sion’s proposals must absolutely be treated as a 
whole. Luns did not agree that de Gaulle should 
get away with not paying the political price for 
the common agricultural market, and Fanfani was 
trying to avoid the disproportionate levies which 
he feared would be imposed on Italy to fund the 
transitional arrangements. On 30 June an attempt 
at conciliation failed when Lahr joined those de-
manding that the Commission’s proposals be 
treated as a package. The German Foreign Minis-
ter Gerhard Schröder reinforced the impression 
of a German U-turn by presenting to the Council 
a Bundestag resolution of the same day which 
held that the Commission’s proposals for strength-
ening the European Parliament still did not go far 
enough. With an eye on the formation of a new 
government in Germany after the general elec-
tions in September 1965, he was keen to be seen 
as a ‘good European’.

In view of this multiple rejection of the French 
compromise formula, Hallstein felt in a strong 
position to resist de Gaulle’s hard line. When the 
Permanent Representatives Committee submitted 
a report which again tended to favour a suspen-
sion of hostilities, proposing to make both levies 
and customs duties available for Community ob-
jectives but without centralising them, Hallstein 
refused to play the role of mediator. On the con-
trary, he referred to the practice of previous 
rounds of negotiations, whereby, if an agreement 
could not be reached by the deadline, the clocks 
were stopped. In his statements he optimistically 
claimed that a solution would be found in a few 
days (3). When, late in the evening of 30 June, 

(3)  Newhouse, J., ‘Die Krise der EWG’, in Carstens, K., et al. (eds) Die 
internationale Politik 1964–1965, Jahrbücher des Forschungsinstitut 
der Deutschen Gesellschaft für Auswärtige Politik Oldenbourg, Mu-
nich/Vienna 1972, pp. 249–276, here p. 267.
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Couve de Murville, who was chairing the Council 
under the rotation system, called a meeting of a 
restricted circle of ministers, State secretaries and 
members of the Commission, Hallstein finally 
declared that he was willing, at the request of 
Fanfani and Luns, to draft a compromise 
proposal, although he did not commit himself as 
to its content.

France suspends its participation 
in the Community

Nevertheless, at this point de Gaulle felt that the 
common agricultural market was in danger.  
Taken together, the concessions required by the 
other Member States were considerable, and 
there was no guaranteeing that the agreements 
they had concluded in January 1962 and De-
cember 1964 would hold, since, under the Trea-
ty, Council decisions would be taken by major-
ity vote from 1 January 1966. This meant a 
danger that still more burdensome concessions 
would then be demanded. Faced with the risk of 
the common agricultural market collapsing, the 
French President spoke on 30 June to Couve by 
telephone during the lunch break and gave him 
the go-ahead for a manoeuvre which had al-
ready been suggested as a tactical option at the 
end of May: a ‘kind of general boycott’ applied 
by France until things ‘were sorted out’ (1). 
Couve therefore rejected Hallstein’s belated of-
fer to draw up a new proposal on the basis of 
recent discussions, as well as his proposal to 
defer the meeting to the next day. Instead, at 
around two in the morning, he found that no 
agreement had been reached or could be 
reached, and broke off negotiations (2). The 
French government accused its partners of fail-
ing to honour their promises concerning the 
financing of the common agricultural policy 
during the transitional period and warned that 
there would be grave consequences. France’s 

(1)  Oral statement by Maurice Couve de Murville, 16 December 1988, 
Institut Charles de Gaulle, Paris.

(2) Record given by Émile Noël, Doc. G(65) 329, 1 July 1965.

Hallstein and de Gaulle

On 21 October 1965 Walter Hallstein reported 
at the 29th meeting of Baden-Baden business 
leaders on his talks with Couve de Murville and 
de Gaulle.

‘The European Parliament, as well as some 
of the national parliaments, has for nearly 
two years been focusing on the issue of 
parliamentary control. [...] I spoke to 
Mr Couve and I met him on many occasions 
at that time, at my place, at his and as the 
guest of others, and always pointed out that 
France could not avoid making a concession 
on this matter. My last conversation with 
General de Gaulle was devoted almost 
exclusively to this objective. In his own way, 
which makes any categorical statement 
impossible, the General was nevertheless 
perfectly aware that something had 
happened here. [...] I had the impression 
that this was the first time that [the 
Parliament] had been presented to the 
General in this light, as a thoroughly useful 
forum which could shape and crystallise 
public opinion on European affairs. And I 
believe that, when the French Ambassador 
[...] sat on my sofa every week, I never once 
omitted to remind him to think about this 
matter of the Parliament because I knew 
certain obstacles were being set up in Paris.’

BA, WH 1029. (Translated from the German)

Permanent Representative to the Commission 
was recalled, and France announced that it 
would not take part in the meetings of the Coun-
cil, Coreper or the working parties. It believed 
that, by blocking the Community’s activities, it 
would after all force its partners to approve the 
financing of the transitional period, without hav-
ing to make substantial concessions in return.

Despite the French boycott of Community activi-
ties in defiance of the Treaty, Hallstein held on to 
his belief that France needed the EEC and that 
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de Gaulle was only trying to mould it into a form 
that would not curtail France’s freedom of action. 
He therefore needed the five partner govern-
ments to agree on a unanimous position about 
the concessions France must make in return for 
completion of the common agricultural market 
and to insist on parliamentary control of the Com-
munity budget (1). However, the crisis would 
have to be defused by postponing the thorny 
issue of Community own resources. The Five 
would have to demonstrate their capacity for ac-
tion by compromising on financing and Commu-
nity policy during the transitional period, thus 
eliminating France’s pretext for blocking Com-
munity activities. Hallstein’s decision to take the 
initiative on this was endorsed by a letter from 
Jean Monnet dated 13 July (2).

Despite Marjolin’s misgivings, the Commission 
drew up a ‘memorandum’ to the Council which 
was adopted on 22 July. It proposed extending 
the transitional rules on agricultural financing 
until 1 January 1970 and making the transition to 
Community own resources only on that date. 
Customs union would, however, have to be com-
pleted by 1 July 1967, as the Commission had 
proposed in March, and the market regimes for 
agricultural products not yet covered by Commu-
nity rules would have to enter into force between 
1 November 1965 and 1 July 1967. A decreasing 
proportion of the agricultural fund would be 
financed according to the general share-out for-
mula, and an increasing proportion according to 
the amount of imports from non-Community 
countries. The only reference to increasing the 
Parliament’s powers stated that, as the discussion 
had not yet been concluded in the Council, the 
Commission could not adopt a new position (3). 
When the memorandum was presented to the 
Council on 26 July, Hallstein explained that in the 
current state of talks between the governments 
the Commission could not submit a proposal for 

(1) BA, WH 1447/2, Memorandum of July 1965.
(2) FJME, ARM 21/3/19, Jean Monnet to Walter Hallstein, 13 July 1968.
(3)  ‘Financing of the common agricultural policy — Community own 

resources — Increasing the powers of the European Parliament 
(Memorandum from the Commission to the Council)’, COM(65) 
320 final, 22 July 1965.

a compromise on Parliament’s powers that would 
have any real chance of meeting with general ap-
proval. He nevertheless hoped that a consensus 
could be found when an agreement had been 
reached on the other issues (4).

In the meantime, de Gaulle had apparently taken 
it into his head that winning this one battle in the 
war over agricultural financing was not enough. 
As he would confide after the Council meeting of 
28 July, he saw in the Commission’s stubborn ad-
herence to the conditions for the transition to 
own resources a better pretext than he could 
have hoped (5) for blocking the imminent change-
over to majority voting in the Council. It seemed 
to him an opportunity to halt the trend towards a 
supranational Community and to replace the 
Hallstein Commission, which had exploited its 
legal rights to the full, with a more conciliatory 
team. At a press conference on 9 September he 
criticised not only the continuing hesitations of 
most of the Member States about the entry of  
agriculture into the common market but also what 
he saw as ‘certain errors and ambiguities of prin-
ciple’ in the Treaties concerning the economic 
union of the Six. He particularly deplored the risk 
that majority decisions could mean that anything 
and everything could be jeopardised at any time, 
as seemed to be happening already with agricul-
tural policy. He made France’s return to the Brus-
sels institutions conditional not only on agricul-
ture being effectively included in the common 
market but also upon an end being put to ‘wild 
and fanciful’ aspirations that flew in the face of 
‘common sense and reality’ (6).

Faced with this escalating crisis, the Belgian For-
eign Minister Paul-Henri Spaak suggested inviting 
France to a Council meeting at which the Com-
mission would not be present. Although there 
could obviously be no question of amending the 
Treaty, as de Gaulle clearly wanted, the five part-
ners would have to demonstrate their willingness 

(4) R 802(65), 26 July 1965.
(5) Peyrefitte, A., C’était de Gaulle, Vol. II, Fayard, Paris 1997, p. 288.
(6)  De Gaulle, Ch., Discours et messages, Vol. IV, Plon, Paris 1970, 

pp. 377–381.
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to discuss possible interpretations of its wording. 
If the French government did not accept the invi-
tation, the Five would be free to continue devel-
oping the Community without France (1). 
Hallstein immediately blocked this proposal on 
the grounds that a meeting of the Council of Min-
isters without Commission participation would 
demoralise the Five (2). He did not wish to author-
ise an agreement between the Six which was dis-
advantageous to the Commission, as there was a 
risk that this would call into question the entire 
construction of the Community. His resolve to 

(1)  Herbert Siegfried, Ambassador of the Federal Republic of Germany  
to Brussels, to the Foreign Affairs Office, 22 September 1965, Akten 
zur Auswärtigen Politik der Bundesrepublik Deutschland 1965, 
pp. 1473–1476.

(2)  FJME, ARM 21/4/20, Robert Marjolin’s notes on the Commission 
meeting, 22 September 1965.

oppose a meeting of the Council without the 
Commission was reinforced by confidential com-
munications from the French deputy representa-
tive to the Commission, Maurice Ulrich, who had 
stayed in Brussels to provide a channel of com-
munication with the French government. At lunch 
on 21 September, Ulrich told Eberhard Bömke 
from the German Ministry for Economic Affairs 
that a very large proportion of the French admin-
istration disliked the General’s policy on the Euro-
pean Communities and indeed roundly con-
demned it. He also told him that no preparatory 
work on amending the EEC Treaty was being un-
dertaken in Paris. Bömke immediately reported 
the conversation to Hallstein (3). De Gaulle 

(3)  BA, WH 1187/2, Eberhard Bömke to Walter Hallstein, 21 Septem-
ber 1965.

‘My name is Maurice Couve de Murville, not Jack Ass, I am Maurice Couve de Murville, not Jack Ass, I am Maurice ...’
On 10 June 1965, at a garden party at the Élysée Palace, General de Gaulle allegedly referred to those who dreamt of a 

supranational Europe as jean-foutres, a pejorative term for an incompetent, useless person (Le Gendre B. ‘L’Europe en cinq 
dates — 1er juillet 1965, de Gaulle ouvre «la crise de la chaise vide»’, Le Monde, 11 May 2005). 

Three weeks later, the crisis between France and its partners began.
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therefore seemed in absolutely no position to 
demand amendment of the Treaty, and the  
French administration was indeed banking on 
the partners to stand firm against him.

However, Hallstein could not help it if Schröder 
fancied the idea of a Council meeting without the 
Commission, nor prevent a proposal for such a 
meeting from being addressed to the French gov-
ernment at the Council meeting of 25 and 26 Oc-
tober. The five foreign ministers did nevertheless 
secretly agree that in the negotiations with France 
they would not accept either a recasting of the 
Treaty or an interpretation of the Treaty that lim-

ited the Commission’s powers or the principle of 
qualified majority voting (1). They made a state-
ment stressing that the solution to the problems 
the Community was encountering had to be 
found within the Treaties and existing institu-
tions. They were strongly in favour of using the 
Commission memorandum of 22 July as the 
handbook for settling outstanding disputes. But 
there was a hitch. It concerned the second part of 
the transitional period from 1 July 1967 to 
 

(1)  PAAA, B150, Bd. 62, Gerhard Schröder to Ludwig Erhard, 27 Octo-
ber 1965, p. 8383 et seq.

12 June 1965 to Alain Peyrefitte

‘Hallstein has come up with a ceremony for the 
presentation of letters of credence for Member 
States’ representatives in Brussels. He takes 
himself for the President of a supranational 
government. He doesn’t even hide the fact that 
he is planning to transpose the federal German 
structure to European level. The Commission 
would become the federal government. The 
European Assembly would be the equivalent of 
today’s Bundestag. The Council would become 
the Bundesrat: the Senate, I mean to say [...]! 
It’s ridiculous! But make no mistake: this 
institutional trend will end up winning out if we 
don’t put a stop to it. And we are the only ones 
who can do it.’

7 July 1965 in cabinet

‘We must use this crisis to do away with hidden 
political agendas. It is inconceivable that on 
1 January 1966 our economy should be subject to 
majority rule, which will impose on us the will of 
our partners, who, we have already seen, are 
capable of joining forces against us. We must use 
this opportunity to review the mistaken ideas 
which put us in danger of being subject to the 
dictates of other nations. Let’s review this 
nonsense! As to the Commission, it has 

manifested a partiality which is in keeping neither 
with its mission nor with ordinary decency. The 
whole Commission must be replaced with a new 
one.’

21 July 1965 to Alain Peyrefitte

‘What we must get rid of above all is that majority 
voting. France cannot allow it to call everything 
into question.’

28 July 1965 to Alain Peyrefitte

‘A.P. — And the new Commission we are to have 
in January. You won’t agree to have dealings with 
the old one?

C.d.G. — Of course not! I can’t talk to Hallstein, 
or to Mansholt either. It’s just not possible. 
Particularly after what they’ve said. [...] They have 
disqualified themselves as neutral senior officials, 
which is what they claim to be. The Treaty of 
Rome must be revised and that Commission must 
be sent packing.’

Peyrefitte, A., C’était de Gaulle, Vol. II, Fayard, Paris, 
1997, pp. 286, 292, 294 and 297. 

(Translated from the French)

De Gaulle on Hallstein and his crisis strategy



101Chapter 4 — The ‘empty chair’ crisis

The cartoonist Jean Remy takes Louis XIV’s face and his well-known saying ‘l’État, c’est moi!’ and turns them into a caricature of 
the French President as an absolute monarch who conceives of Europe as a Europe of nation States led by France.
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1 January 1970: the Five did not want to agree in 
advance on continuing financing from the Mem-
ber States’ contributions alone. They preferred to 
refer back to the Commission’s initial proposals 
for financing based on both levies and customs 
revenue and said that this matter should be dis-
cussed with the participation of ‘all’ Council 
members (1).

De Gaulle did not immediately accept the invita-
tion to a Council meeting without the Commis-
sion. With the patent intention of breaking up the 
Five’s united front, he instructed Couve to con-
duct bilateral discussions with individual minis-
ters and ambassadors. For its part, the Commis-
sion worked to convince the other governments 
that it was in their best interests to preserve their 
unanimity. In the third week of November, 
Hallstein went to Bonn to encourage Schröder to 
‘direct’ discreetly and effectively the actions of 
the Five from behind the scenes on the basis of 
the Treaty. He urged him to ensure that the Ger-
man government did not sanction either a veto in 
the Council of Ministers or any legal or practical 
alteration of the Commission’s position. Nor was 
he to concede to France any direct or indirect 
watering down of the requirements of the Treaty 
concerning economic union. He also asked him 
to stand firm on ‘personal issues’ (2).

This last request referred to the attacks the French 
government had been making on Mansholt and 
Hallstein. It was clear from contacts with Couve 
that the open diatribes of de Gaulle about a state-
less and irresponsible technocracy (3) were di-
rected principally against the two authors of the 
package of proposals of 31 March. The French 
authorities wanted to ensure that these two fig-
ures at least would no longer be considered when 
the new Commission was formed according to 
programme on 9 January 1966 or when the two 
executive powers were merged. Hallstein told his 
German interlocutors that this was not a matter of 
mere personal interests, as accusations against 

(1) SEC(65) 3145, 26 October 1965.
(2)  BA, WH 1114/3, Karl-Heinz Narjes to Walter Hallstein, 22 Novem-

ber 1965.
(3) Press conference of 9 September 1965.

specific individuals would undermine the way of 
applying the Treaty of Rome for which they 
stood. To capitulate would be to make a substan-
tial material concession and would mean a con-
siderable loss of prestige for the Member States 
which had designated those individuals. He rec-
ommended coordinating with the Dutch govern-
ment on the matter. The French proposal to re-
duce the Commission President’s term of office 
from four years to two should be rejected come 
what may (4).

It was only after the French electorate had forced 
de Gaulle into a run-off after the first round of the 
presidential elections on 5 December that Couve 
agreed to a meeting with his five colleagues in 
January. However, to avoid any Commission in-
fluence over the decisions to be taken, he stipu-
lated that the meeting should not be held in Brus-
sels. Schröder opposed this demand, contending 
that the meeting must be a proper Council meet-
ing prepared by the Council Secretariat and at-
tended by the Secretary-General. On 23 Decem-
ber, four days after de Gaulle’s election victory at 
the ballot, the French government accepted the 
invitation to an extraordinary meeting of the 
Council, to be held on 17 and 18 January 1966 in 
Luxembourg and chaired by the President of the 
Luxembourg government, Pierre Werner, as Presi-
dent of the Council.

Diverging from the position it had still defended 
in Couve’s bilateral talks in November, France no 
longer called for an official revision of the 
Treaties of Rome at this point. However, the 
French government presented a catalogue of 
complaints and demands which amounted to a 
circumvention of the touchiest provisions of the 
Treaty known as the ‘decalogue’. These ‘10 com-
mandments’ included the stipulation that the 
Commission should submit its proposals to the 
Member States’ governments first and, only after 
that, to the Council. It was also to be forbidden to 
make any public statement without first consult-
ing the Council, to which it should leave the task 

(4)  BA, WH 1114/3, Karl-Heinz Narjes to Walter Hallstein, 22 Novem-
ber 1965.
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‘RESOLUTION I

approved unanimously, with three abstentions

The facts have shown how effective the 
European institutions are. They have allowed us 
to move forward faster than anticipated, they 
have shown that the unification of the market 
now under way is bringing with it 
unprecedented economic expansion. They have 
shown too that without political unity the 
countries of Europe are not in a position to 
exercise decisive influence on the destiny of the 
world or the consolidation of peace.

All that has been built up is now threatened 
with destruction, and our hopes of building a 
political Europe, with the Communities as its 
cornerstone, are in danger of being severely 
compromised.

One member government, in defiance of the 
Treaty, is refusing to participate in Council 
meetings and threatens to paralyse the 
operation of the Community institutions. In 
response to this danger, the governments 
which declare themselves faithful to their 
European commitment — although their 
behaviour is not always above reproach — must 
not only combat the revival of nationalist trends 
but must set up a common front to protect the 
Community, without seeking on essential 
matters a compromise as dangerous as it is 
illusory.

The EUROPEAN MOVEMENT, meeting in 
Extraordinary Congress,

PROCLAIMS that Europe cannot be safe, or its 
future guaranteed without compliance with the 
spirit and the letter of the Treaties and that 

suspending dialogue between the Council and 
the Commission, guarantor of the general 
interests of the Community and of the Member 
States, or extending the right of veto beyond 
the time limits set in the EEC Treaty would be a 
fatal abdication of responsibility that would 
block the indispensable establishment of a 
common economic and social policy.

URGES the governments

(a) to resume immediately, even in the absence 
of one Member State, regular meetings of 
the Council, which must adopt all the 
decisions, in particular concerning budgets, 
which the Treaty requires and allows;

(b) to act immediately in Council to examine 
the most recent proposals of the European 
Economic Commission with a view to 
reaching a decision as soon as possible on 
the financial regulation and on pending 
questions relating to agricultural policy;

(c) to guard the guarantees of independence 
provided for in the Treaty regarding the 
nomination of members of the Executive.

DECLARES ITS CONVICTION

that this crisis will be overcome by the 
irresistible pressure of the forces which 
constitute it and by its determination to 
accelerate the process of integration and 
democratisation of the institutions until the 
United States of Europe is created.’

Resolution I of the resolutions adopted by the 
Extraordinary Congress of the European Movement in 

Cannes on 3 October 1965. 
(Translated from the French)

Resolution of the European Movement

of representing the Community on the world 
stage. The French government further demanded 
that the principle of rotation be applied to the 
Commission presidency. Were this to happen, 

no-one could imagine that Hallstein’s mandate 
would be renewed a second time. Council major-
ity voting was to be blocked de facto by the use 
of a prior veto: if a Member State declared that 
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the subject up for discussion affected its vital inter-
ests, the Council would not be allowed to vote on 
that subject without that Member State’s con-
sent (1).

However, at the Council meeting of 17 and  
18 January 1966, these claims met with little fa-
vour. Schröder was made even more reluctant to 
compromise in any way by the fact that, following 
its memoranda on institutional issues, the French 
delegation also presented a timetable for dealing 
with the other issues which, while it did call for a 
compromise on agricultural financing by the end 
of March, made no mention at all of the need to 
work out common positions for the Kennedy 
Round. When asked about this, Couve explained 
that a mandate for the trade talks could be de-
fined only once the matter of agricultural financ-
ing had been settled (2). Schröder therefore joined 
Luns in categorically ruling out the veto and also 
refused to resolve the crisis at the Commission’s 
expense. Attempts at conciliation by Spaak and 
Colombo, Fanfani’s successor at the Italian For-
eign Ministry, were baulked by the stubborn resis-
tance of both sides. When the Council ended, no 
solution to the crisis had been found.

A difficult compromise

When the six Foreign Ministers met again on 
28 and 29 January in Luxembourg, Couve and 
Schröder edged their way towards compromise. 
With discreet input from the Commission (3), the 
‘10 commandments’ were pruned down to seven 
that were not legally binding. They recommended 
that the Commission cooperate more closely with 
the Council, desiring that the former should con-
sult the latter before adopting any ‘important’ pro-
posals. These were to be submitted to the Council 
before being made public. The President of the 
Commission and the President of the Council 

(1)  Note of 8 January 1966, cited from Bossuat, G., ‘Émile Noël dans la 
tourmente de la crise communautaire de 1965’, in Loth, W. (ed.), La 
gouvernance supranationale dans la construction européenne, 
Bruylant, Brussels 2005, pp. 89–113, here p. 105.

(2)  FJME, ARM 21/4/50, Henri Étienne to Walter Hallstein, 18 January 
1966.

(3)  FJME, ARM 21/4/66, Émile Noël to Walter Hallstein, 25 January 1966.

were jointly to receive the letters of accreditation 
of ambassadors to the Communities. The Com-
mission and the Council were to keep each other 
informed of their contacts with non-Community 
countries, consult on the form of their representa-
tion in international organisations, ‘collaborate’ on 
information policy and jointly control Community 
expenditure. Schröder responded to de Gaulle’s 
fears about the principle of majority voting with a 
declaration of intent which provided that consen-
sual solutions should be sought where ‘very im-
portant interests’ were concerned. No agreement 
could be reached on what was to happen if such 
a solution could not be found within a ‘reason-
able period’. However, at the last moment, at 45 
minutes past midnight on 30 January, Couve 
agreed to resume activities in the Community 
institutions despite the lack of agreement on the 
subject of the veto. A joint statement was made 
announcing that some difficulties still persisted 
but the ‘empty chair’ episode was over.

Thus Couve quit blocking Community activities 
without any certainty as to the transition to ma-
jority voting. He also had no guarantee whatso-
ever concerning the dissolution of the Hallstein 
Commission, which he had called for again at the 
meeting of 17 and 18 January. Furthermore, in 
order to obtain consent to rapid settlement of the 
agricultural financing issue, he had had to prom-
ise also to give priority to customs tariff issues 
and the GATT talks. These were meagre pickings 
for the French delegation compared with de 
Gaulle’s original aspirations. Still, the experience 
of the crisis had encouraged all the national gov-
ernments to avoid brandishing the fundamental 
interests of individual Member States to an exces-
sive degree in Council negotiations. The strength-
ening of the Community’s institutions for which 
Hallstein had hoped was deferred. Hope faded of 
France conceding increased powers for the Euro-
pean Parliament in return for completion of the 
agricultural market.

In the short term, Hallstein’s crisis management 
strategy had proved itself. By ensuring that the 
Five maintained a unified position, he had man-
aged to fight off de Gaulle’s attacks on the Treaty 
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and the Commission. The rather esoteric ‘seven 
points’ did no real harm to the Commission’s way 
of working. In practice, the Council of Ministers 
made the Commission adapt its procedures in 
only two respects (the accreditation of ambassa-
dors and information policy), while the other five 
points were soon forgotten. The Commission 
even had the chance to show once more, within 
a very short period, that it was irreplaceable: the 
governments proved to be absolutely dependent 
on its mediation in the negotiations on agricul-

tural financing, the implementation of the cus-
toms union and the negotiating mandate for the 
Kennedy Round.

The partners managed to reach agreement on 
these three issues in the course of two further ne-
gotiating marathons, from 9 to 11 May and from 
23 to 26 July 1966, with the Commission making 
an active contribution. On agricultural financing 
for the transitional period, the Council essentially 
followed the Commission proposal of 22 July 1965. 

Maurice Couve de Murville at the Council on 30 June 1965: ‘Mr President, there’s no point in continuing. It is clear that 
France can no longer participate in this debate; we are leaving the table.’ (Interview with Norbert Kohlhase.) With these 

words the French Foreign Minister was pre-empting the advice he would later give to France’s Permanent Representative, 
Jean-Marc Boegner, on 5 July: ‘1. Please tell the Secretary-General of the Councils that we will no longer be participating in 

the meetings of the EEC Council, which will not therefore take place. [...]
2. The Permanent Representatives’ meetings have no purpose; you will not therefore attend.

3. We will not be sending an observer to the negotiations that the Commission has opened or proposes to open, on the 
Council’s instructions, with third countries. [...]

4. We will not be represented in the committees conducting general studies or preparing projects with a view to 
implementing common policies, e.g. the expert groups on medium-term policy or the study groups on the harmonisation 

of tax and social legislation’.
(Ministère des affaires étrangères, Commission de publication des DDF, dir., Documents diplomatiques français, t. II, 1965 

(1er juillet au 31 décembre), PIE-Peter Lang, Brussels, 2004, pp. 42–43.)
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‘1. Cooperation between the Council and the 
Commission is the driving force of the 
Community and should be manifest at every 
stage. Consequently, before finally adopting a 
proposal of particular importance for all the 
States, the Commission should consult the 
governments at an appropriate level. Such 
consultation would not impair the power of 
initiative and preparation with which the 
Commission is invested by the Treaty; it would 
simply oblige this institution to make judicious 
use of it.

2. It should be a rule that in no case may the 
Commission reveal the tenor of its proposals to 
the Parliament or to public opinion before they 
have been officially referred to the Council. A 
fortiori, the Commission may not take the 
initiative of publishing its proposals in the 
Official Gazette of the Communities.

3.(a) The Commission often proposes to the 
Council decisions which, instead of dealing with 
the substance of the problems posed, merely 
give the Commission powers to act later but 
without specifying the measures which it will 
take if such powers are conferred upon it (1963 
proposal of trade; certain commercial policy 
proposals).

(b) In certain cases the Commission can obtain 
authority from the Council to put into effect the 
rules which the latter lays down. This 
delegation of powers must not imply that the 
tasks entrusted to the Commission will then be 
outside the purview of the Council. True, in 
certain sectors such as agriculture, the Council 
can intervene at executive level through its 
representatives on the management 
committees. However, it must be noted that far 
from being content with this system the 
Commission is endeavouring to replace the 
management committees by simple advisory 
committees which have no hold over it (the 
case of Regulation 19/65 on cartels; 
Commission proposal of 1965 on transport).

(c) It is important that the executive powers 
thus vested in the Commission should be 
precisely circumscribed and leave no room for 
discretion or autonomous responsibility, failing 
which the balance of powers, which is a feature 
of the institutional structure of the Community 
and a basic guarantee provided by the Treaty, 
would not be respected.

4. The Treaty lays down that ‘directives shall 
bind any Member State to which they are 
addressed as to the result to be achieved while 
leaving to domestic agencies competence as to 
the form and means’. But we cannot escape the 
fact that in practice the Commission very often 
proposes directives which set out in detail the 
rules to be applied. The only freedom then left 
to the States is to choose the form in which the 
contents will be clothed and to take the 
necessary implementing measures.

It is evident that such practices constitute an 
attempt on the part of the Commission to cause 
the matters dealt with by such directives to slip 
out of national hands into the Community sphere 
of competence.

Such transgressions should be avoided in future.

5. In 1959 the Council laid down the rules 
which, provisionally, were to govern the 
recognition of diplomatic missions accredited to 
the Community. [...] These rules amount to a 
sharing of prerogatives between the Council and 
the Commission. In particular, letters of credence 
are presented to the President of the 
Commission, who has instituted for these 
occasions a ceremony modelled on that used 
between States, whereas the Treaty of Rome lays 
down that the Council alone may commit the 
Community vis-à-vis non-member countries.

A stop must therefore be put to the present 
practices and all prerogatives of the Council 
restored.

The French government’s memorandum or ‘10 commandments’ 
(Luxembourg, 17 and 18 January 1966)
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Common prices, applicable from 1 July 1968, were 
set for milk, sugar, rice, cereals, oilseeds and olive 
oil, meaning that 90 % of agricultural production 
was now covered by the common agricultural pol-
icy. The date for the completion of the customs 
union (1 July 1968) was postponed to a year later 
than had been planned by the Commission. An 
exhaustive list of negotiating offers on industrial 
and agricultural products was adopted for the 
Kennedy Round. The greater part of the Commu-
nity’s external trade was thus now included in the 
customs tariff reductions, to which Germany in 
particular aspired, and the Commission’s negotiat-
ing mandate was therefore strengthened. France 
secured just some concessions on the amounts of 
customs tariffs for a range of products.

The question of who would preside over the 
Community’s destiny still remained to be de-
cided on the basis of the Luxembourg compro-
mise. De Gaulle did not want the Hallstein Com-
mission to hold this role any longer. ‘As for 
Hallstein, we’ve had enough,’ he said to Couve 

at the start of the second part of the Luxem-
bourg Council meeting (1). German Chancellor 
Erhard took the opposite view and, at the Franco- 
German summit of 7 and 8 May 1966 in Paris, 
he strongly advocated that Hallstein should head 
the merged executive authorities. Luns told 
Hallstein that the Dutch government would not 
endorse a Commission of which he was not a 
member. As the President of the Commission 
could be appointed only unanimously, Hallstein 
would be able to hold on to his role as acting 
President indefinitely (2).

For a year it seemed that de Gaulle was yet again 
condemned to defeat. The decision on the entry 
into force of the planned merger was deferred 
and the Commission again tabled the issues of 
the agreement on agricultural financing, the com-
pletion of customs union and the GATT mandate. 

(1)  Note of 26 January 1966, quoted from Vaïsse, M., La grandeur — 
Politique étrangère du général de Gaulle 1958–1969, Fayard, Paris, 
1998, p. 548.

(2) Interview with Karl-Heinz Narjes, 24 May 2004.

6. Consequently, any approaches by foreign 
representatives to the Commission must be 
reported with all despatch to the Council or to 
the representative of the State in the chair.

7. The Treaty lays down in terms appropriate to 
each particular case the procedure by which the 
Community maintains relations with other 
international organisations.

This situation seems to have been lost sight of by 
the Commission, which appears to think that it 
has truly discretionary powers in this field.

The Council should judge, case by case, and 
purely in the light of Community interests, the 
form and nature of the links to be established.

8. Members of the Commission must in their 
public statements be required to maintain a 
fitting neutrality with regard to the policy

followed by the governments of the Member 
States.

9. Information policy should not be planned and 
implemented by the Commission alone but 
jointly by the Council and the Commission. The 
Council should exercise effective, and not only 
budgetary, control over the joint Information 
Service of the Communities.

10. Procedures for control of the commitment 
and expenditure of Community funds should be 
revised in order to give this control the 
effectiveness which, as is well known, it lacks at 
present.’

Bulletin of the EEC, 
March 1966, No 3, pp. 6–7 

(published on www.ena.lu/mce.cfm).
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On 5 April 1966 the Council acceded to the 
French call for a two-year rotation period for the 
Single Commission. However, this did not rule 
out renewal of the Commission’s term of office. 
The Netherlands, Belgium and Italy continued to 
support the German proposal that Hallstein 
should be President of the Single Commission for 
the first two years (1). Neither Erhard nor Schröder 
accepted de Gaulle’s compromise offer, made at 
a meeting with Erhard on 21 July 1966, whereby 
Hallstein could remain in office ‘a few more 
months’ after the merger (2). Instead, Schröder 
proposed that the existing Commission should 
stay in office until the entry into force of the 
customs union on 1 July 1968.

However, when the CDU–SPD ‘Grand Coalition’ 
was formed on 1 December 1966, Germany’s 
European policy priorities shifted. Firstly, the 
circles which considered it essential for the ex-
ecutive bodies to be rapidly merged so that a 
common energy policy supporting German 
coalmining could be launched gained impor-
tance. Secondly and most significantly, the new 
Chancellor Kurt-Georg Kiesinger believed that it 
was a matter of great urgency to re-establish 
good neighbourly relations between Germany 
and France. At a meeting of the foreign minis-
ters of the Six on 22 December 1966, State Sec-
retary Lahr put forward an amended version of 
Schröder’s transition proposal, under which the 
merged Commission would take up its duties at 
the beginning of 1967 and Hallstein would re-
tain the presidency until 1 July 1968. German 
demands on the duration of an extended man-
date for Hallstein were thus revised down-
wards (3). Kiesinger further reduced them when 
he referred to a term of ‘slightly less than a year’ 
at a summit with de Gaulle on 13 January 1967. 
However, the practical significance of this sug-
gestion was not clear. Only on 27 April, follow-
ing a long struggle, did Couve and his new Ger-
man counterpart Willy Brandt manage to agree 
that the merger should take place on 1 July 1967 

(1) AAPD 1966, Rolf Lahr’s comments, 6 April 1966, pp. 446–448.
(2) AAPD 1966, pp. 966–973, here p. 971.
(3) AAPD 1966, Rolf Lahr’s comments, 23 December 1966, p. 1659 et seq.

but that Hallstein would keep his post until 
31 December 1967. His mandate was thus ulti-
mately reduced by six months.

Under these conditions, Hallstein decided that 
there was no sense in continuing as President un-
less all the governments wished him to do so. 
When he learnt that the Belgian government was 
unaware of and did not support the talks be-
tween Couve and Brandt, he decided to put an 
end to what he felt was undignified manoeuvring 
over his role. On 3 May he sent a letter to Kiesinger 
asking him to refrain from nominating him as 
President of the merged Commission, pointing 
out that an agreement between the governments 
and the candidates to limit the term of office 
would undermine the Commission’s indepen-
dence and set a dangerous precedent. Further-
more, there was little chance that the merger of 
the former three executive bodies could be fruit-
fully completed within a bare six months. He de-
clined the French proposal to make him Vice-
President in the merged Commission after 
31 December 1967 (4), and Kiesinger’s attempts 
to change his mind were in vain.

Once it was certain that Hallstein was going to 
withdraw, the representatives of the Six lost no 
time in agreeing, at an Intergovernmental Confer-
ence on 5 June 1967, to appoint Jean Rey as Presi-
dent of the Commission. Sicco Mansholt was ap-
pointed with no difficulty at all as Vice-President. 
Von der Groeben, Levi Sandri, Colonna di Paliano 
and Rochereau also had their terms renewed. 
The new Commission was thus no less ‘political’ 
and desirous of consolidating the Community 
than the previous one. But, in terms of what the 
image of the Commission as the incarnation of 
the European project might achieve, the end of 
Hallstein’s Commission was tantamount to a de-
feat. In practice, for many years the Luxembourg 
compromise stood in the way of majority decision- 
making in the Council and so significantly dimin-
ished the Commission’s institutional role.

WilfrieD loth

(4) BA, WH 1126, Walter Hallstein to Kurt-Georg Kiesinger, 3 May 1966.
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Chapter 5

Jean Rey, 
moderate optimist and 
instinctive European

Although his name is not widely known and he 
is rarely regarded as one of Europe’s founding 
fathers, Jean Rey, who was born in Liège on 
15 July 1902, was one of the staunchest promot-
ers of European integration. He played this role 
with great faith and conviction throughout his 
long and varied career, which is regarded as 
something of a model in Community circles. First 
a member and then President of the Council, Rey 
then went on to serve as member and President 
of the Commission and, in his twilight years, as a 
Member of the European Parliament, a record 
few have matched. Born in Liège to a Protestant 
family, a Liberal politician and proponent, even 
in his youth, of a federal Belgium, by 1947 he 
had come to the attention of the socialist 
Paul-Henri Spaak, who marked him down as a 
likely key member of a future government (1).

A ‘serious’ youth culminates in  
political activism

Jean Rey spent his youth in an exceptionally cul-
tivated environment in which the culture of ideas 

(1) FPHS 677/9932, p. 10.

flourished. His father, Arnold Rey, was a clergy-
man of some prominence in Liège’s Protestant 
community. His mother, Hélène, came from a 
Liberal family which was very active in local and 
national politics; her father had been Mayor of 
Liège during the golden years of the Belle Époque, 
and her brother, Max-Léo Gérard, was private 
secretary to King Albert I, editor of the news - 
paper l’Indépendance Belge and Minister for Fi-
nance. By combining his law studies at Liège 
University, funded by a scholarship from the Uni-
versity Foundation, with a stint as Secretary of the 
University Group for the League of Nations be-
tween 1921 and 1926, Rey built on the work ac-
complished by his mother, who had been active 
in pacifist circles before the First World War. Less 
than 10 years after the end of that conflict, he had 
no hesitation in inviting German pacifists to 
Liège (2).

True to his ideals and the family tradition, the 
young Rey joined the Liberal Party in 1924. At the 
time this was tantamount to political suicide for 
an intellectual, as left-leaning Walloons were 

(2)  Balace, F., ‘Jean Rey, Liégeois et protestant’, in Balace, F., Declerq, 
W. and Planchar, R., Jean Rey — Liégeois, européen, homme 
politique, Les éditions de l’Université de Liège, Liège, 2002, p. 28.



The European Commission 1958–72 — History and Memories of an Institution110

increasingly voting socialist, partly as a result of 
the introduction of universal suffrage (1).

As such, it was not without a great deal of patience 
and a fortuitous combination of circumstances that 
he became first a town councillor in 1935 and then 
a member of Parliament in April 1939.

Once in Parliament, Rey spoke out on several oc-
casions against the policy of neutrality, which 
was supported at the time by the bulk of the Bel-
gian political establishment. During a debate in 
June 1939 he criticised government policy be-
cause it was asserted that there were no vital in-
terests at stake for Belgium, when in fact the 
country had a vital interest in peace but also an-
other, equally important interest, namely that an 
international system should apply in western Eur-
ope in which treaties, and the independence of 
small states, were respected. The Schuman Plan 
was still far in the future, and Europe was to suf-
fer a vast conflagration, one that would not leave 
the Rey family unscathed. Jean was to be held 
prisoner in Germany throughout the war, and his 
father and mother were to die in the bombings of 
May 1940, but even in those terrible times he was 
aware that he had a part to play and understood 
that an international system in which treaties 
were respected was the only possible path to 
peace in Europe. Sharply critical of the so-called 
independence policy (2), he displayed a clear in-
terest in federalism, a model he hoped Belgium 
would adopt (3).

From prisoner of war 
to government minister

Rey returned from captivity in 1945, but the joy 
of liberation was short-lived. His wife, Françoise 
Gevers, whom he had married in 1928 and who 
had borne him four children, Madeleine, Cécile, 
Jean-Jacques and Denise, passed away in 1946.

(1) Ibid., p. 21.
(2) Rey, J., La politique étrangère de la Belgique, Thone, Liège, 1937.
(3)  Rey, J., ‘L’État de demain’, Le Flambeau, February 1937, pp. 160–

168.

In the political arena, he resumed his duties as an 
MP and started campaigning for a federal Belgium. 
In October of that year he attended the Walloon 
National Congress, some of whose members were 
in favour of Wallonia becoming part of France. 
Inspired by the discussions he had had during 
captivity, he tried to persuade the audience that 
federalism was the right way forward. In the inter-
national camps to which the Germans had sent 
him while he was a prisoner of war, he came into 
contact with Czech, Polish and Yugoslav officers 
with whom he talked at length about the Slovak, 
Lithuanian and Croatian problems and came to the 
conclusion that, whenever a unitary State came up 
against a nationalist movement, it would inevitably 
break apart in the end. As he pointed out, the trick 
was to notice before it was too late (4)!

Whether in government or in opposition, Jean 
Rey remained consistent in his approach to the 
highly charged issue of the monarchy. While 
Minister for Reconstruction in the Eyskens gov-
ernment, he called for a referendum on the King’s 
return but, in the same speech, made it clear that 
he would accept the outcome only if both re-
gions of the country produced a ‘yes’ vote. A few 
months later, from the opposition benches, the 
Liberals having rejected a proposal to allow 
Léopold III to resume his reign, he stated his total 
opposition to the sovereign’s unconditional re-
turn as advocated by the Duvieusart government, 
since a majority of Walloons had voted against. 
To ensure that the nation’s institutions were pre-
served and to restore calm to the country, he 
joined a call for the heir to return. As Jacques Van 
Offelen notes in his memoirs, Rey displayed the 
same qualities during the royal crisis, in which he 
found himself in the ‘no’ camp, that he would 
deploy throughout his career. Eschewing slogan-
eering, he set out the issue logically with his 
characteristically rapid delivery. He was imagina-
tive, contributing new ideas; he strove to get to 
the heart of the matter (5).

(4)  ‘Discours de Jean Rey au Congrès National Wallon’, in Poorterman, 
J., Jean Rey nous parle, Chez l’auteur, 1984, p. 144.

(5)  Van Offelen, J., La ronde du pouvoir — Mémoires politiques, Hatier, 
Brussels, 1987, p. 80.
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By 1955 Paul-Henri Spaak perceived that Rey, to-
gether with Victor Larock, was one of the few 
politicians to take an interest in European affairs. 
Now Economic Affairs Minister, Rey provided the 
Belgian Foreign Minister with invaluable assis-
tance by placing at his disposal the most gifted 
members of his staff, Baron Snoy et d’Oppuers 
and Ambassador Van der Meulen, and by making 
a strong case for signing the Rome Treaties at a 
time when the Prime Minister, who, incidentally, 
had for too long been left in the dark about the 
negotiations, was reluctant to give his approval.

From external affairs to the Kennedy 
Round (1958–67): a career 
in the ascendant

In 1957, just before the common market came 
into being, the Belgian government had to pres-
ent its partners with a list of candidates for the 
posts created in the institutions established by 
the Treaty. Baron Snoy et d’Oppuers, who had 
signed the Rome Treaties and was Chairman of 
the Interim Committee, was interested, and told 
Spaak so. However, as a French-speaking Cath-
olic, he quickly realised that his chances of be-
ing put forward by a government dominated by 
socialists and liberals were slim, especially since 
a Flemish Catholic, Albert Coppé, was already a 
member of the High Authority. So, during a 
lunch at the University Foundation, he asked 
Jean Rey — his minister, but also a friend — to 
present his application. As a Walloon liberal and 
convinced European who already had signifi-
cant European experience under his belt as 
a result of his stint on the ECSC’s Council of 

Ministers, Rey was ideally placed to do so. He 
had been mooted in 1954 as a possible replace-
ment for Monnet as head of the High Authority, 
but at the time the Belgian government was in 
favour of renewing the Frenchman’s term of of-
fice. René Mayer had also put him forward as a 
possible President of the Commission, but at the 
time the Belgians were more interested in pro-
moting Brussels as the future headquarters of 
the institutions than in securing the presidency 
of an executive body.

Rey was made Chairman of the External Relations 
group, apparently at his own request, but he 
quickly became aware that, in practice, President 
Hallstein, regarded the EEC’s foreign policy as his 
own domain. A power struggle ensued, aggravat-
ed by Robert Marjolin, who also brought his influ-
ence to bear on the President, while other mem-
bers of the Commission, Mansholt in particular, 
did not resist the temptation to speak on the mat-
ter in public even without prior consultations. It 
was something Jean Rey, who deplored what he 
regarded as the President’s focus on foreign policy 
to the exclusion of everything else, would not 
easily forget (1).

An episode dating from 1961 illustrates the 
situation well.

The Commission took the decision to entrust 
President Hallstein with the accession negotia-
tions, effectively sidelining the Chairman of the 
External Relations group. As a former minister 
used to having his own portfolio and clearly de-
lineated responsibilities, Rey found this decision 
hard to swallow but accepted it nonetheless be-
cause it came from the Commission as a whole. 
But when he discovered that the Director-Gen-
eral for External Relations, Günther Seeliger (2), 
had also been overlooked against his advice, 
and that Jean-François Deniau had been pro-
moted over the heads of other, more senior 

(1) AULB, 126 PP, VI-34, Handwritten memo by Jean Rey, 18 June 1962.
(2)  Günther Seeliger, Director-General of External Relations at the EEC 
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directors-general who were equally deserving 
so that he could take part in the negotiations, he 
lost patience and resigned. Accusing Hallstein of 
deliberately pushing him out, Rey pulled no 
punches:

‘For five years I served in the Belgian govern-
ment under two different prime ministers, neither 
of whom was a political ally of mine. In Belgium, 
overall responsibility for the administration lies 
with the Prime Minister, but neither of them 
would ever have dreamt of treating their col-
league and his portfolio in such a cavalier fashion 
and with such a total lack of consideration.’ (1) 

During the early years Rey argued on several oc-
casions with his colleagues that the Commission 
should devote more time to general political re-
flection on subjects like how the common market 
should develop or the Commission’s internal or-
ganisation (2).

Within the Commission, he was critical of the insti-
tution’s failure to intervene in European political 
debate. In his view, the Commission’s role was to 
guide public opinion and the European con-
science (3) and that it should therefore give vocal 
support to the Community dimension of the inte-
gration process. As he stated on several occasions, 
the Commission had to assume its take on the full 
political dimension, and its members should not 
be mere clergy, but prophets (4). However, he also 
understood that it was not the Commission’s role 
to take initiatives in the arena of political integra-
tion but that it should work to ensure rapid imple-
mentation of the Treaty of Rome in all areas and 
strengthen the Community by adapting, with pa-
tience and goodwill, to internal political develop-

(1)  AULB, 126 PP, VI-35, Letter from Jean Rey to President Hallstein, 
25 October 1961. (Translation)

(2)  AULB, 126 PP, VI-34, Various handwritten memos from Jean Rey 
and a memo from Jean Rey to the President and members of the 
Commission, 15 May 1959, 6 pages.

(3)  AULB, 126 PP, VI-34, Memo from Jean Rey to the President and 
members of the Commission, 15 May 1959, p. 2.

(4) AULB, 126PP, VI-34, Handwritten memo, 7 September 1959.

ments in the Member States (5). True to himself, he 
remained intransigent when it came to principles 
— the Commission should, he felt, prefer struggle 
to compromise — but be flexible about practical 
arrangements and formalities, perhaps in contrast 
to President Hallstein, for whom protocol, and 
what it represented for his office, was of para-
mount importance.

Rey took an even tougher line when addressing 
his fellow Commissioners in 1959, deliberately 
putting the cat among the pigeons by arguing 
that the Commission should be the leading au-
thority of the Community; it should say what had 
to be done and should make the national admin-
istrations fall into line, rather like the Council of 
State did in France. Nor should it shrink from 
condemning infringements of the Treaties in pub-
lic (6). In a memo on the political situation at the 
time, he set out in detail his view of the Commu-
nity’s political development, deploring what he 
saw as a deliberate policy of aggression against 
its very political substance (7). It was high time, 
he felt, for the Commission to bring its concerns 
to the public’s attention and to make it plain that 
it would not stand idly by, still less collaborate (8). 
Condemning the management’s silence and what 
appeared to be resignation (9), he concluded with 
a sentence that went straight for the jugular: ‘I am 
convinced that the Community will emerge from 
this victorious — if, that is, its bosses are pre-
pared to come out fighting.’

But a majority of his fellow Commissioners, or at 
least of the most influential ones, disagreed. In 
January 1962, nothing having changed, he went 
back onto the offensive with a devastating cri-
tique to the effect that: the Commission’s virtually 
exclusive focus on technical issues had gone 
hand in hand with timidity on the political front; 
it had sidestepped controversial issues, it had 

(5)  AULB, 126PP, VI-34, Memo from Jean Rey to the President and 
members of the Commission, 15 May 1959, p. 2

(6)  AULB, 126 PP, VI-34, Handwritten memo, 7 September 1959.
(7)  AULB, 126 PP., VI-34, Memo from Jean Rey to the President and 

members of the Commission, 20 June 1960, p. 4. 
(8) Ibid. 
(9) Ibid. (Translation)
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been lacking in leadership as regards the Assem-
bly, it had been craven in its dealings with gov-
ernments and it had completely failed to lead 
European public opinion (1). He deplored the 
lack of common positions and public memoran-
da. The fact that the debate on his memo was 
deferred for more than five months — which he 
regarded as unacceptable in itself — demonstrat-
ed his lack of support within the Commission. 
His fellow Commissioners felt that, while he was 
generally right on the facts, his conclusions went 
too far and that he painted far too pessimistic a 
picture of the Community. Robert Marjolin coun-

(1)  Memo from Jean Rey to the President and members of the Commis-
sion. Commission discussions on the eve of his second term, 
13 January 1962.

tered that real progress had been made and that 
it was pointless wasting energy taking a stand on 
the different phases of this process, i.e. the plans 
for political cooperation.

In October 1962, following the failure of the 
Fouchet Plans, the governments were still unable 
to make progress. Rey drafted a chapter of the 
Commission’s programme for political union (2) 
in which he called on the Commission to stand 
firm and ensure that the integration process re-
tained its Community dimension. More than 
20 years before Maastricht, he put forward a 
compromise consisting of setting up a purely po-
litical pillar in the foreign policy and defence 
field and a second pillar strengthening the Com-
munity in its existing form, while also increasing 
the powers of the European Parliament, to be 
elected by universal suffrage, as well as the ex-
ecutive’s economic and financial powers. In his 
vision, far from obstructing each other, these two 
structures would be complementary. They would 
develop in parallel, rather like the pillars of a ca-
thedral which the builders erected sure in the 
knowledge that one day they would be joined by 
a common vault (3). He also argued against start-
ing talks on political union with the countries en-
gaged at the time in accession negotiations. It 
was, he felt, a matter for the Six alone.

On 14 January 1963 General de Gaulle vetoed the 
United Kingdom’s accession and the talks ground 
to a halt. This was the Community’s first, and by 
no means last, major setback. Behind closed 
doors, a row broke out between the Commis-
sioners. Jean Rey was outraged to see the Com-
mission’s leadership role being opportunistically 
surrendered in exchange for the promise of a ne-
gotiating brief. He declared to his fellow Com-
missioners, who had rallied, under the President’s 
leadership, to the ‘wait-and-see’ approach pro-
posed by Marjolin, whom Rey regarded as having 
a decisive influence over Hallstein, that the Com-
mission’s silence made him ashamed. Noting the 

(2)  ‘Action programme’. Draft chapter on political union prepared by 
Jean Rey, 15 October 1962, 3 pages.

(3) Ibid., p. 3.

Returning from Geneva and the successful conclusion of 
the Kennedy Round talks, Jean Rey is met by the press on 

his arrival at Brussels airport.
(16 May 1967)
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deep divide between the French government and 
the Five and the immense damage done to the 
common market’s external relations, Rey argued 
that the Commission should protest and defend 
the Community, its system and its spirit by taking 
more initiatives and raising its profile (1). But, as 
on other occasions, his endeavours to make the 
Commission pull together and work as a team 
came to nothing. From then on, the Commission 
made its views known through the personalised 
speeches given by the President or, in a diametri-
cally opposed style, by Mansholt.

Two years later, with the ‘empty chair’ crisis show-
ing no signs of abating, Rey was confined to bed 
at home in Tilff on the banks of the Ourthe. Un-
usually for him, he felt that the Commission was 
quite right to say nothing in public on the subject 
and become embroiled in a disagreement with the 
French President. It was for the governments of 
the Six to take the initiative; there could be no 
question of holding talks with the French on the 
basis of a unilateral infringement of the Treaty of 
Rome. The most urgent thing was to get the sys-
tem up and running and separate the agricultural 
issue from the political one (2). Was it diplomacy 
or pragmatism that dictated his attitude? Whatever 
the reason, it did not stop him taking the view, in 
contrast to Spaak, that the Commission’s conduct 
on 30 June had been beyond reproach, for only 
then had it become clear that no solution could be 
found and that the period requested by the Com-
mission in which to put forward compromise pro-
posals had been rejected.

From the beginning of 1958 Rey represented the 
Commission on the Maudling Committee. Talks 
were to prove difficult. Initially, even though the 
Commission devoted a great deal of time to the 
proposed free trade area — something Jean Rey 
subsequently regretted and apologised to his fel-
low Commissioners for — he had to badger the 

(1)  AULB, 126 PP, VI-34, Handwritten memos from Jean Rey, 23 and 
30 January 1963; AULB, JR, 126 PP, VI-34, Memo from Jean Rey for 
the UK crisis file, 23 January 1963.

(2)  AULB, 126 PP, Letter from Jean Rey to an unknown addressee 
(probably Joseph Van der Meulen, the Belgian Permanent Repre-
sentative to the EC), 13 September 1965.

Commissioners and the President to decide on a 
course of action and to empower them to give 
instructions to his officials. There were significant 
differences of opinion between the Six, but the 
Commission, sidestepping ideological debate and 
focusing on practical solutions, issued a number 
of memoranda, probably at Rey’s instigation. 
While open to debate, the Belgian soon became 
convinced that the Commission must play its role 
as guardian of the Treaties and press forward on 
that basis; that it should ensure that other institu-
tions did not obstruct its work, and that some of 
the British conditions were clearly unacceptable 
from an economic viewpoint (3).

The former Economic Affairs Minister soon took 
an interest in the trade-related aspect of his portfo-
lio and it was not long before he set up a ‘shock 
division’ (4) to conduct three sets of negotiations 
within the GATT framework. First, negotiations 
with the other directorates-general. These were 

(3) Speech by Jean Rey to the European Parliament, 25 June 1958.
(4) Interview with Paul Luyten, 21 October 2004.

The art of persuasion

‘President Rey had an apartment at the end of 
Brussels’ rue de la Loi, on the edge of the Parc du 
Cinquantenaire, just a stone’s throw from his 
office in the Joyeuse Entrée building.

One of his colleagues told me that, when he was 
trying to persuade the Commission to take a difficult 
decision but one which he felt was right and he 
sensed they had reservations, he would sometimes 
declare an hour’s break, for example from 7.00 to 
8.00 p.m., so he could go home and freshen up.

When he returned to the meeting, obviously he 
was fresher than his colleagues who were not fortu-
nate enough to live next door to the office. Appar-
ently that helped him on more than one occasion 
to persuade the Commissioners that he was right.’

Recollections of Jean-Claude Eeckhout, 31 October 2005. 
 (Translated from the French)
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the easiest even though, occasionally, differences 
arose between Rey and the Directorate-General 
for Agriculture. Second, negotiations with the 
Member States, which were the most complex. 
And finally, with third countries, which proved to 
be the hardest of all for although some of the part-
ners were gentlemen, others, not to put too fine a 
point on it, were gangsters. Jean Rey kept a close 
watch on developments and did not hesitate to 
roll up his sleeves when his colleagues, who en-
joyed his full confidence, needed his support. A 
talented negotiator, he had the knack of tilting the 
scales in the Commission’s favour at the crucial 
moment. Paradoxically, it was in the depths of the 
French crisis that Rey secured his place as future 
President of the Single Commission by speaking 
on behalf of the whole Commission, the successful 
conclusion of the Kennedy Round (1) being much 
remarked on at the time. Public opinion, and the 
Council members, had been impressed by his 
work and that of his colleagues.

A presidency cut short ...

Once Walter Hallstein had rejected the compro-
mise solution outlined by the French and Ger-
man governments to extend his term of office 
until 1 January 1968, Rey’s name was quickly put 
forward. As indicated above, his very positive 
public image worked in his favour. Jean Monnet 
wrote personally to Brandt, who was already al-
most convinced, to support Rey’s nomination: ‘I 
think that the best possible candidate is the one 
you mentioned to me some time ago and that is 
Mr Rey’ (2). Their choice made for a certain mea-
sure of continuity in a period of crisis. Sicco 
Mansholt, as Vice-President, was also in the run-
ning, but the French government may have been 
concerned about the Dutchman’s occasionally 
extreme political views. Above all, it probably re-
garded it as crucial to keep Mansholt at agriculture, 
where he could pursue a policy which reflected 

(1) See Chapter 17, pp. 356–359.
(2)  FJME, AMK 112/112, Letter from Jean Monnet to Willy Brandt, 

12 May 1967.

French interests (3). Jean Rey, in contrast, was re-
garded by Couve de Murville, at least with hind-
sight, as very close to France and easy and pleas-
ant to work with, even though he retained a 
degree of nostalgia for supranational ideals and 
was saddened by the French position on some 
issues, such as the UK’s accession (4).

The Hallstein Commission’s legacy included two 
poisoned chalices: the question of enlargement 
and the merger of the institutions’ executive bod-
ies and their respective administrations.

The 1965 Treaty had been put on the back burn-
er and, once Jean Rey was appointed, it fell to 
him to implement it: this entailed not just allocat-
ing portfolios within the new Single Commission 
but also overseeing the merger of the respective 
administrations. This was a tricky matter because 
individuals’ interests were very much at stake. 
Fortunately, he had the invaluable assistance of 
the Executive Secretary of the EEC Commission, 
Émile Noël, who almost two years earlier had set 
up a small group, with the help of the Secretar-
ies-General of the other two executives, to pre-
pare the reorganisation of the administration and 
also, to an extent, the Commission itself. Noël 
and Rey had gradually got to know, appreciate 
and trust each other over the years. Together they 
quickly took over the reins of what was to be the 
Single Commission. Émile Noël was appointed 
Secretary-General of the new Commission and so 
continued to sit at the same table as the Commis-
sioners themselves.

The new Commission was larger and more di-
verse. The members had to get to know each 
other or catch up with old acquaintances. Having 
experienced the difficulties of working under a 
somewhat authoritarian presidency, Jean Rey 
tried to operate on a more collegial basis, some-
times to the detriment of his own control over 
Commission business. He was soon obliged to 
leap to the defence of Raymond Barre, who had 
been excoriated by the British press for taking 

(3) Joint interview on 15 October 2004.
(4)  Couve de Murville, M., Une politique étrangère 1958–1969, Plon, 

Paris, 1971, pp. 306–307.
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orders from General de Gaulle and, shortly after-
wards, Sicco Mansholt, whose comments had 
provoked a furious reaction from Michel Debré, 
the new French Foreign Minister.

Drawing on the experience he had acquired 
during the Kennedy Round, the new President 
made it clear from the outset to the Commission 
and MEPs that he intended to pursue dialogue 
with the Member States. While the Commission 
was determined not to give up any of its respon-
sibilities, powers or authority, it was deeply 
convinced of the need for closer, ongoing coop-
eration with the governments of the Member 
States. And not just with the Council, which the 
Commission conferred with on a regular basis as 
a matter of course, but also, he stressed, with 
the governments (1). He launched this policy 
with a tour of European capitals in the autumn 
of 1967.

At the very start of his presidency, during his first 
press conference, Jean Rey emphasised the Com-
mission’s political role. In his view, the organisa-
tion’s remit was twofold, being not purely eco-
nomic but also political; its role would not be 
confined to economic management. Indeed, giv-
en the Commissioners’ backgrounds, it had an 
eminently political character (2).

In the policy statement he made to Parliament 
introducing the new Commission, he called for 
more social progress in the Community and, 
above all, briefed his audience on the new op-
portunities that had been created by the merger 
of the Communities, opportunities which had to 
be seized immediately. This involved developing 
industrial policy, establishing the much coveted 
common energy policy, which hitherto had been 
obstructed by the existence of separate executive 
bodies, setting up a European research policy — 
it was time, Rey argued forcefully, to stop be-
moaning Europe’s backwardness in that area and 

(1)  AULB, 126 PP, VI-36, Commission of the European Communities, 
Speech by Jean Rey to the European Parliament, Strasbourg, on 
20 September 1967, p. 14.

(2)  Commission of the European Communities, Press conference by 
Jean Rey, Brussels, 13 July 1967, p. 11.

to start seeking practical solutions — and boost-
ing regional policy (3). Accordingly, he made 
some of his colleagues responsible for oversee-
ing change in these new or reinforced areas and 
set up new administrative units, or directorates- 
general to be more precise, to carry out these 
new duties in a more specialist capacity.

As regards the allocation of portfolios, as Presi-
dent, Rey wanted to focus exclusively on overall 
policy, but he retained responsibility for the Legal 
Service, a horizontal body essential to the smooth 
running of the Commission and of which he had 
been in charge since 1958.

To some extent, the Commission was paralysed 
by the issue of enlargement because it was re-
quired to submit detailed opinions on the sub-
ject, sometimes at short notice, whereas the posi-
tion of the Member States, and the French 
government in particular, remained unchanged. 
Rey, who invariably sought consensus within a 
Community framework, was powerless to change 
this situation, which adversely affected the work-
ing environment and undermined trust between 
partners. It was his view that the Commission 
should direct the activities of the Community. 
When the situation gave cause for concern, it was 
his job to table proposals which reflected the — 
often divergent — positions of the Member States. 
And so he adopted a prudent approach. On oc-
casions he took exception to comments by his 
fellow Commissioner, Sicco Mansholt, on French 
domestic policy or the possibility of a Europe 
without France. But the reality of the situation 
was that, faced with the second French veto, the 
Commission was powerless.

Unlike his predecessor, Rey wanted the Commis-
sion to play a role in leading European public 
opinion, as he had already made clear, and dur-
ing his stint as President he worked to raise 
awareness of European issues by supporting the 
initiatives of the directorate-general responsible 

(3)  AULB, 126 PP, VI-36, Commission of the European Communities, 
Speech by Jean Rey to the European Parliament, Strasbourg, 
20 September 1967, p. 11.
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for communication, but also by taking more gen-
eral initiatives within the Commission itself. In 
1969 the Commission published its first multi-
annual action programme, in which von der 
Groeben first mooted the idea of examining the 
problems of a European constitution in the mak-
ing. It also produced a number of public memo-
randa and considered organising conferences 
open to what is now referred to as civil society. 
Jean Rey felt that, in normal circumstances, an 
enlightened public was bound to opt for integra-
tion. But the fact was that the public still had to 
be enlightened and, in his view, that was one of 
the most vital tasks of future conferences (1). Ini-
tially, the Commissioners, in line with Rey’s think-
ing, were directly involved in organising confer-
ences via their chefs de cabinet. Typically, in 
1968, Rey appointed his faithful chef de cabinet, 
Raymond Rifflet, chairman of the working group 
responsible for preparing the Youth Conference (2), 
which was to take place in 1970 just before the end 
of his term as President. Initially, two further con-
ferences were planned, one for the two sides of 
industry and the other for the farming industry.

Like other observers, Rey accepted that the Com-
munity was in crisis in 1968 but his optimism was 
undented, and he did not lose heart when things 
failed to work out as planned. Like the Commis-
sion as a whole, he worked tirelessly to improve 
the situation and to talk up any hopeful signs. The 
Community was not paralysed, he insisted; the 
customs union had been completed, the main  
agricultural market organisations had been estab-
lished and customs and trade policy regulations 
had been adopted. The Commission was also 
drafting major reform programmes for agricultural 
structures, and work on monetary, technology, re-
gional and energy policies was proceeding apace. 
However, he was not overoptimistic, as was shown 
by his Aachen speech in May 1969, when he ex-
plained that every step of the way had been fraught 

(1)  AULB, 126 PP, VI–37, Memo from Raymond Rifflet to Jean Rey, 
9 September 1968, p. 5.

(2)  AULB, 126 PP, VII-39, Letter from Jean Rey to Marcel Hichter, 
Directeur général de la Jeunesse et des Loisirs (Brussels), 
18 July 1968.

‘Building a reconciled 
and united continent’

Jean Rey drafted his speeches himself, 
sometimes drawing inspiration from memos 
produced by his colleagues. As a rule, he opted 
for a structure setting out all the points to be 
covered and added key words to remind him 
of his train of thought.

‘How beautiful Europe would be if it were 
united, if our old continent, ravaged by 
centuries of conflict and whose conflicting 
nationalisms triggered the last two world wars, 
were able to rise above its past divisions and 
yesterday’s nationalisms and build a society 
based on human freedom, international 
reconciliation and social progress! “Make that 
God of yours bigger if you want us to worship 
him,” Voltaire once said to a Christian of his 
day. Well, our task is to build a reconciled and 
united continent, one which today’s young 
people can see is worth working and striving 
for.

That was the ideal which — almost 20 years 
ago — inspired the founders of the European 
Communities, and it remains our ideal today. 
Have our Member States forgotten that? Can’t 
they see that unifying our ravaged continent is 
the greatest political task they have undertaken 
since World War II, a task which has earned 
them the respect of the whole world and one 
to which they should devote their intelligence 
and efforts as a matter of priority!’ (3)

Extract from Jean Rey’s speech to the European 
Parliament in Strasbourg on 15 May 1968. 

(Translated from the French)

(3)  AULB, 126 PP, VII-38, Commission of the European Communities, 
Speech by Jean Rey to the European Parliament, Strasbourg, 
15 May 1968, p. 13.

with difficulty; there had been the problems of 
merging three different administrations, which had 
had to be brought together to form a homoge-
neous single body, as well as the need to maintain 
the creative dynamism of an organisation which 
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had become larger and more bureaucratic and had 
to deal with increasingly complex problems, an 
ever-increasing number of meetings and a con-
stantly growing burden of paperwork. Last but not 
least, he mentioned the serious political disputes 
that had arisen between the governments of the 
Member States, disputes which had still not been 
resolved and which had made the task much hard-
er, had slowed down the Community’s develop-
ment and had soured the atmosphere in Eur-
ope (1).

(1)  AULB, 126 PP, VII-40, Speech given by Jean Rey, President of the 
Commission of the European Communities, at the Charlemagne 
Award ceremony (the prize was received by the Commission as a 
whole) on 15 May 1969, 15 May 1969, p. 3.

A few months before, in February 1969, he had 
confided to President Nixon — not that it came as 
a surprise to anybody — that the root of the prob-
lem was the personality of the French President, a 
great man but also an autocrat who was unaccus-
tomed to pooling foreign policy, with the result 
that his five partners had a great deal of difficulty 
in getting their point of view across to him. (2)

General de Gaulle’s resignation on 28 April 1969 
ushered in a new era of European construction. 
France dropped its policy of systematic obstruc-
tion and accepted the principle that the United 

(2)  AULB, 126 PP, Summary of talks with President Nixon, 24 February 
1969, p. 1.

Jean Rey at a press conference, flanked by the Spokesman, Bino Olivi, and Deputy Spokesman, Paul Collowald, together 
with his chef de cabinet, Raymond Rifflet, and Deputy chef de cabinet, Alex Hoven.

From left to right: Raymond Rifflet, Bino Olivi, Jean Rey, Paul Collowald and Alex Hoven.
(26 June 1970)
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Kingdom could join the Community. The Commis-
sion was now able to get back to work. It issued a 
new opinion to the Council on the accession ap-
plications from the United Kingdom, Ireland, Den-
mark and Norway. Rey argued, unsuccessfully, for 
the inclusion of a chapter drafted by Rifflet, which 
significantly boosted the institutions’ powers and 
advocated deepening and an institutional reform, 
which would enable the Community to acquire 
the means necessary for its enlargement, since its 
strength and development were one of the factors 
of enlargement (1). But this opinion was not shared 
in full by all the Commissioners and it was not 
long before it came under heavy attack, with  
Deniau taking a diplomatic line and Barre being 
much more outspoken (2). At a meeting of the 
chefs de cabinet, Rifflet was practically the only 
one to argue with the French nay-sayers. The Presi-
dent was isolated, sometimes launching a frontal 
assault on his colleagues without first making sure 
behind the scenes that he carried the majority with 
him. Was he naive? The fact is that Rey believed 
that people were reasonable and intelligent. That 
this was one of his weaknesses, one of very few, 
there can be no doubt, but it also reflects his nobil-
ity of spirit.

In view of the danger of bilateral talks producing 
divergent outcomes, Rey regarded it as crucial that 
the negotiations should be conducted along the 
same lines as the Kennedy Round. In other words, 
the Commission was authorised to negotiate on 
the Community’s behalf, keeping the Council con-
stantly informed of developments and following 
its instructions. As it turned out, two years later, by 
which time Rey’s term of office had ended, the 
Commission was far more closely involved in the 
work than in 1963, but it was not to have a man-
date in the strict sense of the term.

Despite harbouring various misgivings about the 
role of the European institutions, President 

(1)  AULB, 126 PP, VII-41, La relance européenne: une volonté poli-
tique, Interview with Jean Rey, President of the Commission of the 
European Communities, by Claude Delmas, pp. 7–8. 

(2)  AULB, 126 PP, VI-40, Memo from Raymond Rifflet to Jean Rey, 
19 September 1969, p. 1.

Pompidou decided to organise a summit confer-
ence, which took place in The Hague on 1 and  
2 December 1969. In significant contrast to previ-
ous years, this time the Commission was present. 
Represented by the President, the Vice-Presidents 
and a number of senior officials, it was involved 
in some aspects of the preparations as well as the 
conference itself. The French government, which 
had initially envisaged the Commission’s involve-
ment as symbolic or at best marginal, made a 
concession. This was certainly at the insistence of 
Rey, who personally drafted the Commission’s 
memorandum for the summit.

But, in the wake of the conference, the Presi-
dent’s legendary optimism began to fade. His first 
reaction was one of disappointment. No progress 
had been made on political Europe, nor had 
there been any discussion of the need to strength-
en the institutions. That was what he had really 
wanted to see on the table, for he was a true  
Eur opean federalist, even though he rarely said 
as much. However, in spite of his disappoint-
ment, he joined the majority of commentators in 
welcoming the new impetus imparted by the 
Hague conference.

Rey’s mandate was renewed by general consent in 
1970, but for just one year. As one of his friends 
wrote to him at the time, the French government 
was in favour of renewing his mandate, but the 
same letter stressed that Paris wanted the number 
of Commissioners to be reduced the following year 
and a new President to be appointed at that stage.

One year later Rey learnt with surprise and a cer-
tain amount of bitterness that the Belgian govern-
ment had nominated Albert Coppé as the sole Bel-
gian member of the new Commission. He had 
realised that the Belgian government’s man - 
oeuvres to retain a 14-member Commission were 
doomed to failure since Jean Monnet, via his Com-
mittee, had pressed for it to be reduced, and he 
regarded it as likely that the Italian government 
would eventually come up with a suitable presi-
dential candidate. But he was convinced deep 
down that he would stay on as the Belgian 
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Étienne Davignon expresses 
his admiration for Jean Rey

‘We always feel a certain sense of pride when some-
one we admire and respect discharges their duties 
brilliantly. So I was thrilled to see you in action: un-
wavering in your determination that the rights, 
power and prestige of the Commission, whose fun-
damental characteristics Mr Harmel reminded us of 
yesterday evening, should never be diminished; 
indignant whenever the Community’s future was 
called into doubt — and there were reasons 
enough to fear the worst during the darkest days of  
Mr Couve de Murville’s last presidency or when  
Mr Debré got carried away yet again; confident 
that, eventually, even the governments would be 
forced to acknowledge that the Community ap-
proach was the only way forward; skilful, patient 
and persuasive when certain delegations had to be 
cajoled into breaking the deadlock and a compro-
mise had to be forced through; keeping a sense of 
proportion which allowed you to smile in the face of 
adversity and eschew triumphalism when your ef-
forts were crowned with success. And, through it all, 
retaining an unshakeable sense of humour, which 
you shared with us yet again yesterday evening.

All these qualities, placed in the service of a great 
cause, have helped to get the Community back 
on track. Thanks largely to your faith, the Com-
munity has taken another step towards its radiant 
future, while losing nothing of its originality or 
departing from its basic objectives.’ (4)

Extract from a letter from Étienne Davignon 
to Jean Rey, 30 June 1970. (Translation)

member because, in May of that year, Pierre  
Harmel had told him he was the government’s 
number one candidate and had opined that do-
mestic and regional policy considerations should 
not come into play when the European Commis-
sioner was appointed; all that mattered was who 
was the best man for the job (1). But that was to 
underestimate the determination of Albert Coppé, 
the second Belgian member, who had joined the 
Commission via the ECSC, to stay on as Commis-
sioner, his tena city and his influence over the Flem-
ish wing of the Belgian Christian Social Party. Rey 
wrote at the time that the reasons for his departure 
were tied up with Belgian domestic policy consid-
erations (2). Whatever his qualities, as a liberal at a 
time when the governing coalition in Belgium was 
of a Christian and socialist persuasion, he simply 
did not carry the right party card. ‘I can imagine 
how the ship’s captain must feel after guiding his 
vessel safely through the storm only to be denied 
his triumphant entry into port’, wrote Étienne Davi-
gnon at the time. ‘I’m deeply saddened that our 
diplomacy has failed to achieve its twin objectives 
of extending your presidency and placing the ac-
cession negotiations in your hands.’ (3)

Other roads to the same 
European ideal

When his term ended, Rey, like other Presidents, 
was tempted by offers from the private sector. He 
accepted the posts of board member at Philips Elec-
trical and Chairman of the Board of Directors of 
Société financière de transports et d’entreprises in-
dustrielles (Sofina) and Papeteries de Belgique in 
addition to a number of other functions, such as 
Chairman of the Board of the Liège-based Société 
d’études et d’expansion. He continued his work as 
President of the Administrative Board of the College 
of Europe, a position he had held since 1964.

(1)  AULB, 126 PP, Memo from Jean Rey on the Commission presiden-
cy. Discussion with Pierre Harmel, Strasbourg, 14 May 1970, p. 3.

(2)  AULB, 126 PP, Letter from Jean Rey to Baron Jean van den Bosch, 
Belgian Ambassador to London, 20 January 1971.

(3)  AULB, 126 PP, VII-48, Letter from Étienne Davignon to Jean Rey, 
30 June 1970. (Translation)

But, as a man of action, he voiced his concern 
whenever the European project appeared to lose 
momentum. ‘Let’s be frank here: the Community 
gives the impression of lacking leadership. It 
must be led, and led right now. Isn’t it the role of 
a former President of the Commission to sound 
the alarm?’ (5) In 1971 he invited the former Com-

(4)  AULB, 126 PP, VII-48, Letter from Étienne Davignon to Jean Rey, 
30 June 1970.

(5)  AULB, 126 PP, VII-50, Rey, J., ‘La communauté n’est pas gou-
vernée’, Vision, December 1971, p. 18. (Translation)
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missioners and Presidents of the Communities to 
meet to discuss problems of immediate relevance 
and to write a manifesto criticising the Communi-
ties’ lack of momentum while sparing the Com-
mission itself in so far as pos sible. A minority of 
the persons he contacted agreed to take part.

Appointed President of the European Movement 
in 1974, he breathed some new life back into the 
organisation. He focused his energies on organis-
ing the Congress of Europe, which took place 
early in 1976 and was attended by all the Euro-
pean leaders of the day. The Congress culminat-
ed in the ratification, by a comfortable majority, 
of a resolution which bore his stamp.

A long-standing advocate of a European Parlia-
ment elected by universal suffrage, and on the 

back of his European experience and commit-
ment, Rey was elected to the prestigious assem-
bly in 1979 with more than 40 000 preference 
votes. Aware of his own limitations, he withdrew 
from the scene a year later at the age of 78, but 
not without first having made his mark on Parlia-
ment’s Political Affairs Committee.

The man, his faith and his loyalties

Being part of a minority on the Belgian political 
scene, and, for a long time, within his own party 
and by virtue of his faith, Jean Rey learnt at a 
young age to be patient or, more precisely, to 
persevere. His parents showed him how to live a 
life of action and struggle, but also one illumi-
nated by tolerance and clear thinking.

A short text written in captivity to the memory of 
his parents bears eloquent witness to their deci-
sive influence on his attitudes and character and 
to the depth of his faith.

Jean Rey believed in the ‘primacy of the spirit’ and 
in logic when it came to developing institutions. 
For him, in economics, human attitudes counted 
as much more important than material factors (1). 
He had a spiritualist vision of the law.

Perhaps because of his rather drab sartorial style 
or his modest persona, he often came across to 
people who did not know him well as austere 
and serious-minded. In reality, in a small group, 
Jean Rey had a lively and caustic sense of hu-
mour. However, intellectually and socially, he 
preferred substance over style, to which he per-
haps did not attach enough importance.

This explains the particularly human side which 
Jean Rey had as President. He was a good lis-
tener and always open to the views of Commis-
sion staff. He was not remote, as his predecessor, 
Hallstein, had been; on the contrary, shortly after 

(1)  ‘Le Marché commun sera-t-il source de dynamisme économique?’, 
Speech by Jean Rey to Société royale d’économie politique de Bel-
gique, 20 March 1959.

Jean Rey leaves the Commission

‘You have helped us all never to lose hope and to 
follow your example of clarity, courage and 
strength.’

(Letter from Fausta Deshormes to Jean Rey, 
30 July 1970) (Translated from the French)

__________

‘Right to the last you kept hope alive, defended 
the institutions and valued your colleagues.’

(Letter from Michel Gaudet to Jean Rey, 
2 July 1970) (Translated from the French)

__________

‘For someone like me who has devoted a consider-
able part of his life to the European ideal, it is ex-
tremely precious to me to see the Commission 
headed by a man as deeply committed to that ideal 
as you.’

(Letter from Michel Albert to Jean Rey, 28 July 1970) 
(Translated from the French)
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taking up his duties, he met staff representatives 
and remained relatively available throughout his 
term of office.

All the evidence shows that President Rey was 
very well regarded by all staff at all levels. Obvi-
ously, this was particularly true of his close col-
leagues, even though he could sometimes adopt 
a somewhat managerial, even scathing tone, but 
he was never unkind. As one colleague remi-
nisced, ‘I’ve never had a boss who treated me 
with such consideration, took such an interest in 
me and showed such tolerance of my failings, 
while at the same time constantly reproaching 
me for them (1)!’

Highly rated by his colleagues, Jean Rey repaid 
them with unstinting loyalty. He took part of his 
economic affairs team, which had followed him 
from the Ministry for Reconstruction, to the Com-
mission: Pierre Lucion, the doyen of the chefs de 
cabinet and, naturally, a native of Liège, Alex 
Hoven, his deputy chef de cabinet and Miss Leveu-
gle, his loyal secretary. Every day the group joined 
the President for a tea break and a chat, a habit of 
Rey’s which dated back to his ministerial days (2).

His cabinet was more of a place where ideas 
were mooted and exchanged than a focal point 
of management or individual and/or institutional 
strategies. This was the case with Pierre Lucion 
and would be even more so with Raymond 
Rifflet. Hence, too, the growing influence of 
Émile Noël, with whom Rey got on well, on the 
institution and behind the scenes.

Rifflet took over from Lucion in 1967. Rey’s deci-
sion to choose a socialist chef de cabinet — re-
flecting the make-up of the Belgian government 
of the day — was probably dictated as much by 
political considerations as by his natural prefer-
ence for a person who shared his ideals and be-
liefs.

(1)  Planchar, R., ‘Quelques souvenirs autour de Jean Rey’, in Balace, F., 
Declercq, W. and Planchar, R., op. cit., p. 51. (Translation)

(2)  Interviews with Régine Leveugle, 1 October 2004, and Jean-Claude 
Eeckhout, 3 December 2003.

In the course of his long career at the Commis-
sion, Rey also benefited from his close relation-
ship with the Belgian Permanent Representative 
to the Communities, Joseph Van der Meulen. A 
bond of trust was established between the two 

‘Tea with the President’

At the Belgian Ministry of Economic Affairs  
in 1954

‘At five o’clock the whole cabinet, plus Jean Rey, 
took tea in my office and the deputy chef de cabi-
net’s office. [...] The conversation always flowed 
freely at these meetings thanks to the Liège faction: 
the Minister, invariably chatty to a fault, dispensing 
anecdotes to the assembled company, and his ad-
viser, the cultivated bachelor Pierre Lucion, who 
had been his chef de cabinet at the Ministry of  
Reconstruction in 1949–50.’

Van Offelen, J., La ronde du pouvoir — Mémoires 
politiques, Hatier, Brussels, 1987, p. 149.

At the Commission

‘Jean Rey used to interrupt his cabinet’s work for 
15 minutes during the afternoon. It was an op-
portunity to catch up with his colleagues and, 
sometimes, with some official or other who wasn’t 
a member of his cabinet.

When the honour fell to me, I must admit to being 
somewhat taken aback. Ten minutes or so before 
teatime, the President’s secretary phoned me and 
said he wished to see me. I wondered anxiously 
what serious mistake I must have made. But, when 
I entered the President’s office, he said to me: at 
the lunch yesterday where you represented  
Mr Coppé it was mentioned that you’re fond of 
sorbet. And since the kitchen has sent up to us 
what was left over to have with our tea, I thought 
you might like to join us. When I left, he said I could 
come and have tea with him whenever I liked. I’ll 
never forget that little kindness, so typical of Presi-
dent Rey.’ (Translated from the French)

Recollections of Jean-Claude Eeckhout, 31 October 2005.
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men which extended beyond exchanges of ideas; 
they also swapped a large number of confidential 
documents. But it seems that most of Jean Rey’s 
close friends were from his home town of Liège.

Indeed, he would go ‘back home’ every week to 
Liège or, more precisely, the nearby village of 
Tilff, where his second wife, Suzanne, whose first 
husband, a close friend of Rey’s, had been shot 
by the Germans in Liège in May 1943, lived with 
their children. Even while he was President, Rey 
attended the parish meetings of his Liège church 
whenever possible and stood in for the organist 
when required. For Jean Rey was a talented musi-
cian who first learnt to play the violin but eventu-
ally came to prefer the piano. He was also a prac-
tising Protestant. Faithful to the 19th century, 
liberal Protestantism, which left its mark on some 
sections of the Belgian elite, he was tolerant and 
favoured an exchange of ideas which reconciled 
religious belief with freedom of thought, a view 
regarded as a pre-condition for the development 
of intelligence (1).

Some contemporaries of Jean Rey maintain that 
his Protestant faith was a factor which influ-
enced his solidarity with other decision-makers. 
It can also be safely assumed that his member-
ship of the Freemasons played a role. Less secu-
lar in outlook (2) than his chef de cabinet 
Raymond Rifflet, as a young lawyer he had 
worked under the leadership of Charles  

Magnette, a pillar of the Grand Orient of Bel-
gium. While a prisoner-of-war at Fishbeck Oflag, 
he founded a lodge entitled ‘L’obstinée’. As in 
other areas, he remained true to his beliefs and 
commitment, for this somewhat atypical but 
big-hearted and decent man (4) believed that 
abiding by one’s decisions was the price of fu-
ture success. As he stated in an interview with a 
French journalist in 1969, ‘I’m probably less like-
ly to become downhearted or discouraged pre-
cisely because I’ve never thought the ideas I 
believed in were endangered just because they 
encountered obstacles. On the contrary, my ex-
perience as a member of a minority has taught 
me to struggle in the firm conviction that my 
ideas would have their day in the future.’ (5)

Yves conraD

Memo from Raymond Rifflet

‘Whether there are 6 or 10 of us, we can no 
longer wait for events to take matters out of 
our hands and decide for us; such events exist 
only in the imagination of the lazy and of 
history professors.’ (3)

Memo to the President from Raymond Rifflet, 
Jean Rey’s chef de cabinet, dated 25 September 1969. 

(Translated from the French)

(3)  AULB, 126 PP, VII, Memo from Raymond Rifflet to Jean Rey, 
25 September 1969, p. 1.

(4) Courrier du personnel, No 123, 17 July 1970, p. 25.
(5)  Jean Rey to Emmanuel de la Taille, 2 June 1969, quoted by Fenaux, 

R., op. cit., p. 226. (Translation)

(1)  Fenaux, R., Jean Rey, enfant et artisan de l’Europe, Labor, Brussels, 
1972, p. 18.

(2) Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.
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Chapter 6

The development 
of the Single Commission 
(1967–72)

The establishment of a Single Commission was to 
be a political event of all the greater importance 
for European integration as it was conceived as a 
precursor to the merger of the Communities. But, 
as we have seen, the ‘empty chair’ crisis bore the 
seeds of a weaker Commission (1), a develop
ment which successive Commissions would at
tempt to stymie. It also delayed the entry into 
force of the Merger Treaty, initially scheduled for 
January 1966. It was only at the summit on  
29 and 30 May 1967, where the 10th anniversary 
of the Treaties of Rome was celebrated, albeit 
somewhat belatedly, that the Heads of State or 
Government, meeting in the Italian capital, de
clared their intention of bringing the Treaty of  
8 April 1965 on the merger of the institutions of the 
three Communities into force on 1 July 1967 (2).

The Single Commission took office just a few 
weeks after Harold Wilson’s Labour government 
presented in May the second British application 
to join the Community. For five and a half years, 
until the enlargement of the Community from six 
to nine Member States actually took place, the 

(1)  See Chapter 4.
(2)  FJME, AMK 112/4/8, Communiqué of the Conference of Heads of 

State or Government, 30 May 1967.

question of the accession of the United Kingdom 
and the other applicant countries was a key issue 
for the Commission. The new executive also had 
to prepare the changeover from the transitional 
period to the definitive phase of the EEC in Janu
ary 1970. Now that the common agricultural pol
icy was operational and the customs union about 
to be attained ahead of schedule on 1 July 1968, 
it was also keen to develop new common pol
icies and to bring in new budgetary rules follow
ing the merger of the budgets and the establish
ment of own resources (3). And the Commission 
was under growing pressure to adjust the institu
tional system so as to help the Community func
tion more efficiently.

The development of the Single Commission must 
be seen in the international context. Whereas the 
ECSC saw the light of day when the Cold War of 
the Stalinist era was at its height and while the 
two Commissions set up by the Treaties of Rome 
took office just before East–West tensions flared 
up with the crises in Berlin (1958–61) and Cuba 
(1961–62), the Single Commission came onto the 

(3)  On these questions, see chapters on enlargement and the various 
policies.
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scene at a time when détente was consolidating, 
particularly with the strategic arms limitation talks 
between the superpowers (especially SALT I), the 
new diplomatic line being taken by certain Mem
ber States, led by the Federal Republic of Ger
many, where Willy Brandt, who was Foreign Min
ister (1966–69) and then Chancellor (1969–74), 
launched a bold new policy of openness to the 
East, and the beginnings of a dialogue between 
the countries in the Atlantic Alliance, the Warsaw 
Pact countries and the neutral and nonaligned 
States in Europe at the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), culminating 
in the Helsinki Summit in 1975.

The Rey Commission: establishment 
and major policy guidelines

Thought was already being given to the member
ship of the future Single Commission in 1966, but 
nothing much happened until Walter Hallstein 
decided not to seek reappointment. The Belgian, 
Jean Rey (1), who had been favourite since the 
Rome summit, was the obvious choice for Presi
dent. He was appointed for two years and his 
appointment renewed for a further year in July 
1969. The Commission he was to head did not 
look so much like a merger as a ‘confluence’ of 
two bodies into a third (2). Of the 14 members of 
the new Commission, nine came from the former 
executives — just one from the Euratom Commis
sion, two from the ECSC High Authority and six 
from the EEC Commission.

The Single Commission held its first meeting on  
6 July 1967 and took the basic measures needed 
to be able to operate (provisional Rules of Proce
dure, practical organisational measures, etc.). The 
first delicate task of allocating portfolios was 
completed on 20 July. In the meantime, the Com
mission took the oath of office before the Court 
of Justice in Luxembourg, in the afternoon of 13 
July. The oath was the standard practice at the 

(1)  See also p. 114. 
(2)  Europe, 10 July 1967.

High  Authority and the Euratom Commission and 
was provided for by the Merger Treaty. But the 
new Commission took a vote — which passed by 
a majority of one, its President — to decide  
whether to continue with this tradition (3).

On the morning of 13 July, the Commission Presi
dent presented his programme of action to the 
press, before fleshing it out before the European 
Parliament on 20 September and discussing it 
with the governments of the Member States dur
ing a tour of the capitals in the autumn. Jean Rey 
felt that the Single Commission should organise 
the merger of the administrations, already under 
preparation by the secretariesgeneral of the three 
executives for more than a year, and should con
sider the problems arising from the merger of the 
Treaties so as to put proposals to the govern
ments. He wished to go beyond the achievements 
of the Hallstein Commission and to tackle indus
trial problems, draw up an energy policy, develop 
research, bring a regional policy into operation 
and make progress on social matters. And, at the 
political level, he believed that the Commission 
had two main dossiers to address: preparing for 
enlargement and strengthening the Community 
institutions through regular and close cooper
ation between the Commission, the Council and 
the governments of the Member States (4).

A year later, on the historic date of 1 July 1968, 
when the customs union was completed, the 
Commission spelt out its objectives and laid down 
a wideranging programme for the five years 
ahead, which thus seemed to bind its successor 
also. It wanted to advance towards economic 
 union by harmonising monetary, tax and social 
policies, to make further progress towards federal 
institutions, to restore majority voting in the 
Council, to end the veto, to give the Commission 
executive powers, to speed up democratisation 
by giving the European Parliament budgetary 
powers, to help the people of Europe participate 

(3)  Ibid.
(4)  FJME, AMK C 33/5/153, Press conference by Jean Rey, 13 July 1967. 

See also Europe, 20 and 21 September 1967.
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in Community life through direct elections and to 
involve economic, social and intellectual circles 
by organising conferences and other meetings 
with the social partners and with agricultural and 
youth organisations (1).

The emphasis placed by the Commission on the 
institutional aspects of European integration are 
clear evidence of its President’s interest in these 
matters but also of the difficulties facing a Com
munity threatened with a period of immobility 
after General de Gaulle’s second veto on United 
Kingdom accession in November 1967. The pol 
i tical crisis linked to the disagreements between 
the French government and its five partners had 
the effect, among others, of aggravating the ten
dency of the decisionmaking process to seize up 
that had become apparent from 1965 onwards. In 
the summer of 1968 the procedure for merging 
the Communities provided for by Article 32 of the 
1965 Treaty and presented as the logical and de
sirable sequel to the merger of the executives by 
the Rome Summit, by ministers in the Member 
States (such as Willy Brandt), by the European 
Parliament, which wanted to be involved in draft
ing the new Treaty, and by members of the Com
mission from the President down, reached an im
passe (2). The merger was supposed to happen 
within three years and to improve Community  
integration and satisfy France, which had been 
calling for this since 1963. Jean Rey was aware 
from the outset that the merger would not be 
easy to bring about and would take time. But the 
first time he spoke to the press, in July 1967, he 
argued that the Commission could begin prepara
tory work on proposals to the governments on its 
own initiative without awaiting instructions from 
the Council.

For a year the reflections on the merger of the 
Communities continued in parallel in the Euro
pean Parliament and the Commission. One of the 
points was to decide between straight harmonisa

(1)  BAC 3/1978 44, Statement by the Commission of the European 
Communities, 1 July 1968.

(2)  CEAB 2 2658, Draft general report of the Single Commission,   
30 November 1967.

tion, which would probably amount to aligning 
the ECSC Treaty on the EEC Treaty, and drafting 
a new Treaty, which would require a political 
commitment from the Member States. The proced
ure and timetable for drafting the Treaty also had 
to be decided on. On 12 December 1967  
the European Parliament’s Political Affairs Com
mittee asked the Belgian, Fernand Dehousse, to 
produce a report on the difficulties raised by the 
merger of the Treaties. He did not conceal his 
preference for a text that would be more than a 
list of amendments or additions. He raised the 
question of majority voting, to be entered in the 
new Treaty along with provisions to avert the risk 
of another ‘empty chair’ crisis or at least to  
attenuate its effects (3). The Commission also 
asked its Legal Service for an opinion, and this 
seemed to recommend a limited merger without 
changing anything in terms of the substance of 
the Treaties (4). This was followed by a ‘stock
taking’ of problems arising from the merger that 
was concerned chiefly with economic matters but 
also with the question of majority voting and that 
was to serve as the basis for a document to be 
laid before the Council (5). But at the end of July, 
as the Bulletin of Agence Europe tells us, Jean 
Rey’s obstinate optimism no longer had sup
port (6). The project seemed to have been aban
doned de facto partly because of internal misgiv
ings about accepting it among the former Euratom 
and ECSC departments (7) and partly because it 
was feared that all the governments would agree 
to would be no more than a secondrate Treaty 
that made purely technical changes on the basis 
of the lowest common denominator (8). That be
ing so, would it perhaps be better to go for new 
developments in Community integration without  
necessarily merging the Treaties?

(3)  CEAB 2 2658, Note by F. Dehousse, 19 December 1967;  
Minutes of EP Political Affairs Committee, 8 and 15 February 1968; 
EP Resolution, 15 May 1968.

(4)  Europe, 2 February 1968.
(5)  Europe, 22, 23, 24, 25 and 29 April 1968.
(6)  Europe, 29 July 1968.
(7)  JeanClaude Eeckhout, group interview, 19 October 2004.
(8)  Europe, 29 April and 30 July 1968.
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Within the Commission, the assessment of the 
Community’s position was even more pessimistic 
at the beginning of 1969. For JeanFrançois  
Deniau, the question of the institutions was now 
the most important issue. He took the view that 
the Council and the Commission had become in
creasingly less effective for the past five years as 
power seemingly shifted to the Permanent Repre
sentatives even though they took no actual deci
sions (1). For the SecretaryGeneral, Émile Noël, 
the institutional setup needed improving. Major
ity voting should be introduced in the Council. 
And he felt that the Commission was not working 
well because there were too many members and 
because every decision or proposal had to go  
before the full Commission (2).

There was no lack of internal tensions in the 
Commission. They were sometimes aired public
ly, as when two Commissioners took up diamet
rically opposed positions on the supranational 
nature of the Community. On 10 December 1968, 
Raymond Barre, the French VicePresident of the 
Commission stated — though he specified he 
was speaking personally — that supranationality 
was a false debate, an outmoded ideological con
flict dating from the 1950s. As he saw it, the prob
lem of majority decisionmaking did not have the 
‘almost theological’ importance that some at
tached to it; it was clear from the way the Treaties 
of Rome were applied that the signatory States 
had retained their freedom of action and that not 
one of them was ready for a supranational Com
munity. On 10 January 1969 Colonna di Paliano, 
the Italian Commissioner, took quite the opposite 
personal view. For him, ‘supranationality is not a 
fetish, it is a method’, the method of a Commu
nity that could not operate on an intergovern
mental basis. These disagreements prompted a 
Member of the European Parliament to put a 
written question asking the Commission to state 
its views, notably on its own role in relation to 
the Council. The Commission replied that each of 

(1)  FJME, AMK C 33/1/276, Note by Jacques Van Helmont of a conver
sation with Deniau, 28 January 1969.

(2)  FJME, AMK C 33/4/186 and 33/4/200, Notes by Jacques Van Helmont 
after a conversation with Émile Noël, 8 February and 2 June 1969.

its members enjoyed extensive freedom of ex
pression, but it also referred to its statement of 
1 July 1968 and recalled that the Community was 
not a mere intergovernmental organisation of the 
traditional kind (3).

The institutional question was raised by President 
Rey again on 12 March 1969, when he presented 
the general report for 1968 to the European Par
liament. Stronger institutions (stronger executive 
powers for the Commission, stronger powers for 
the European Parliament) were presented as an 
essential component of the Community. For Jean 
Rey, it was not an alternative to enlargement but 
it also did not complicate it. To the contrary it 
was a necessary condition for ensuring that the 
Community would not be weakened by the ar
rival of new Member States. Jean Rey thus 
launched a debate on the enlargement versus 
deepening issue, which would be at the heart of 
the deliberations of the Hague Summit in  
December 1969.

The Hague Summit: a challenge for the 
Commission (4)

The idea of convening a summit meeting of 
Heads of State or Government to find a way out 
of the deadlock in the Community was launched 
by Georges Pompidou a few days before he was 
elected to succeed General de Gaulle as Presi
dent of the French Republic in June 1969. The 
newly elected President then confirmed his pro
posal at his first press conference and it was of
ficially presented to the Council of the Communi
ties on 22 July by the Foreign Minister, Maurice 
Schumann. The French authorities’ objective was 
to take a less isolated position and to give fresh 
impetus to cooperation between the Member 
States on the basis of the threepronged approach 

(3)  BAC 3/1978 44, Information notes, 7 February and 28 March 1969.
(4)  On the Hague Summit, see Bitsch, M.Th., ‘Le sommet de la Haye 

— La mise en route de la relance de 1969’, Loth, W. (ed.), Crises 
and compromises: the European project, 1963–1969, BadenBaden, 
Nomos, 1969, pp. 539–565; and Journal of European Integration  
History, 2003, Vol. 9, No 2, 2003, The Hague Summit of 1969,  
J. van der Harst. 
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of ‘completion/deepening/enlargement’. The dir
ection indicated by this approach coincided with 
France’s interests but also went some way to
wards meeting its partners’ expectations. The 
idea was to adopt a financial regulation before 
moving on to the final stage of the common mar
ket on 1 January 1970, to launch new policies 
aimed at deepening integration and, now that 
Paris had agreed to the principle, to prepare  
for negotiations for the accession of the United 
Kingdom and the other applicant countries.

Initially, the French initiative prompted a sceptic
al, mistrustful response from the other govern
ments, especially in Belgium, the Netherlands 
and Italy, as well as from the Commission and the 
European Parliament. As to the substance, France 
was suspected of wanting to slow enlargement 
down by adding to the preconditions to be met. 

In fact, the French government regarded comple
tion (the financial regulation) and an agreement 
between the six Member States on the terms for 
admission as unavoidable preliminaries, but it ac
cepted the idea of working simultaneously on 
enlargement and deepening. As to the details, 
there were even greater reservations. There were 
many in Europe who saw the concept of the 
summit, which was reminiscent of the Fouchet 
Plan, as having something of a Gaullist connota
tion and as raising the spectre of an attempted 
subordination of the Community institutions to 
an intergovernmental type of body. And they had 
not forgotten the Rome meeting of Heads of State 
or Government in 1967, which had yielded no 
positive benefits for Community integration.

For all these reasons, the Commission President 
was not keen on the idea of a summit, initially at 

At the summit in The Hague, Commission officials assert ‘that it is possible to be a European official and to  
believe in Europe sincerely and unreservedly’. Konrad Adenauer is on the poster in the centre of the picture.

(Courrier du personnel, No 96, 7 January 1970, p. 15)
(2 December 1969)
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‘On the eve of the summit conference to be held 
in The Hague on 17 and 18 November 1969 (1), 
the staff of the European Community institutions, 
bringing to bear the convictions that they have 
developed through years of commitment and 
service to Europe, publish the following 
manifesto:

1. Europe’s objectives

The peoples of Europe need unity if they are to 
perform the tasks that await them on the world 
stage.

This holds true if Europe — which has set the 
example and created the hope of a new type of 
relationship between nations by establishing the 
Community of Six — is to have the political 
means of promoting peace between continents 
around the world.

This holds true if Europe — which is the world’s 
largest trading power — is to have the political 
means of introducing a genuine policy for 
development with the less developed countries 
that themselves make an effort.

This holds true if Europe — the birthplace of the 
great ideologies and technical wonders of our 
time — is to have the political means to grant its 
peoples an ambition to give meaning to their 
labours, a scope which matches their ardour for 
progress and a hope to match the yearning of its 
youth for international fraternity.

By uniting to accomplish these tasks, Europe will 
avoid the political decadence that could 
transform a continent so richly endowed by 
nature, by its people, by its culture, its science 

and its history, into an aimless backwater in a 
world of titans.

2. Europe’s difficulties

The far‑from‑perfect unity achieved so far, 
however precious, has been the expression of a 
shared need to remove the obstacles to the 
development of each of us rather than the 
manifestation of a shared will to build a world 
that is developing for us all.

This absence of a common will, following the 
successful removal of customs barriers, is 
apparent in the fact that the common agricultural 
policy is being hampered by the exclusively 
national nature of economic and monetary 
policies, that common energy, industrial and 
scientific research policies are not taking shape to 
replace Europe’s current dependence on decision‑
making centres situated, by and large, elsewhere 
and that social policy does not look beyond the 
admittedly difficult task of upward harmonisation 
of living conditions to the transformations needed 
to meet the growing demand for greater 
responsibility in the world of employment.

This absence of a common will is also apparent in 
the fact that, going beyond the removal of 
obstacles to competition, the time has come to 
proceed as the ECSC did for mining and the steel 
industry and to convert to new activities the 
professions or regions which are no longer 
competitive, or to set up together the advanced 
infrastructures or facilities that cannot fit the 
national dimension.

This absence of a common will is also apparent in 
a growing institutional disequilibrium in the 
Community where, as the influence of the 

The Hague Summit, 1 and 2 December 1969 — European Manifesto

(Manifesto drafted at general meetings of staff to debate the issue on 28 October and  
distributed for signing by staff on 10 November 1969)

(1)  The summit was originally scheduled for midNovember but was 
postponed to the beginning of December at the request of the Ital
ian government as its Foreign Minister was ill.



131Chapter 6 — The development of the Single Commission (1967–72)

European Parliament and the role of the 
Commission are played down, the Council is 
overburdened; and, at the same time, there is a 
modus operandi in which weighing up the 
immediate interests defended by each of our 
governments distracts them from devising 
long‑term common policies.

If European integration is not to be thwarted by 
ever more cumbersome procedures, by ever 
tighter technical constraints and by ever weaker 
political motivation, the Hague Summit must 
both redefine the objectives and review the 
method.

3. Europe on the march

Europe’s unity, which cannot be a technocratic 
achievement or the result of a plethora of 
regulations, will be brought about by the freely 
expressed will of its peoples.

The expression of this will presupposes that 
Europe’s people are respected and can assert 
themselves not just as so many million consumers 
mired in moral and political apathy but as so 
many citizens wanting to pool their ideological 
and national values in a forward‑looking society 
which makes its contribution to the world.

The expression of this will also presupposes that 
political, economic and technical integration is 
guided by the leading lights of our schools and 
universities, the media, the arts and intellectual 
circles in the historic task of creating a European 
personality that is both one and multifaceted and 
that meets the needs of our times.

And the expression of this will presupposes that 
the planned Single European Treaty strikes a 
proper balance of powers through the democratic 
answerability of both the Council and the 
Commission, through the participation of the 
citizens, in particular via their trade and regional 
organisations, in all that concerns them at 
European level, through the autonomy of the 
Commission, including in the budgetary sphere, 

in managing the matters for which it is 
responsible, through majority voting in the 
Council in all areas where Community solidarity is 
sufficiently advanced, and through the 
establishment of a durable European public 
service responsible for devising, elaborating and 
proposing common solutions to the problems 
facing the Member States.

Thus Europe will be able to resume its march 
forward when the governments, guided by the 
freely expressed will of their people and relieving 
the Council of routine management questions, 
can address the vital issues of launching new 
stages in the contribution of Europe and pressing 
ahead with a genuine European policy in the 
world.

__________

It is in order to contribute to the expression of 
this will of the peoples of Europe that the staff of 
the Community institutions, in solidarity with all 
the citizens of Europe in their respective areas of 
responsibility who are striving for unity, issue this 
Manifesto.’

ACEU, Series Negotiations with the United Kingdom, 
No 21, Brussels Staff Committee, Informations, No 40,  

6 November 1969. 
(Translated from the French)
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least. But, since the Council appeared in practice 
to adopt the principle on 22 July — even though 
no decision was actually taken, Jean Rey immedi
ately announced that the Commission wished to 
attend the conference and be involved in the 
preparations (1). At the end of July, he went to 
Paris to meet the Foreign Minister and to plead 
the Commission’s cause so as to ensure that, as in 
1961 and 1967, it was not excluded from the sum
mit. Maurice Schumann did not take a particu
larly clear position, but the French government 
was very reluctant and let it be known that it saw 
no reason for proceeding in a different manner 
from the Rome summit (2). However, Georges 
Pompidou fairly quickly suggested inviting the 
Commission to a technical working meeting to 
report on Community problems, thus giving the 
impression that it was being treated with respect 
while keeping it in the background (3). In the 
battle surrounding the Commission’s attendance, 
Jean Rey obtained the support of the govern
ments of the other Member States. Only the Bel
gian government seemed ready to agree that, if 
the summit were to deal solely with general pol
icy options, it would be quite reasonable for the 
Commission not to be present (4).

The moment of truth came with the Council 
meeting of 15 September, which was to give the 
official decision on the organisation of the sum
mit. The decision was taken by the Foreign Min
isters over the ‘white cloth’ and not the ‘green 
cloth’ (as Jean Rey, who protested, put it (5)), that 
is to say at lunch, in the absence of the Commis
sion. Maurice Schumann persuaded his colleagues 
to agree to a summit that all of them stated they 
wished to prepare as thoroughly as possible with 
a view to bringing their views more closely into 
line and achieving positive results. The Luxem
bourg and Dutch ministers argued for Commis

(1)  ACEU, Council minutes, 22 July 1969.
(2)  AMAEF, 2724, Note by the western Europe subdirectorate,  

28 August 1969.
(3)  CHAN, GP, 5 AG 2, 1036, Note by Gaucher, 18 July 1969, and note 

by President Pompidou, undated, probably early September.
(4)  AULB, 126 PP, VII 42–43, Interview with Pierre Harmel and Willy 

Brandt, 3 September 1969.
(5)  ACEU, Council minutes, 17 October 1969.

sion participation, and this was accepted by 
France. Maurice Schumann reminded the meet
ing that the Commission was neither a supergov
ernment nor a seventh government and proposed 
that it attend the morning session on the second 
day of the summit to present a report on matters 
within its remit and answer questions from the 
governments. This was the solution adopted after 
the German minister, Willy Brandt, had suggested 
in vain that the Commission should be present at 
the beginning of the summit (6).

The Commission came up with two important  
papers during the preparatory stage. On 1 Octo
ber it adopted the (favourable) opinion on en
largement requested by the Council on 22 July 
and amplifying its opinion of 1967. When report
ing to the Council on 17 October, Jean Rey stated 
that, in the Commission’s view, there was a politi
cal link between enlargement and the measures 
to be taken before the end of the transitional 
period or the decisions on deepening the Com
munity. Strengthening the Community should not 
be seen as a prior condition for the accession of 
the applicant countries; the two processes had to 
run in parallel: ‘according to Jean Rey, it was only 
by dealing with the problems facing the Commu
nity in parallel that solutions could be reached’ (7). 
He also felt that de facto priority would nonethe
less be given to deepening as this would be tak
ing place in 1970–71, whereas enlargement could 
actually happen only after the Accession Treaties 
had been negotiated and ratified, which would 
probably mean the end of 1971 at the earliest.

The Commission also prepared an aidememoire 
for the Conference of Heads of State or Govern
ment, which it discussed at its meeting on  
22 October. Several speakers (Mansholt, Sassen, 
Coppé, Levi Sandri, Haferkamp and Colonna di 
Paliano — the latter in writing (8)) came out in 
favour of developing monetary cooperation or 

(6)  AULB, 126 PP, VII 42–43, Note of 16 September 1969 (record of 
lunch, 15 September 1969).

(7)  ACEU, Council minutes, 17 October 1969.
(8)  AULB, 126 PP, VII 42–43, Letter from Guido Colonna di Paliano to 

Jean Rey, 21 October 1969.
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even of establishing economic and monetary  
union by 1975 or thereabouts, an idea already 
put forward at length in a paper by Hans von der 
Groeben on 16 October, while Raymond Barre 
spelled out the detailed implications in terms of 
economic institutions and common policies and 
the necessary preparatory measures. There was a 
consensus in the Commission in favour of calling 
for stronger Community institutions, and several 
members were worried that the summit confer
ence might encroach on their territory. But opin
ions diverged on the question of cooperation on 
defence and foreign policy, which von der 
Groeben and Levi Sandri both wanted to see. 
Others felt that the time was not ripe (Raymond 
Barre) or that it was not for the Commission to call 
for developments here (Sassen, Colonna di 
Paliano). A number of other issues were consid
ered too, particularly the need for a solution to 
the difficulties of Euratom and the value of imple
menting industrial, social and regional policies (1).

The aidememoire was refined over the following 
weeks and finally dated 18 November before be
ing sent to the Heads of State or Government and 
published in the Cahiers de la documentation 
euro péenne. The Commission no longer expressed 
reservations about the idea of the summit but 
hoped that it would allow recent difficulties to be 
overcome and a new political stimulus to be given 
to European integration. It set out its own vision 
of the ‘completion/deepening/enlargement’ tril
ogy. It proposed completing the process set in 
motion with the customs union by establishing 
economic and monetary union and determining 
the measures that would need to be taken in the 
five years ahead in the industrial, technological, 
social and regional fields. It called for stronger 
and more democratic institutions and for progress 
towards political union in Europe. For the imme
diate future, it saw a need for measures to lay 
down the multiannual Euratom research pro
gramme, to adopt a financial regulation based on 
the establishment of own resources, to increase 

(1)  AULB, 126 PP, VII 42–43, Note by Émile Noël for President Rey,  
31 October 1969.

the budgetary powers of the European Parliament 
and to prepare for the reopening of negotiations 
on the enlargement of the Communities (2).

The Commission’s staff were also involved in the 
debate on revitalising Europe. A manifesto (see box 
on pp. 130–131) was drafted at staff conferences on 
28 October and distributed for staff to sign. This was 
not a demand for measures to benefit the staff but 
a profession of faith in Europe, calling for unifica
tion under pressure from the people (3). On the first 
day of the summit, Euratom staff demonstrated at 
The Hague, alongside the European Youth Move
ment, to express their dissatisfaction and their impa
tience, with slogans such as ‘Assez de blabla, des 
actes’, ‘Euratom se meurt, l’Europe aussi’, ‘Contre 
l’Europe des trusts et des technocrates’ and ‘Droit 
de vote aux Européens’ (4).

At the first session of the summit in the afternoon 
on Monday 1 December, the Heads of State or 
Government reviewed European problems, in
cluding Community questions naturally, but they 
scarcely touched on institutional questions, given 
France’s opposition. As planned, the Commission 
attended only the Tuesday morning session. It 
was represented by Jean Rey, who was accompan
ied by Edoardo Martino and four officials but not 
by the full group of VicePresidents, as had been 
suggested. President Rey made a statement that 
the final communiqué drafted in the afternoon 
passed over in silence, although the 16 points 
covered (see box on pp. 134–135) extensively 
matched the Commission’s hopes (5). The final 
communiqué confirmed the irreversible nature of 
the construction of the Community and its ulti
mate political objectives. Regarding completion, 
the Heads of State or Government decided to 

(2)  BAC 79/1982 221, Aidememoire from the Commission of the  
European Communities for the Conference of Heads of State or 
Government (transmitted for information purposes to the Euro
pean Parliament).

(3)  ACEU, Negotiations with the United Kingdom series, No 21,  
Brussels Staff Committee, Informations, No 40, 6 November 1969, 
European Manifesto. 

(4)  Europe, 1 and 4 December 1969.
(5)  Ludlow, P., ‘An opportunity or a threat? The European  

Commission and the Hague Council of December 1969’, Journal of 
European Integration History, Vol. 9, 2003, No 2, pp. 11–25.
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‘1. On the initiative of the Government of the 
French Republic and at the invitation of the 
Netherlands Government, the Heads of State or 
Government and the Ministers for Foreign Affairs 
of the Member States of the European 
Communities met at The Hague on 1 and 2 
December 1969. The Commission of the 
European Communities was invited to participate 
in the work of the conference on the second day.

2. Now that the common market is about to 
enter upon its final stage, they considered that it 
was the duty of those who bear the highest 
political responsibility in each of the Member 
States to draw up a balance sheet of the work 
already accomplished, to show their 
determination to continue it and to define the 
broad lines for the future.

3. Looking back on the road that has been 
traversed, and finding that never before have 
independent States pushed their cooperation 
further, they were unanimous in their opinion 
that by reason of the progress made the 
Community had now arrived at a turning point in 
its history. Over and above the technical and legal 
sides of the problems involved, the expiry of the 
transitional period at the end of the year has, 
therefore, acquired major political significance  
[...]

4. The Heads of State or Government therefore 
wish to reaffirm their belief in the political 
objectives which give the Community its full 
meaning and scope [...]

5. As regards the completion of the Communities, 
the Heads of State or Government have 
reaffirmed the will of their governments to pass 
from the transitional period to the final stage of 
the European Community and, accordingly, to lay 
down a definitive financial arrangement for the 
common agricultural policy by the end of 1969.

They agree to replace gradually, within the 
framework of this financial arrangement, the 
contributions of member countries by the 

Community’s own resources, taking into account 
all the interests concerned, with the object of 
achieving in due course the integral financing of 
the Community’s budgets in accordance with the 
procedure provided for in Article 201 of the 
Treaty establishing the EEC and of strengthening 
the budgetary powers of the European 
Parliament.

The problem of direct elections will continue to 
be studied by the Council of Ministers.

6. They have asked the governments to continue 
without delay, within the Council, the efforts 
already made to ensure a better control of the 
market by a policy of agricultural production 
making it possible to limit the burden on budgets.

7. The acceptance of a financial arrangement for 
the final stage does not exclude its adaptation by 
unanimous vote in an enlarged Community, on 
condition that the principles of this arrangement 
are not watered down.

8. They have reaffirmed their readiness to 
expedite the further action needed to strengthen 
the Community and promote its development 
into an economic union. They are of the opinion 
that the integration process should result in a 
Community of stability and growth. To this end 
they agreed that, within the Council, on the basis 
of the memorandum presented by the 
Commission on 12 February 1969, and in close 
collaboration with the latter, a plan in stages will 
be worked out during 1970 with a view to the 
creation of an economic and monetary union.

The development of monetary cooperation 
should be based on the harmonisation of 
economic policies.

They agreed to arrange for the investigation of 
the possibility of setting up a European reserve 
fund which should be the outcome of a joint 
economic and monetary policy.

Final communiqué of the Hague Summit
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9. As regards the technological activity of the 
Community, they reaffirmed their readiness to 
continue more intensively the activities of the 
Community with a view to coordinating and 
promoting industrial research and development 
in the principal pacemaking sectors, in particular 
by means of common programmes, and to 
supply the financial means for the purpose.

10. They are further agreed on the necessity of 
making fresh efforts to work out in the near future 
a research programme for the European Atomic 
Energy Community designed in accordance with 
the exigencies of modern industrial management, 
and making it possible to ensure the most 
effective use of the Joint Research Centre.

11. They reaffirmed their interest in the 
establishment of a European university.

12. The Heads of State or Government 
acknowledge the desirability of reforming the 
Social Fund, within the framework of a closely 
concerted social policy.

13. They reaffirmed their agreement on the 
principle of the enlargement of the Community, 
in accordance with Article 237 of the Treaty of 
Rome.

In so far as the applicant States accept the Treaties 
and their political aims, the decisions taken since 
the entry into force of the Treaties and the 
options adopted in the sphere of development, 
the Heads of State or Government have indicated 
their agreement to the opening of negotiations 
between the Community on the one hand and 
the applicant States on the other.

They agreed that the essential preparatory work 
for establishing a basis of negotiation could be 
undertaken as soon as practically possible. By 
common consent, the preparations are to take 
place in the most positive spirit.

14. As soon as negotiations with the applicant 
countries have been opened, discussions on their 
position in relation to the EEC will be started with 
such other EFTA members as may request them.

15. They instructed the Ministers for Foreign 
Affairs to study the best way of achieving progress 
in the matter of political unification, within the 
context of enlargement. The ministers are to 
make proposals to this effect by the end of July 
1970.

16. All the creative activities and the actions 
conducive to European growth decided upon 
here will be assured of a greater future if the 
younger generation is closely associated with 
them. The governments have endorsed this need 
and the Communities will make provision for it.’

Europe, Wednesday 3 December 1969.
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adopt a financial regulation by the end of the 
year, to replace national contributions by own re
sources and to reinforce the budgetary powers of 
the European Parliament. To strengthen the Com
munity, they agreed to set in train moves towards 
economic and monetary union, an industrial re
search and development policy and a European 
university. They agreed to open negotiations with 
the applicant countries without specifying a date, 
contrary to what five of the Member States and 
the Commission wanted, although France agreed 
that the President would announce that there was 
agreement that negotiations would begin as soon 
as the Member States had agreed on the condi
tions for accession, probably in mid1970. And 
the summit instructed the ministers to study the 
best way of achieving progress in the matter of 
political unification and decided that the younger 
generation should be more closely involved in 
the construction of Europe.

The Commission was bound to approve of the 
decisions taken as they went well beyond the let
ter, if not the spirit, of the objectives set by the 
Treaties of Rome (1). At the interinstitutional con
ference on 11 December, the three institutions in 
the decisionmaking triangle took stock of the 
summit, coming to a broadly positive conclusion. 
When speaking of the Commission’s view,  already 
made public on 5 December, President Rey  
expressed satisfaction with the agreements on 
completion, on the opening of negotiations and 
on cooperation in monetary and social matters, 
but he regretted the failure to come to a decision 
on political union and the election of Parliament 
by direct universal suffrage (2). Expressing a per
sonal opinion in a letter to Jean Monnet, Jean Rey 
was even more reserved. Following the Hague 
Summit, although he felt that he detected an at
mosphere that was more conducive to cooper

(1)  AULB, 126 PP, VII 41, Letter from Jean Rey to Jean Monnet,  
29 January 1970.

(2)  ACEU, Negotiations with the United Kingdom series, No 21, Infor
mation note on the Interinstitutional Conference (the annual con
ference between the Council, the Commission and Parliament in 
1969 was devoted to the current situation and the future of the 
European Community following the Hague Conference and was 
held in Strasbourg on 11 December).

ation within the Council, he continued to reject 
firmly the idea of periodic meetings of Heads of 
State or Government that might take the place of 
the Community institutions and prevent any pro
spect whatsoever of majority voting. He also felt 
that the summit had been unimaginative as  
regards political union (3).

This balanced judgment well matched the signifi
cance of the summit, which was not the catastro
phe initially feared by the Commission but did 
leave a threat hanging over the equilibrium of the 
Community system. Although the meeting of 
Heads of State or Government was not institu
tionalised, it did provide an impetus that helped 
Europe out of its impasse, even if Parliament was 
reinforced little, if at all, and the Commission’s 
right of initiative was jeopardised. Admittedly, 
with support from five Member States, the Com
mission avoided being completely sidelined but, 
by fairly quickly coming round to the idea of the 
summit, by agreeing to participate in it and by 
preparing documents that were so solid that the 
French authorities had to respect them (particu
larly the opinion on enlargement (4)), the Com
mission was able to contribute to making a suc
cess of the summit. And the decisions taken at 
The Hague had a number of beneficial effects on 
it: greater financial autonomy and, above all, the 
possibility of influencing the various new projects 
launched. While it fell to the Rey Commission to 
prepare the final stages, the budgetary reforms of 
the spring of 1970 and the start of the accession 
negotiations, from July 1970 onwards it was for 
the Malfatti Commission to manage the problems 
of enlargement and deepening.

Early days of the Malfatti–Mansholt 
Commission

Three years after it took up office, the Single 
Commission was to be reduced from 14 to nine 

(3)  FJME, AMK C 33/5/201, Jean Rey to Jean Monnet, 8 December 
1969.

(4)  CHAN, GP, 5 AG 2, 52, Note on the Commission opinion on  
enlargement.



137Chapter 6 — The development of the Single Commission (1967–72)

members under Article 10 of the 1965 Merger 
Treaty. Under the rotation principle adopted in 
Luxembourg after the ‘empty chair’ crisis, it would 
be Italy’s turn to designate a President. Despite 
these rules, there was a debate in the first half of 
1970 on the membership of the Commission that 
was to succeed the Rey Commission at the begin
ning of July. The idea of maintaining a 14strong 
membership until enlargement was defended by 
the Netherlands and above all by Belgium, with 
both countries wishing to retain two seats on the 
Commission so as to represent two different pol
itical affiliations. This would enable Jean Rey to 
stay on at the Commission and, in all probability, 
to play a major role in the negotiations that were 
about to start with the United Kingdom. Italy also 
supported this scenario, which would give it 
three Commissioners, and the government in 
Rome seemed ready even to give up the presi
dency (1). Others wanted Jean Rey to stay on in a 
slimline ninemember Commission. Jean Monnet 
and those in charge at the Agence Europe were 
among them (2). The Commission itself and  
its President seem to have avoided becoming  
directly involved in the discussion (3).

On 11 May the Foreign Ministers finally decided 
to apply the Treaty without attempting to inter
pret it and without making amendments that 
would have to be ratified in all six Member States. 
Italy selected Franco Maria Malfatti from among 
the names put forward for the presidency. He 
was appointed for two years but left a few months 
before the end of his term of office to stand in the 
early elections that had been called in his coun
try. He was replaced at the head of the Commis
sion for the remainder of 1972, until the Commis
sion of the enlarged Community took office, by 
the Dutchman, Sicco Mansholt, who had held the 
agriculture portfolio since 1958.

(1)  FJME, AMK 115/3/8, Note by Jacques Van Helmont, 27 January 
1970, and AMK C 33/4/222, Note by Jacques Van Helmont,  
19 March 1970. See also Europe, 14, 20 and 23 April 1970.

(2)  Europe, 14 April 1970.
(3)  FJME, AMK C 33/5/211, Letter from Jean Rey to Jean Monnet,  

11 May 1970.

On 1 July 1970 the Rey Commission held its final 
meeting (the 128th of the Single Commission). 
Five of its 14 members would stay on in the  
Malfatti Commission and help bring about the 
continuity that was symbolised by the ceremony 
for the transfer of powers from one President to 
the next on 2 July, when the ninemember Com
mission took office. This was a simple and sober 
event that took place in the President’s office in 
the Berlaymont building. After introducing the  
directorsgeneral to his successor, Jean Rey said a 
few words in Italian and then in French to wish 
the new President every success and to thank all 
the Commission’s staff. In his reply, Franco Maria 
Malfatti spoke of the new frontier towards which 
Europe was heading: an enlarged Community 
which could boost and not dissipate the strength 
achieved by its institutions (4). He then accom
panied Jean Rey to the door, to applause from the 
entire staff gathered in the entrance hall (5).

That afternoon the new Commission held its first 
meeting (the 129th of the Single Commission), 
seated at a round table installed in place of the 
previous Commission’s oval table. Once the brief 
opening ceremony for the press and photograph
ers was over, it embarked on the marathon task 
of allocating portfolios among the members, 
which ended at 1.30 a.m. This rapid success was 
welcomed as a test case, but the Benelux leaders 
had some suspicion that a prior deal might have 
been done between the French and the Germans. 
In spite of those doubts, the Malfatti Commission 
was immediately operational, just after the en
largement negotiations had formally opened on 
30 June and at a time when many projects, in
cluding those launched at The Hague, were ready 
to be launched and the question of the institu
tional balance was calling for its attention.

A few days before President Malfatti took over, 
Émile Noël had drawn attention to the fact that 
the Commission’s position was being weakened 
and had issued a warning which was at the same 

(4)  Europe, 2 July 1970.
(5)  Group interview (Robert Pendville), 19 October 2004.
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time a programme of mobilisation. The Secre
taryGeneral felt that the Commission’s role had 
been under attack since 1965 but that a new stage 
had been reached when General de Gaulle had 
left office since the Commission now had less firm 
support from the other five governments. The 
Commission should try to resume its leadership in 
areas where its status was declining; it should par
ticipate in the enlargement negotiations, adopt a 
memorandum on social questions, review the 
transport policy and seek out a new strategy on 
agriculture. It should also redefine its relationship 
with the Council and Coreper and put an end to 
the guerrilla warfare waged by the two bodies to 
prevent the Commission from playing a role in 
external relations (see box on p. 142). Lastly, the 
Commission should assert its influence in genu
inely political matters, develop its relations with 
the social partners, reopen the debate on institu
tional structures and ensure that it was not side
lined in the discussions about political union (1).

President Malfatti apparently shared his concerns. 
On 8 July, when the Commission made its solemn 
commitment before the Court of Justice and ap
peared for the first time before the European Par
liament, he stressed the importance of a political 
Europe. On 15 September, in his programme ad
dress to Parliament, he stated that the Commis
sion would not be content simply to manage rou
tine (and technical) matters, would not agree to 
be downgraded to a kind of general secretariat 
but would embark on action to improve the insti
tutional setup and would not be sidelined from 
the process of working for a political union. He 
saw economic union and political union as two 
sides of the same coin, and the constitution of 
Europe could not be divorced from international 
reality but should rather influence it, and this 
warranted Commission involvement in political 
dossiers from which the Member States — or 
some of them at least — wished to exclude 
it (2).

(1)  HAEU, EN 1046, Note from Émile Noël for President Malfatti,  
22 June 1970.

(2)  Europe, 15 September 1970.

The question of Commission 
participation in EPC and the CSCE

The question of Commission participation in the 
European Political Cooperation (EPC) machinery 
and that of the preparations for the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) arose 
virtually at the same time, in the autumn of 1970. 
Admittedly, ever since the beginning of the year, 
Jean Rey had been trying to get the Commission to 
think seriously about the action to be taken on 
paragraph 15 of the Hague communiqué. He 
thought he could provide the ministers with ‘food 
for their imagination’ (3). He wanted political union 
to be defined in broad terms and not just in terms 
of foreign policy, and he was determined to ensure 
that political union should not be divorced from 
the Community integration of Europe, bearing in 
mind that economic policy had a considerable im
pact on external relations and that the harmonisa
tion of foreign policies could have major repercus
sions for the Community (4). But he did not receive 
unanimous support in the Commission, which pre
ferred to wait and see what the Davignon Report 
on political cooperation might contain.

In the spring the Foreign Ministers had agreed on 
the general principles of political cooperation, 
and the Committee, comprising the six political 
directors, was able to draw up a report that was 
finally adopted by the ministers on 27 October 
1970 and came to be known by the name of the 
Belgian directorgeneral of policy in the Belgian 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Étienne Davignon, 
who had chaired the Committee. The report stat
ed that the Communities were the original nu
cleus from which European unity had developed 
and reaffirmed the need for them to step up their 
political cooperation and, in the initial stage, to 
provide themselves with ways and means of har
monising their views in the field of international 
politics. According to Étienne Davignon, the 
project was different from the Fouchet Plan since 

(3)  FJME, AMK C 33/5/201, Letter from Jean Rey to Jean Monnet,  
8 December 1969.

(4)  AULB, 126 PP, VII 44, Draft by Jean Rey, 19 January 1970.
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it did not simply call for consultations and did not 
establish new institutions separate from the Eco
nomic Community (1). The idea was that regular 
information exchanges would ensure greater mu
tual understanding and increase solidarity by fos
tering a harmonisation of views, jointly agreed 
positions and, when it appeared feasible and de

(1)  HAEU, EG 104, Briefing Davignon, undated.

sirable, joint action. The project did not provide 
for permanent bodies but for periodic meetings 
of Foreign Ministers at least once every six months 
and of the Committee of heads of political de
partments at least four times a year to consult on 
all major matters of foreign policy. To put the 
political union in a truly democratic context, 
there were to be sixmonthly informal meetings 
between the ministers and the European Parlia
ment’s Political Affairs Committee. The secretariat 

Transfer of power between Jean Rey (right centre) and Franco Maria Malfatti (left centre),  
with the outgoing President presenting all the directors‑general to his successor under the attentive gaze  

of Secretary‑General Émile Noël (centre).
(2 July 1970)



The European Commission 1958–72 — History and Memories of an Institution140

for political cooperation would be provided by 
the country exercising the presidency of the 
Council, and the Commission would be consulted 
if the activities of the European Communities 
were affected by the work of the ministers (1).

The Commission was, in fact, invited to attend 
the first meeting of the Foreign Ministers in Mun
ich on 19 November 1970, likewise with a dele
gation of five members. But President Malfatti 
(accompanied by Émile Noël, Renato Ruggiero 
and Dieter Hammer) was introduced only for the 
third item on the agenda, namely the economic 
aspects of East–West relations (2) (the other two 
items concerned the Middle East and the CSCE). 
When giving his address, Malfatti stated that it 
was important that the Commission should at
tend the ministers’ first EPC meeting and he called 
for closer economic cooperation with the coun
tries of eastern Europe, despite the Soviet Union’s 
ambivalent attitude to the EEC (3).

When Malfatti returned from Munich, there was a 
debate within the Commission regarding partici
pation in EPC. Reporting on the meeting, he stat
ed that the ministers had referred the question of 
relations with Comecon to the Political Commit
tee and he asked whether the heads of political 
departments could study economic problems 
placed on their agenda by the Conference of 
Ministers at the Commission’s suggestion. He 
went on to ask whether the Commission should 
or should not attend meetings of the Political 
Committee (4). Following a rather animated dis
cussion, especially with Sicco Mansholt, who had 
always taken a negative stance on the Davignon 
plan and regretted that the President had ad
dressed the European Parliament on the subject 
without first obtaining the opinion of the Com
mission, Malfatti asked the members to let him 
have a note setting out their political views with 

(1)  HAEU, EG 104, Davignon Report.
(2)  HAEU, FMM 36, Record of meeting of 19 November.
(3)  HAEU, EN 73, Address by President Malfatti, 19 November 1970.
(4)  FJME, AMK 114/8/35, Note by Pierre Duchâteau for JeanFrançois 

Deniau, 25 November 1970.

a view to an internal debate before he next ad
dressed Parliament (5).

The Commission members thus had to set out 
their positions in order to clarify the debate on 
how EPC should operate. The idea of the inter
dependence between economic unification and 
political unification, so dear to Walter Hallstein 
and Jean Rey, was taken up vigorously by Altiero 
Spinelli, who considered that it was up to the 
Commission to establish links between the two 
processes and to align more closely decision 
 making procedures in a context that should be
come increasingly democratic. Sicco Mansholt 
wanted political union to be developed within 
Community structures and several members feared 
that EPC would encroach on the Communities’ 
remit. All of them wanted the Commission to at
tend meetings not only of the ministers but also of 
the political directors, although Raymond Barre 
and Albert Borschette felt that the Commission 
should not be excessive in its demands but stood 
to gain more by showing how useful it was (6).

In 1971 there was a proliferation of attempts to 
secure fuller Commission participation in the ac
tivities highlighted in the Davignon Report. Be
fore making further public statements in the 
Euro pean Parliament, the Commission was keen 
to mark out its territory. At a working dinner on 
the subject of cooperation on political union at 
ValDuchesse on 17 February, the Commission, 
represented by its President, emphasised the 
need for convergence between political union 
and economic union, which should become even 
more marked with the establishment of monetary 
union and enlargement of the Communities.  
Malfatti restated that the Commission’s role as 
guardian of the Treaties was to ensure that there 

(5)  Ibid. President Malfatti had addressed the EP on EPC on 15 Sep
tember and had appeared before the EP Political Affairs Committee 
on 7 September, stating that the Commission should be associated 
with political union (see HAEU, EG 104, Record of meeting of 
7 September 1970).

(6)  HAEU, FMM 37, Note from Raymond Barre to Franco Maria  
Malfatti, 17 December 1970; Note from Sjouke Jonker to Franco 
Maria Malfatti, 23 December 1970; Note from Albert Coppé to 
Émile Noël, 14 January 1971; Note from Albert Borschette to Franco  
Maria Malfatti, 14 January 1970; summarised, 26 January 1971.
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was no encroachment on Community powers 
and he asked for it to be associated with all EPC 
machinery and with meetings of the Political 
Committee and the Foreign Ministers (1). In 
March, not having been invited to a working 
lunch of the ministers at which the political and 
institutional development of the EEC was dis
cussed, Malfatti protested both orally and in writ
ing to the Council President, Maurice Schumann. 
However, on the occasion of the ministers’ sec
ond EPC meeting in Paris, he was invited to the 
dinner at the Quai d’Orsay on 13 May and to the 
meetings on 14 May. He took the opportunity to 
ask that the Commission attend all Foreign Minis
ters’ meetings (2). The battle for Commission par
ticipation in the Political Committee raged 
throughout 1971, as France did not want this (3). 
In 1972 Mansholt also tried to have the Commis
sion associated with the meeting between the 
President of the Foreign Ministers and the Euro
pean Parliament’s Political Affairs Committee (4).

In Paris on 14 May 1971, President Malfatti ar
gued for inclusion of economic cooperation on 
the agenda for the Conference on Security, which 
was later to become the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe. He stated that eco
nomic cooperation was a factor making for 
détente and security and wanted the European 
Community to be able to participate in the pre
paratory work for the conference and in the con
ference itself as an entity speaking with one 
voice. He regarded this as an opportunity for the 
Soviet Union to recognise the EEC, which it had 
hitherto always denigrated as a coldwar organ
isation. Maurice Schumann then asked the Com
mission to comment in writing on the Belgian 
paper that was to serve as a basic document for 
the Political Committee’s preparatory work on the 
CSCE (5).

(1)  HAEU, EN 109, Memorandum from President Malfatti, 17 February 
1971.

(2)  HAEU, FMM 36, Minutes of meeting, 14 May 1971.
(3)  HAEU, FMM 37, Record of meeting of EP Political Affairs Commit

tee, 16 June 1971.
(4)  PV 228 EC Commission, 22 November 1972.
(5)  HAEU, EN 73, Address by President Malfatti to meeting of Foreign 

Ministers, 14 May 1971.

With President Malfatti attending the Munich and 
Paris meetings, the Commission was de facto in
volved in the discussion on the CSCE from the 
outset. But the question again arose as to the ex
tent of its involvement. The governments had 
agreed to come up with a joint position in EPC 
and to consult together both at Foreign Minister 
level and at political director level. They also did 
not want the conference to be confined solely to 
security problems but to embrace economic co
operation and therefore matters within the Com
munities’ remit. The Commission should therefore 
be involved in the preparatory work for the CSCE. 
But the fact that it had been asked to present writ
ten comments suggested that France remained 
opposed to its presence in the Political Commit
tee. Moreover, the Member States decided that in 
the Political Committee there would be a sub
committee (without the Commission) and a ‘group’ 
which would be specifically responsible for con
sidering the economic issues to be put to the con
ference and on which the Commission was repre
sented by its Deputy SecretaryGeneral, Klaus 
Meyer. Originally described as a subgroup, it was 
renamed an ‘ad hoc group’ after Émile Noël had 
pointed out to the Quai d’Orsay that confining the 
Commission’s presence to a subgroup would 
cause problems (6). All the delegations eventually 
agreed to a Commission presence in the Political 
Committee whenever Community matters were 
on the agenda. Émile Noël and Klaus Meyer were 
accordingly invited to Rome for the second day of 
the Political Committee meeting on 20 October, 
and from February 1972 onwards this participa
tion seemed to be taken for granted (though still 
only for matters within the Communities’ remit).

There is clear evidence that the Commission 
strongly influenced this preparatory work. In Oc
tober the ad hoc group adopted a report that 
would then be approved by the Political Commit
tee and that was based on a Belgian paper but 
extensively inspired by a Commission contribution 

(6)   HAEU, EN 86, Letter from Émile Noël to Jacques de Beaumarchais 
(political director, Quai d’Orsay), 26 May 1971; and letter from 
Jacques de Beaumarchais to Émile Noël, 30 June 1971.
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In a long note addressed to President Malfatti on 
22 June 1970, shortly before he took office, Émile 
Noël highlights the threats that the Commission will 
be weakened in relation to the Council. Further 
down the document, in a part not reproduced here, 
he calls for a series of measures to restore the 
dynamism of Commission action.

‘1. The role and action of the Commission have 
been under attack since 1965. While the 1965 
crisis, which began with very serious attacks by 
the French government [...], prompted the other 
governments to form a common front in favour 
of the Treaties, the settlement in 1966 was very 
much to the detriment of the Commission’s 
prestige, if not of its actual prerogatives.

The establishment of the Single Commission and 
the designation of a new President in 1967, 
followed by changes in the policies and style of 
the French government, have removed the 
apparent threats of institutional upheaval. 
Consequently, it has become easier to criticise the 
Commission’s action and challenge its role, and 
there has been a growing tendency to do so since 
1967, in the Council and Parliament as well as in 
the European and international press.

2. Regarding the Council (1), everything the 
Commission and its staff do is scrutinised carefully 
and eagerly, and less and less kindly, by the 
Member States’ permanent delegations. Working 
relationships, national relationships, no less than 
personal relationships, are such that nothing in 
the Commission’s intentions, hesitations and 
divisions is immune.

Faced with these demanding observers, rapidly 
transformed into censors, the Commission could 
a few years ago still look forward to a sort of 
‘unconditional support’ from certain delegations 
by way of reaction to the French attitude. Things 
have not been the same since 1969. In the 
Permanent Representatives Committee [...] and 

the Council, all that matters at the end of the day, 
beyond the purely legal situation, is the technical 
quality and political expediency of proposals 
presented, the quality of the officials representing 
the Commission, and the personal authority and 
character of the members of the Commission.  
[...]

3. In the field of external relations (1), the 
Council and the delegations remain extremely 
reluctant to consider any increase in the 
Commission’s responsibilities and are reluctant to 
see it even exercising the prerogatives that it 
enjoys under the Treaty.

It is possible, sometimes even easy, to uphold the 
Commission position when it is legally and 
technically watertight. [...] But, where the legal 
basis is shaky (renewal of the Yaoundé 
Convention), where there has been the slightest 
imperfection in the technical preparation or 
where the political assessment of the situation is 
not borne out by events (e.g. the accession 
negotiations), the Commission is ‘pushed aside’.

Here we are faced with the combined impact of 
the special interest that embassies and Permanent 
Representatives show in external relations, of the 
determination of the national administrations to 
put the brakes on out of a concern to preserve 
their own prerogatives and of the links between 
all matters such as these and questions of general 
policy, which, in the absence of political union, 
remain within the remit of each Member State.’

HAEU, EN 1046, Note for President Malfatti,  
22 June 1970 (signed Émile Noël). 

(Translated from the French)

Relations between the Commission and the Council

(1)  Original emphasis.
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dating from July (1). It was also clear that the Com
mission’s background papers facilitated the pre
paratory work on economic aspects in NATO (2). 
The scale of the Commission’s involvement can 
also be seen from the Commission communication 
to the Council on the CSCE in September 1972, 
which looked ahead to the multilateral preparato
ry work due to begin in the relatively near future. 
The Commission put forward proposals for trade 
relations, financial and monetary cooperation, en
ergy, transport and development aid. It stressed 
that its proposals broadly reflected the ideas 
emerging from the preliminary discussions. It also 
outlined the spirit in which the Community would 
participate in the CSCE: It would play a construc
tive role to gain acceptance for its existence by the 
countries of eastern Europe but without negotiat
ing or offering concessions in return and it would 
be sure to avoid encouraging greater integration 
within Comecon, which would strengthen the 
USSR’s control over the people’s democracies (3).

This example of Commission involvement in EPC 
and, in particular, in the preparations for the 
CSCE is a good illustration of the unremitting ef
forts it had to make during the Malfatti era to 
avoid being sidelined by the Council. It also il
lustrates its ability to seize small opportunities to 
mark out its territory and maintain its influence. 
At the same time as it was working on EPC, which 
was still seeking to work out its own procedures 
and guidelines, it entered into another part of the 
political union arena — the institutional setup.

The proposals for institutional reform

Immediately after the Hague Summit, the prospect 
of enlargement and of more extensive Community 
powers implicitly raised the issue of institutional 
reform. Jean Rey, who feared that the Community 

(1)  HAEU, EN 73, Document presented by the Commission, 19 July 
1971; and note from Émile Noël to Franco Maria Malfatti, 25 Octo
ber 1971. See also, HAEU, FMM 36, Political Committee Report on 
CSCE, 4 November 1971.

(2)  HAEU, EN 1996, Note from Gian Carlo Chevallard for Klaus Meyer,  
14 July 1972.

(3)  HAEU, EN 1996, Proposal for a position of the European Commu
nities, 26 September 1972.

would find it more difficult to function after en
largement, wanted immediate improvements to 
the institutional system (4), and in 1970 the Com
mission undertook to prepare a number of re
forms. After new budgetary rules were adopted on 
22 April, it stated that it was planning to present a 
proposal for a further increase in the budgetary 
powers of the European Parliament before the end 
of 1972. It also undertook to present a proposal 
concerning its legislative powers by the end of 
1974. In 1971 the Council Resolution of 22 March 
on economic and monetary union and the state
ment by President Pompidou on the European 
Confederation and the appointment of Ministers 
for European Affairs, followed by the German pro
posal for a permanent EPC secretariat, all contrib
uted material for the Commission’s general review 
of the question (5).

The Commission was facing a dual challenge in 
the short term since, as Sicco Mansholt put it, the 
moment of institutional truth would come in 1973 
with enlargement (6). Firstly, it was necessary to 
avert the risk that the discussions would go ahead 
without the Commission and to ensure that they 
took place within the Community framework. 
Émile Noël regularly asked the French, still reluc
tant to accept the Commission, to allow it to par
ticipate in the Foreign Ministers’ discussions (7). 
Secondly, since the aim was to make the deci
sionmaking process more efficient and more 
democratic, it was necessary to identify the best 
possible options among the various suggestions 
for improvements made by the governments and 
the European Parliament’s political groups and 
which the Commission arranged to be reviewed 
at the beginning of 1972 (8).

Having already expressed views on a number  
of individual ideas, notably in statements by  

(4)  FJME, AMK 115/1/32, Note by Klaus Meyer, 30 June 1970.
(5)  HAEU, FMM 37, Aidememoire of 26 April 1971.
(6)  HAEU, FMM 37, Note from Sjouke Jonker to Franco Maria Malfatti, 

23 December 1970.
(7)  HAEU, EN 205, Record of conversation by Émile Noël with  

Cuvillier and JeanRené Bernard, 7 May 1971.
(8)  HAEU, EN 386, Document of 25 February 1972 prepared for the 

Commission by the working party chaired by Émile Noël.
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President Malfatti in the European Parliament, the 
 Commission asked a group of 14 eminent persons 
chaired by the French jurist Georges Vedel to con
sider the question of the powers of the European 
Parliament and the links with election by direct 
universal suffrage provided for by Article 138 of 
the EEC Treaty. The Vedel Report (25 May 1972) 
emphasised the need to increase the European 
Parliament’s powers by improving the consultation 
procedure, gradually introducing a codecision 
procedure with the Council, strengthening its 
budgetary and financial powers, and involving it 
in the designation of the Commission President. It 
did not believe that there was any automatic link 
between increased powers for the European Par
liament and direct elections, but it stressed the im
portance of such elections, which could proceed 
in accordance with each country’s own electoral 
system. It also suggested establishing close links 
between national parliaments and the European 
Parliament, in particular by maintaining the dual 
mandate. It called for the Community system to be 
consolidated by a return to majority voting, for no 
institutionalisation of summits and for respect for 
the Commission’s proper role as a centre for policy 
making, initiative, mediation and administration in 
Community matters (1).

There were reactions to the Vedel Report in the 
Commission, particularly from Spinelli, who of
fered to rectify its omissions and imperfections (2). 
Spinelli actually redesigned the institutional archi
tecture to avoid any separation between Commu
nity cooperation in the EEC and interstate coop
eration in EPC. He rejected the idea of a 
confederation set up alongside the EEC, which 
he felt should be renamed ‘European Community’ 
rather than ‘European Economic Community’. He 
wanted the Council of the Communities to be the 
body dealing with intergovernmental cooper 
ation instead of organising parallel meetings of 
the Foreign Ministers, and he proposed attaching 
a secretariat to Coreper to handle EPC followup. 

(1)  HAEU, EN 76, Note of 10 April 1972.
(2)  HAEU, EN 76, Note by Altiero Spinelli on the powers of the EP,  

26 April 1972.

He also called for further progress towards Com
munity integration, a draft Treaty revision to be 
produced by the European Parliament and draft 
legislation for direct elections (3).

In 1972 the institutional question was a source of 
tension between the Commission and the Euro
pean Parliament, which felt that the former was 
not meeting its commitments and had not pre
sented in good time significant proposals for in
creasing its powers, in particular in budgetary 
matters (4). But in May the Commission instructed 
an ‘administrative group’ chaired by Émile Noël 
to draft a paper clarifying its positions on institu
tional matters. The paper distinguished between 
measures to be taken immediately to increase 
Parliament’s powers and the efficiency of the in
stitutions (Commission to present periodically a 
general programme to the Council and Parlia
ment; EP to be involved in the legislative process 
through a cooperation procedure; EP to approve 
the Commission President, who should be given 
a longer term of office; more flexible unanimity 
rules, with the possibility for a Member State to 
abstain) and the measures needed to reinforce 
the institutional system which required amend
ments to the Treaty (increased powers for the EP; 
election by direct universal suffrage; single place 
of work for all the institutions; EPC to be organ
ised within the Community context, with a polit
ical secretariat within the Council Secretariat) (5). 
But this was not a genuine Commission proposal. 
It was its contribution to the Paris summit in Oc
tober 1972 on the subject of institutional strength
ening and progress towards political union and 
stood little chance of being accepted as it was.

The Commission and the Paris Summit

The idea of a summit at which the six existing 
Member States and the future new Member States 

(3)  HAEU, EN 76, Note by Altiero Spinelli, Political Union and the 
Communities, 26 April 1972.

(4)  HAEU, EN 77, Note of 19 June 1972.
(5)  HAEU, EN 76, contribution de la Commission en ce qui concerne 

le thème «Renforcement institutionnel et progrès de l’Union poli
tique», SEC(72) 1597, 25 May 1972.
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would come together was floated once again, by 
President Pompidou in August 1971, a few weeks 
after the end of the negotiations with the United 
Kingdom and a few days after President Nixon’s 
decision to suspend the gold convertibility of the 
dollar. Unlike the 1969 summit, this was immedi
ately approved by the Commission, which saw a 
need for a clear definition of the role and tasks of 
the enlarged Community so as to reinforce cohe
sion and solidarity between Europeans (1). The 
Commission was determined to play a key role in 
preparing the summit. In October it decided to set 
up an ad hoc working party that would address 
the issue of the Commission’s contribution (2). 
Four chefs de cabinet (Ruggiero, Cardon de  
Lichtbuer, Lahnstein, Duchâteau) met several 
times in November and December 1971 under 
Émile Noël’s chairmanship. They produced an 
initial aidememoire proposing that the Commis
sion contribution focus on three topics: speeding 
up implementation of economic and monetary 
union and the common flanking policies, the 
Community’s role in the world and the institution
al development of the enlarged Community (3).

Once again the question of admitting the Com
mission to all preparatory meetings arose. On 
5 November 1971 the Foreign Ministers, meeting 
within the political cooperation framework in 
Rome, decided that it would be associated with 
the preparations for the summit and with the 
summit itself on the same basis as at The Hague, 
which struck the Commission as too restrictive 
and unacceptable. At the Council meeting on  
28 February 1972, President Malfatti forcefully de
manded that the Commission be associated as a 
fully fledged participant. That morning, a first in
formal meeting of Foreign Ministers from the 
Member States and the acceding countries had 
just agreed on the topics for the summit, which 
were not very different from what the Commis
sion had suggested: economic and monetary  

(1)  HAEU, EN 479, Note on preparations for summit, 21 June 1972.  
It quotes President Malfatti’s letter to the Heads of State or  
Government dated 10 September 1971.

(2)  PV EC Commission, 13 October 1971.
(3)  HAEU, EN 148, Note of 17 January 1972.

union and social progress in the Community, the 
Community’s external relations and its responsi
bilities in the world, reinforcement of the institu
tions and political progress. But while the Com
mission was invited to play a full part in the work 
on the first two items, which were unquestion
ably matters of Community concern, the minis
ters reserved their decision on how and to what 
extent it could be brought in on the third ques
tion (4).

The debate came to life again when the ministers 
met on 20 March. Maurice Schumann now pro
posed that a distinction be made between 
strengthening the institutions, which concerned 
the Commission, and progress in political mat
ters, where it could not be involved. In particular, 
he denied the Commission’s right to speak on the 
possible establishment of a secretariat for polit
ical cooperation or on the question of Ministers 
for European Affairs (5). The Commission natur
ally rejected the French minister’s contention. It 
challenged the possibility of clearly separating in
stitutional strengthening from progress in polit
ical matters or foreign policy and Community 
powers in relation to nonmember countries. It 
pointed out that the Treaties could be amended 
as regards institutional structures at the initiative 
of either the Commission or the Council (6). On  
4 May President Mansholt, who had just taken 
over from Malfatti, wrote to the President of the 
Council, Gaston Thorn, to set forth the Commis
sion’s views and its vision of European integra
tion, including the political aspects, within a sin
gle institutional setup. But his letter went 
unanswered (7), and the Commission was not in
vited to the informal ministerial meeting of  
26 and 27 May on political questions although it 
had attended the two previous meetings as a  

(4)  HAEU, EN 148, Note from Klaus Meyer for members of the Com
mission, 29 February 1972.

(5)  HAEU, EN 387, Note on the informal meeting of Foreign Ministers 
of the six Member States and the four acceding countries, 20 March 
1972.

(6)  HAEU, EN 387, Note of 26 May 1972.
(7)  HAEU, EN 478, Letter from Sicco Mansholt to Gaston Thorn,  

4 May 1972; and letter from Sicco Mansholt to the Italian Permanent 
Representative, 25 May 1972.
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Commissioner for Industrial Affairs and Research 
from 1970 to 1972, Altiero Spinelli also took a keen 
interest in the Community’s institutional structure. 
He made a number of speeches, published articles 
and gave regular interviews to defend the idea of a 
supranational Europe and particularly to call for 
stronger powers for the European Parliament. His 
constitutionalist vision dated a long way back. In 
1941, when he was held under house arrest on 
Ventotene Island because of his opposition to 
fascism, he wrote  Towards a free and united 
Europe — a draft manifesto. Here he described the 
European Federation, which he wanted to be 
democratic and social, as a pillar of world peace. 
Later, as a member of the first directly elected 
Parliament in 1979, he sought to turn his 
convictions into practice by taking the initiative of 
proposing a draft Treaty establishing a European 
Union that was approved by the European 
Parliament in 1984.

In the following article, published by Le Monde  
on 30 March 1971, Spinelli, reacting to a statement 
by President Pompidou in January 1971, defends 
his ideas.

M.R.

‘The Pompidou plan for Europe:  
an opportunity to be grasped’,  
by Altiero Spinelli

‘The discreet but widely reported attempts to 
consign President Pompidou’s statements on the 
political unification of Europe to oblivion have 
apparently come to nought. Reactions from  
Mr Heath and Mr Brandt and the exchanges of 
views between the ministers in the Council of the 
EEC make it very clear that there will be a 
follow‑up to the French President’s observations.

The topic of political union and its institutions 
has, for some time been on the agenda of all the 
Community institutions and also of the Davignon 
Committee. It will be difficult to break the 
deadlock in the negotiations with Great Britain 

without raising the level of debate to cover the 
major questions of political integration in their 
generality. Meeting within the framework of the 
Monnet Committee, the leaders of virtually all 
parties in Europe have recently decided at last to 
begin a study on a draft form of political union. 
The great merit of the Pompidou plan is that it 
goes to the core of the problem by bringing in 
the idea of a European government whose 
decisions must be accepted by all Member States 
and by offering a roadmap for arriving there.

Working from the idea that the European 
government ‘can proceed only from the meeting 
of national governments combining to take 
decisions that are valid for everybody’,  
Mr Pompidou envisages three stages: (i) the 
Council of Ministers in its present form; (ii) a 
Council in which national Ministers for European 
Affairs would meet; and (iii) a Council whose 
members would no longer be members of 
national governments. Mr Pompidou is strictly 
logical and points out that this government 
would have to have its own executive branch 
separate from the national administrations and 
that once there is a genuine European 
government, there will have to be a genuine 
European Parliament’.

The French President seems a little too categorical 
when he considers that the idea that a body such 
as the Commission could become that 
government. This does not stand up to analysis 
on the facts. Although the Commission currently 
has only very limited executive powers and 
virtually no decision‑making powers, its 
autonomous right of initiative gives it a political 
role that makes it much more than a mere 
technical agency. If Mr Pompidou’s plan failed 
to succeed, we would inevitably have to resurrect 
the hypothesis that apparently does not hold: 
after all, most of our governments originally 
emerged from technical agencies and committees 
that advised absolute monarchs. But in the 
present‑day situation there is no political or 
constitutional rationale for excluding a plan to 
confer a supranational structure gradually on a 

Altiero Spinelli’s institutional design
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delegation of six members, equivalent to those of 
the Member States and although Malfatti had 
spoken on the Community’s external relations on 
20 March (1) and Mansholt on economic and 
monetary union on 24 April (2).

But at their meeting in June the Ministers set up 
an ad hoc working party which was to become 
the instrument for preparing the summit during 
the summer, and the Commission was represent
ed by its SecretaryGeneral, Émile Noël, who was 
accompanied by Klaus Meyer and Renato  
Ruggiero and who sat alongside the permanent 
representatives of the Member States, with the 

(1)  HAEU, EN 476, Address by Franco Maria Malfatti, 20 March 1972.
(2)  HAEU, EN 477, Address by Sicco Mansholt, 24 April 1972.

Dutchman Sassen in the chair (3). The ad hoc 
working party centralised proposals before draw
ing them together into formulations acceptable to 
the summit. On 7 July the Commission sent it a 
memorandum setting out what it saw as the ob
jectives to be pursued in the years ahead: gradual 
attainment of economic and monetary union, so
cial progress (full employment, guaranteed in
come for workers, and greater resources and 
scope for action of the Social Fund), progress to
wards European civic rights, narrowing of region
al disparities, protection and improvement of the 
environment, reinforcement and integration of 
industrial structures, negotiations on the reform 
of the international monetary system, international 

(3)  HAEU, EN 121, Note by Klaus Meyer, 29 June 1972.

decision‑making body such as the Council instead 
of conferring decision‑making powers gradually 
on a supranational body such as the Commission.

[...]

What this project still lacks to make it truly 
operational is though a permanent, powerful 
political motive force.

The birth of the European government is bound 
to be both logical and complex for, by bringing 
powerful political interests into play, it will not 
only engender support but also arouse hostility. 
The meeting of ministers in the Council, however 
full of goodwill, will not be able on its own to 
overcome these obstacles. The long march 
towards a genuine European government will get 
under way only if it proceeds from the consent of 
the people and genuine European democratic 
legitimacy, that is to say a European Parliament 
that authentically represents the peoples of the 
Community. It is not reasonable to plan for this 
Parliament only at the third stage, as  
Mr Pompidou seems to propose: it must be there 
from the very beginning. True, it will not initially 

have all the powers that it will ultimately possess, 
but from the outset it must be able to deliberate 
with authority and legitimacy on the institutional 
problems raised in the Council and to approve 
them before referring them to the national 
parliaments for final ratification. This 
constitutional role alone fully justifies having it 
elected without delay.

If the new political edifice is not underpinned by a 
European democratic body such as this, we will 
have to ask where this new government is going 
to come from, as Mr Pompidou has asked himself. 
If the answer is “from the secret conference of 
political directors in the foreign ministries 
envisaged by the Davignon Committee”, then we 
are clearly not yet taking things seriously.’ 

(Translated from the French) 
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Enlargement and its impact on the atmosphere at two summits (The Hague and Paris)

‘The Hague, December 1969. In a European Com‑
munity virtually paralysed by tensions caused in 
turn by the failure of the Fouchet Plan (1962) and 
the “empty chair” crisis (1965), the media came 
in their droves to attend this historical turning 
point, with two new figures on the scene: Georg‑
es Pompidou (President of the French Republic 
following the resignation of General de Gaulle) 
and Chancellor Willy Brandt.

The agenda was based on the completion/deep‑
ening/enlargement trilogy and was politically 
highly ambitious, but there were also many tech‑
nical implications where Commission staff led by 
Émile Noël made very valuable contributions, 
quite apart from Raymond Barre’s efforts to make 
something of the hesitant first steps towards a fu‑
ture economic and monetary union. Bino Olivi, 
spokesman, and myself as his deputy went to The 
Hague with President Jean Rey knowing that the 
situation for us would be difficult and tricky.

After the official opening ceremony in the Knights’ 
Hall, which the photographers and film crews 
were allowed to attend, the discussions them‑
selves proceeded without the Commission Presi‑
dent, who had been given a slot of one hour, no 
more, the next morning to speak about “the 
Community aspects” to the Heads of State or 
Government. The journalists were expecting a 
late night after all the delegations had given their 
press briefings, including the initial “confidential” 
statements by Georges Pompidou and Willy 
Brandt, backed up by their press attachés.

We devised the following scenario: as the evening 
went by, we would gather as much information as 
possible by covering all the delegations’ briefings, 
meet for breakfast with the President to sum up 
the situation; then book the press room for a press 
conference to present the summary of the Presi‑
dent’s speech and mobilise as many journalists as 
possible. I will spare you the details, which would 
take far too long, but let me just say that the op‑
eration was a great success thanks to a number of 
basic factors:

—  synergy between Brussels and external offices;

—   efficiency of our man on the spot (R. Simons‑ 
Cohen at the time), thanks to his good relations 
with government departments and the national 
press;

—   close working relations with the accredited jour‑
nalists: the crowded press conference called by 
Bino Olivi was the perfect illustration of this.

In Paris, in the autumn of 1972, the circumstances 
were quite different, but once again we encountered 
the same attempts to sideline the Commission.

The dates had been set for the Summit Conference of 
the now nine Member States (Paris, 19–21 October) 
and preparatory work was under way, when a rumour 
reached us via François Fontaine, Head of the Infor‑
mation Office in Paris: the Commission would be al‑
lowed to attend sessions at the Summit “related to 
the common market”, but not those dealing with 
pol itical cooperation.

Without going into the details on our counter‑attack, 
I remember meeting with Sicco Mansholt and his chef 
de cabinet to talk about, among other things, the list 
of acceptances to be given to 10 or so invitations. I 
suggested that preference be given to one in particu‑
lar: the lunchtime debate with the diplomatic press in 
Paris. Sicco Mansholt gave me a free hand to decide 
on the table plan. I had learnt that Le Monde had put 
a new man in charge of its diplomatic news, Michel 
Tatu, who had been in their Moscow office, so I de‑
cided to seat him next to me. We had a thoroughly 
interesting conversation (I learnt a lot about the 
USSR) but, as was to be expected, Tatu did not know 
much about Europe — it fell to me to bring him up to 
date! In particular about the role of the Commission, 
which had been described as an “observer” at the 
briefing in the Quai d’Orsay.

As the summit drew nearer, the picture became more 
and more blurred, and I had to make an appointment 
to meet several journalists at the conference centre 
on the Avenue Kléber so as to show them the space 
reserved for the delegations and the Commission.  
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trade negotiations and CSCE negotiations, better 
cooperation with the developing countries, and 
reinforcement of the Community institutions (2).

The ad hoc working party’s first report in July 
stated that there was a large degree of conver
gence between the views expressed by the differ
ent partners (3). The final report, dated 9 Septem
ber, seemed satisfactory to the Commission 
though still perfectible, according to a handwrit
ten note by Émile Noël stating that the formulas 
adopted were a great improvement on the July 
document but that in the weeks ahead the Com

(1)  A famous restaurant in Paris bearing the name of its place of 
location, in the Bois de Boulogne.

(2)  HAEU, EN 121, Commission Communication, 7 July 1972.
(3)  HAEU, EN 123, Report of 17 July 1972.

mission would deploy all its powers of persua
sion to help bring views on matters of substance 
even closer into line and thereby enable the sum
mit to genuinely fulfil the hopes placed in it (4).

The summit was held as planned in Paris on  
19 and 20 October, following the ratification of 
the accession Treaties, and the Commission was 
invited to attend all but the opening session, de
voted to political cooperation, on the morning of 
20 October. President Mansholt spoke both at the 
opening session and in the discussion on exter
nal relations at the end of the second morning 
and again on institutional questions on the sec
ond afternoon. In his general statement on the 

(4)  HAEU, EN 124, Handwritten note by Émile Noël, 7 September 
1972.

I confirmed that Sicco Mansholt, accompanied by his 
three Vice‑Presidents Raymond Barre, W. Haferkamp, 
and Carlo Scarascia Mugnozza, would speak there 
and that Bino Olivi and I would be booking a room 
for a press summing‑up at which the Commission 
President would elaborate on his contribution to the 
summit. Like Saint Thomas, the press wanted to see, 
to hear, to touch; this was the only way of making it 
clear where the Commission stood.

These arrangements were all the more timely as the 
incident with Léon Zitrone, early in the evening, re‑
vealed much about the atmosphere! The facts are 
briefly these. I had been present when the Heads of 
State or Government arrived, and I had obviously 
paid special attention to the arrival of the Commis‑
sion President being filmed by television like the oth‑
ers. But there was no Mansholt on the TV news. At a 
reception organised at the Pré Catelan (1), that even‑
ing by Denis Baudouin, President Pompidou’s press 
officer, for a large number of journalists, I went up to 
Léon Zitrone to tell him how surprised I was.

I asked whether it was right and proper for Sicco 
Mansholt, President of the European Commission, to 
be invisible at the summit, even though he was filmed 
when the delegations arrived. “What do you mean, 
Mansholt?”, he replied haughtily, “my staff did not 
give me a curriculum for him! I keep my files up to 
date, everything is in order [...] I can’t accept any 

criticism of my professionalism!” Perhaps he was 
right in formal terms, but his reply brought a 
smile to some faces and others were clearly 
shocked; the representative of a German broad‑
caster made that clear with a particularly vulgar 
expletive which, fortunately, went unnoticed in 
the general hubbub. In the circle of journalists 
that had formed around us, the more polite ob‑
servers simply agreed that French television was 
what it was, and the atmosphere generated 
around the Commission and its role were such 
that there was no need for actual directives to 
keep it off the screen. And off we all went to the 
buffet table — end of story — with the great sat‑
isfaction of having had the privilege of participat‑
ing in the first summit of the nine Member States 
to take place after the first enlargement.’ 

Account of Paul Collowald in Anecdotes européennes. 
Témoignages réunis par Jean-Claude Eeckhout  

et Jacques Keller-Noëllet, Vol. I, Jean Monnet Chair  
of Contemporary European History,  

Louvain‑la‑Neuve (forthcoming). 

(Translated from the French)
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The Commission at the Paris Summit, in which it was involved from the preparatory work to the conclusions.
From left to right, in the foreground: Wilhelm Haferkamp, Sicco Mansholt, Émile Noël and Raymond Barre.

first day, after the Heads of State or Government 
had made their statements, he sketched out the 
three main lines of action that the summit should 
lay down for the years to come. He began by 
explaining that everything that Europeans had 
achieved so far was targeted first and foremost on 
developing the Community into a political union. 
He accordingly wanted to see progress towards 
the formation of a truly European government 
answerable to a Parliament elected by direct uni
versal suffrage, and he felt that the summit should 
set a deadline for the elections. He then spoke of 
reinforcing internal solidarity, adding to the usual 
economic topics (social, regional, industrial, en
ergy and environment policies) the need for a 
major step forwards towards a citizen’s Europe 
with the removal of border checks, the granting 
of European civic rights and cooperation in edu
cation. Lastly, opening the Community up to the 
outside world would help it to assert its iden
tity (1).

(1)  HAEU, EN 382, Statement by Sicco Mansholt, 19 October 1972.

The Commission in general and Émile Noël in 
particular seem to have made a substantial contri
bution to the drafting of the long final communi
qué (2). There were no great surprises, but  
Mansholt was disappointed by the failure to reach 
a decision on direct universal suffrage. A seven
point introduction restated the desire of the gov
ernments of the Member States to build a demo
cratic Europe, to reinforce the Community by 
establishing economic and monetary union, to 
narrow disparities in living conditions, to boost 
the development aid effort, to promote inter
national trade, to pursue the policy of détente 
and to convert, before the end of the decade, all 
the relationships between Member States into a 
European Union. The sixteenpoint declaration 
then listed a series of projects that had been un
der discussion for a year (3).

(2)  HAEU, EN 931, This contains a number of drafts for the final 
declaration, including some rough handwritten drafts by Émile 
Noël. See also collective interview (Fernand Braun, JeanClaude 
Eeckhout), 19 October 2004.

(3)  HAEU, EN 931, Text of final declaration.
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By and large, the Commission could be pleased 
with how the summit had gone. One eyewitness 
tells us that Émile Noël was very happy. His sat
isfaction was justified on two counts. For one 
thing, the Commission had been involved in the 
summit proceedings much more closely than in 
1969, from the preparatory stage right up to the 
adoption of the final communiqué. For another, 
the declaration set out a number of projects to be 
undertaken within the Community context rather 
than outside it (1).

This ambitious programme prompted the Com
mission — even though it was due to hand over 
to its successors two months later, following en
largement on 1 January 1973 — to set about 
straightaway preparing practical proposals on the 
most urgent topics, some of which were to be 
ready by late January or early February. On  
25 October it decided to set up a working party 
of all its directorsgeneral, with Émile Noël in the 
chair (2). This working party on the followup to 
the summit met first on 6 November and several 
more times after that, and by the end of the year 
it had drawn up a coordinated inventory of meas
ures to be undertaken to give effect to the sum
mit decisions (3). The essential spadework had 

(1)  Group interview (Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi), 19 October 2004.
(2)  HAEU, EN 481, Note by Émile Noël, 27 October 1972.
(3)  HAEU, EN 481, Coordinated inventory, 24 December 1972.

thus been done by the time the Commission of 
the sixmember Communities handed over to the 
Commission of the ninemember Communities.

__________

Between 1967 and 1972, then, the single Com
mission was constantly grappling with the need 
to bolster its place in the Community institutional 
system. With the French authorities keen to re
duce its influence, it did not always enjoy ad
equate backing from the other five governments, 
and the European Parliament was not strong 
enough to provide serious support. So the Com
mission had to rely on its own resources, the 
quality of the work it did, its members’ positive 
image and moral authority, and the effectiveness 
of its SecretaryGeneral. It was extremely vigilant 
and determined to act, in particular in institution
al matters and even more so in political matters, 
where the Treaties did not secure its status as 
thoroughly as in economic matters. It was ener
getic in guaranteeing a place at the summits of 
Heads of State or Government so as to avert any 
risk of being sidelined and in the hope of pre
serving the strong points of the Community sys
tem.

Marie-Thérèse BiTsch
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Chapter 7

Franco Maria Malfatti:  
a presidency cut short 

Both Franco Maria Malfatti’s personal reputation 
and his role as President of the European Com
mission were very deeply affected by his decision 
to resign in March 1972, after being in office for 
only a year and a half, in order to participate in 
the parliamentary elections in Italy that spring, 
following the early dissolution of the Italian par
liament. This decision — often interpreted as an 
indication of a lack of commitment to his post in 
Brussels — has led the majority of historians to 
disregard Malfatti’s work at the head of the Com
mission or even to assess it negatively (1). If one 
leaves aside the decision which brought his Euro
pean tenure to an end and focuses instead on the 
activities of this Christian Democrat leader during 
the brief period in which he presided over the 
Commission, a less onesided verdict emerges.

(1)  See, for example, the verdict in a recent volume: Dinan, D., Europe 
recast — A history of European union, Palgrave/Macmillan, London, 
2004, p. 144: ‘By common consent it was Italy’s turn to nominate a 
candidate for President in 1970 when Jean Rey stepped down. 
No prominent Italian wanted to go to Brussels. Eventually the gov
ernment nominated Franco Malfatti, the minister for post and tele
graphs. A good speaker, Malfatti liked to orate about the lamentable 
state of European integration. Beyond that he had little impact on the 
Community. He resigned as Commission President in 1972 to return 
to Italian politics.’

Malfatti’s nomination took place at a particularly 
difficult time in the life of the Community, just a 
few months after the Hague Summit of December 
1969 and the adoption of the three celebrated 
objectives of ‘enlarging, completing and dee
pening’ the European Community (2). Accord
ingly, it was the first few months of 1970 that saw 
the launching of the process that would lead inter 
alia to the opening of negotiations for accession 
to the EEC, to the ECSC and to the EAEC on the 
part of the United Kingdom, Ireland, Denmark 
and Norway, to creating instruments for the fund
ing of the Community budget and to the first pro
posals for monetary union and forms of closer 
political cooperation. Alongside these important 
objectives, there was the need to deal with a 
complex international situation characterised by 
increasing economic instability and by serious 
disagreements between western Europe and the 
United States, then led by Richard Nixon, with 
regard to the monetary and commercial relation
ships between the two sides of the Atlantic. Early 

(2)  On this subject, for example, see special issue 2/2003 of the Jour
nal of European Integration History and Guasconi, M. E., L’Europa 
tra continuità e cambiamento — Il vertice dell’Aja del 1969 e il 
rilancio della costruzione europea, Storia delle relazioni internazi
onali, 8, Polistampa, Florence, 2004.
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1970 saw the end of the term of office of the Com
mission presided over by the Belgian Jean Rey and 
it had been decided that the new Commission 
should have only nine members rather than 14. It 
was suggested that the presidency should go to an 
Italian and the names of leading politicians such as 
Emilio Colombo and Giuseppe Petrilli were put 
forward, together with that of Lionello Levi Sandri, 
who had served as a European Commissioner for 
10 years (2). However, the government parties ve
toed each other’s nominations, while some candi

dates seemed less than keen to go to Brussels and 
thus be exiled for a period from Italian political 
life. It was only with difficulty that the candidacy 
of Franco Maria Malfatti won support. Born in 
Rome on 13 June 1927, he was 43 years of age and 
one of the youngest and most brilliant representa
tives of the Christian Democrat movement. Having 
entered politics very young, he was elected to Par
liament for the first time in 1958. During the 1960s 
he was UnderSecretary of State in a number of 
governments. In 1969 he was appointed to head 
the very important Partecipazioni Statali ministry 
(State shareholdings in enterprises) in the second 
Rumor cabinet, subsequently serving from March 
1970 in the third Rumor cabinet as Post and Tele
communications Minister, a portfolio that belies its 
apparently secondary rank.

Franco Maria Malfatti was born in Rome on  
13 June 1927. As a journalist, he became involved 
in politics at an early age: a national delegate of 
the movimento giovanile of the DC (Christian 
Democrat youth movement) in 1951, he was 
elected to Parliament for the first time in 1958.

In addition to his parliamentary activities, he was 
given governmental responsibilities in 1963, 
when asked to join the first Moro government as 
Under‑Secretary for Industry and Commerce, a 
role he also carried out in the third Moro 
government. He was Under‑Secretary for Foreign 
Affairs in the second Leone government and the 
first Rumor government until 14 February 1969, 
when he was appointed Under‑Secretary for the 
Budget.

He achieved ministerial rank for the first time in 
1969 with the partecipazioni statali portfolio 
(State shareholdings in enterprises) in the second 
Rumor government. He was subsequently 
Minister for Post and Telecommunications in the 
third Rumor government until June 1970, at 
which point he was appointed President of the 
Commission of the European Communities, a 
post he held until March 1972.

In 1973 he returned to the government as 
Education Minister in the fourth and fifth Rumor 
cabinets and in the fourth and fifth governments 
led by Moro. Reappointed as Education Minister 
in the third Andreotti government, he became 
Finance Minister in the two following Andreotti 
cabinets. In the first Cossiga government (1979), 
he was entrusted with the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, a post he resigned for health reasons in 
January 1980.

In 1987 he was asked to lead the Italian 
delegation to the Western European Union before 
being appointed, in 1989, to head the political 
secretariat of the Christian Democrat movement.

As a member of the governing council of the 
Christian Democratic party, he headed its 
campaigning service, its cultural activities service 
and the Catholic publishers Cinque Lune. As editor 
of the Il Popolo and La Discussione newspapers, he 
published articles on the history of the Christian 
Democrat movement in a number of the party’s 
journals. 

He died on 10 December 1991 in Rome.

Franco Maria Malfatti (1)

(1)  See HAEU, biographie de l’inventaire du Fonds Malfatti;  
www.democraticicristiani.it; http://www.esteri.it

(2)  Both Petrilli and Levi Sandri were members of the European Com
mission, Levi Sandri also being its VicePresident. Emilio Colombo 
had played an important role not only in the negotiations for the 
first UK application to join the EEC but also in bringing about what 
would be known as the Luxembourg compromise.
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Early in his political life, Malfatti was active on the 
left wing of the party before becoming a faithful 
supporter of Aldo Moro. During this period the 
latter was Minister for Foreign Affairs and it was he 
who managed to convince a hesitating Malfatti, re
luctant to forsake the national political stage, to 
accept the Brussels post. The appointment was 
confirmed at the meeting in Bagnaia in late May 
1970 of the foreign ministers of the Six. The new 
Commission came into being on the first of July. 
Apart from the President, the institution saw the 
confirmation of quite a number of other posts: 
Sicco Mansholt from the Netherlands, undoubtedly 
one of the outstanding personalities, Raymond 
Barre and JeanFrançois Deniau from France, the 
Belgian Albert Coppé, Germany’s Wilhelm  
Haferkamp, but also a number of important new 
figures such as Albert Borschette from Luxem
bourg, the famous German intellectual Ralf 
Dahrendorf and the Italian federalist leader Altiero 
Spinelli. In many cases, the people Malfatti was 
dealing with were eminent figures highly experi
enced in European issues; in others, they were in
dividuals with strong opinions, and here one can
not fail to mention the SecretaryGeneral, Émile 
Noël. In tackling his new task, Malfatti was assisted 
by a highly experienced Italian diplomat, Renato 
Ruggiero, who had previously been working in 
the Coreper and who would work closely with the 
President as the head of his private office (1).

In managing the activities of the Commission,  
Malfatti felt that he could employ the approach 
that suited him best and one which was based on 
his experience of the Italian political world. It had 
indeed been a valuable apprenticeship because 
the Christian Democrat movement was driven by 
factions whose existence and behaviour required 
a constant striving for balance and compromise. 
The Christian Democrat leader was consequently 
often required to mediate and to show a willing
ness to find a compromise solution wherever pos
sible. Early on, especially, this approach seemed to 
conflict with the methods adopted by his prede
cessors, who tended to appear before the Com

(1)  See the interview with Renato Ruggiero, 15 July 2004.

mission with tightlydefined proposals, rather than 
allowing decisions to emerge from discussions 
within the institution. This approach, characterised 
by mediation and compromise, was interpreted by 
some officials, and by a couple of Commissioners, 
as a weakness (2). In fact, although Malfatti was 
reluctant to clash with other people or to confront 
opponents headon, he arrived in Brussels with 
certain specific objectives which he sought to 
maintain throughout his period in office. Aware 
that the Community was going through a critical 
phase, he strove on the one hand to implement as 
far as possible the decisions taken at the Hague 
Summit in 1969 and, on the other, to defend and 
to strengthen where possible the role and preroga
tives of the Commission, particularly in the light of 
the attempts by certain Member States to treat the 
institution as some kind of auxiliary structure with 
a purely technical and administrative role (3).

That Malfatti was committed to these objectives is 
evident, for example, from his comments on the 
way the press treated the work of the Council 
and that of the Commission (4). His concern for 
the prerogatives of the Commission even led to a 
clash between him and one of the Commission
ers, Germany’s Haferkamp, whereby he took the 
latter to task for criticising within the Commission 
the nomination of an Italian official as the Com
mission’s representative to the US government. In 
a personal letter sent to Haferkamp, Malfatti not 
only defended his choice and the selection pro
cedure adopted but also stated ‘through the nom
ination of our envoy to Washington, we have 
won a battle that began as early as the Hallstein 
presidency; this appointment constitutes a ges
ture with regard to the United States that Presi
dent Nixon himself has welcomed both in public 
and private. I therefore expected that every  

(2)  Ibid. These assessments clash with a number of unfavourable opin
ions expressed in 1972 by some journalists who referred to dis
agreements between Malfatti and European officials arising from 
the President’s presumed desire to be accorded the privileges and 
formal recognition due to his ‘rank’. See HAEU, FMM 6, ‘Démission 
du Président Malfatti’.

(3)  See, for example, the first declarations by Franco Maria Malfatti in 
HAEU, FMM 2, ‘Mise en place de la Commission’.

(4)  HAEU, FMM 4, ‘Notes confidentielles’, Letter from Bino Olivi to 
Renato Ruggiero, 20 September 1971.
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member of the Commission would fully under
stand and support this approach. It is inconceiv
able that the Commission itself should now want 
to cast doubts on its own decision.’ (1) This epi
sode also demonstrates that Malfatti was not al
ways inclined to follow the path of compromise 
if he felt that the fundamental interests of the in
stitution over which he presided were at stake.

Given that it is impossible to analyse in detail the 
various aspects of Malfatti’s work, one has to  
focus on some of the many problems with which 
he was confronted (2), of which the most impor
tant were the relations between the Community 
and the United States, the plans for economic and 
monetary union and the enlargement process.

Transatlantic relations

As far as the partnership between America and 
Europe was concerned, the relationship was 
clouded at the time Malfatti took office not only 
by Washington’s doubts about the attitude of cer
tain European partners and by European suspi
cion of the Nixon administration but also by the 
existence of specific economic and commercial 
difficulties relating to the role of the dollar and 
the protectionist approach of the US government. 
Against this background, and despite his desire to 
develop positive relations and full cooperation 
with the United States, Malfatti did not shrink 
from encouraging the Commission, in turn influ
encing the standpoint of the Council, to take a 
firm line on certain protectionist measures, par
ticularly the possible adoption of the Mills Bill. 
Although such legislation was not adopted, pro
tectionist tendencies on the American side be

(1)  HAEU, FMM 4, ‘Notes confidentielles’, Letter from Franco Maria 
Malfatti to Wilhelm Haferkamp, 24 July 1971.

(2)  It is revealing that the day after the resignation, perhaps to counter 
an impression of an unremarkable presidency, Commission offi
cials wrote an assessment of Malfatti’s work, highlighting in par
ticular three fundamental aspects of his involvement. See HAEU, 
FMM 3, ‘Réforme de la Commission’, ‘Note de couverture pour le 
dossier “Primi elementi per la cronistoria della Commissione 
Malfatti’’ ’, addressed to Renato Ruggiero.

came more evident between late 1970 and early 
1971, to the point that Malfatti decided to travel to 
the United States. Ruggiero undertook a prior ex
ploratory visit, while the President called a meet
ing of the Foreign Ministers of the Six in order to 
agree a Community standpoint (3). Having ob
tained the agreement of the Six to this proposal 
and to his initiative of appointing a highlevel 
Commission representative to the United States (4), 
Malfatti left in April 1971 for Washington (5). Dis
cussions with the representatives of the US gov
ernment proved far from easy. Although both 
sides had a positive view of political develop
ments within the Community, economic issues 
gave rise to a series of obstacles and misunder
standings. While the Americans appeared pre
occupied with their problems and annoyed by an 
alleged lack of flexibility on Europe’s part,  
Malfatti emphasised that it was essential for the 
United States to refrain from applying protection
ist provisions, which moreover were not compat
ible with the GATT negotiations then under 
way (6). Eventually, a ‘general agreement to avoid 
subsequent worsening of differences’ was 
reached. The Americans were, however, not the 
President’s only concern. Indeed, with regard to 
both commercial issues and the designation of an 
official Commission envoy to Washington, it was 
important to show consideration for the Six by 
taking care not to exceed his powers. Especially 
at the level of diplomatic representation, consid
erable symbolism was at stake. The Commission’s 
position had to be safeguarded without injuring 
the susceptibilities of each of the countries main
taining bilateral diplomatic relations with Wash

(3)  HAEU, FMM 4, ‘Notes confidentielles’, ‘Éléments pour la conversa
tion du Président Malfatti avec les ministres des affaires étrangères 
sur le voyage aux ÉtatsUnis’, March 1971.

(4)  The nomination of a Commission representative to the United 
States was the subject of difficult negotiations because of French 
opposition. In resolving this issue, probably at Malfatti’s request, a 
key role was played by the Italian government, Ralf Dahrendorf 
and Émile Noël; see HAEU, FMM 4, ‘Notes confidentielles’, Note 
from Émile Noël, 1 March 1971, ‘personal’; Note from Klaus 
Terfloth addressed to Renato Ruggiero, 1 April 1971.

(5)  HAEU, FMM 4, ‘Notes confidentielles’, ‘Éléments pour la conversa
tion du Président Malfatti avec les ministres des affaires étrangères 
sur le voyage aux ÉtatsUnis’, March 1971.

(6)  HAEU, FMM 3, ‘Réforme de la Commission’, document referenced 
in footnote 2, p. 156.
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ington. This aspect was quickly and satisfactorily 
settled. The Commission was able to state that 
‘the reception by the ambassadors of the Six was 
excellent and, despite certain reservations, the 
principle of close cooperation with the future 
Commission delegate had been accepted.’ (1) 

Particularly on the initiative of Malfatti, the Com
mission subsequently sought to maintain good 
relations with Washington by encouraging the

(1)  HAEU, FMM 3, document referenced in footnote 2, p. 156.

Community to show a measure of ‘goodwill’ in 
respect of certain agricultural products, as had 
been requested by the Nixon administration (2). 
In adopting this approach, Malfatti had to con
front the opposition of a number of Community 
partners including France and his own Italy. 
Moreover, during the summer of 1971, the 

(2)  The positive reaction of the Nixon administration to the visit by 
Malfatti is confirmed by the memoirs of the Italian ambassador to 
Washington, Egidio Ortona; in this context, see Ortona, E., Anni 
d’America, vol. III, La cooperazione 1967/1975, Il Mulino, Bolo
gna, 1989, pp. 296–297.

Franco Maria Malfatti (standing) taking the oath before the Court of Justice in Luxembourg on 8 July 1970.  
When a new Commission takes office, its members take the oath before the Court of Justice and the European Parliament. 

Article 157 of the EEC Treaty provides that ‘When entering upon their duties, they shall give a solemn undertaking that, 
both during and after their term of office, they will respect the obligations arising therefrom and in particular their duty to 

behave with integrity and discretion as regards the acceptance, after they have ceased to hold office, of certain 
appointments or benefits.’

Behind Malfatti, from left to right, in the front row: Jean‑François Deniau, Wilhelm Haferkamp, Sicco Mansholt, Raymond 
Barre, Albert Coppé; in the second row: Walter Much, Émile Noël, Albert Borschette, Altiero Spinelli and Ralf Dahrendorf.
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US government took a number of important deci
sions that included protectionist measures and 
the abandonment of the gold standard for the 
dollar. Within the Commission, it became Malfatti’s 
task to draw up the initial measures to respond to 
the American Uturn and show a united and 
unanimous European front. The President took 
the issue extremely seriously and acted on a 
number of occasions to make his standpoint pub
licly known. Meanwhile, the Commission also 
acted as mediator to avoid any further deteriora
tion of relations with Washington, a role in which 
Malfatti made a major contribution. He contacted 
the American authorities — for example, the 
American ambassador William Eberle (1) — or 
exploited his links with the Italian Foreign Minis
ter (2). Over the next few months, however, there 
was increasing dissent within the Six as to the 
position the Community should adopt when deal
ing with the United States and it was again thanks 
to the Malfatti Commission that it proved possible 
to agree a common position and thus negotiate 
the Smithsonian Institute agreements in Decem
ber 1971 (3).

The origins of monetary union

A further problem facing Malfatti was the launch
ing of the plan for economic and monetary  
union. The Commission seemed to be fully aware 
of what was at stake and of the need to achieve 
progress, while at the same time being equally 
aware that different and often opposing view
points had quickly arisen, particularly between 
those who feared excessive supranational powers 
and those who, on the contrary, regarded EMU as 
an ideal instrument for achieving decisive progress 
towards a federal Europe, not to mention the dif
fering standpoints of the ‘monetarists’ and the 

(1)  HAEU, FMM 4, ‘Notes confidentielles’, Memo for the record,  
29 September 1971.

(2)  HAEU, FMM 4, ‘Notes confidentielles’, Letter from Franco Maria 
Malfatti to Aldo Moro, 25 January 1972 and a letter from Franco 
Maria Malfatti to Giorgio Bombassei, 25 January 1972.

(3)  An analysis of the problem in general may be found in James, H., 
Rambouillet, 15 novembre 1975 — La globalizzazione dell’econ
omia, Il Mulino, Bologna, 1999, pp. 135–164.

‘economists’ as to the shape of the plan. Once 
again, Malfatti chose to take a middle line that 
was subsequently adopted once disagreements 
within the Commission itself had been settled.

As is shown by an internal document, Malfatti’s 
approach involved the following objectives: giv
ing a political dimension to the discussion and 
defusing the tension between economists and 
monetarists by ensuring that economic and mon
etary union develop completely in parallel, seek
ing gradual progress and demonstrating flexibility 
with regard to institutional issues by postponing 
their definitive solution, taking specific measures 
initially and recognising the need for structural 
action (4). Once this approach had been adopted 
by the Six, the Commission would then seek to 
overcome the differences that had emerged be
tween Member States, most especially French 
hostility to radical institutional reform. Largely 
based on the Commission position, an agreement 
in principle was adopted at the Council of Minis
ters in February 1971, again reflecting the many 
discussions Malfatti conducted with leading fig
ures of the Six and with other personalities at 
Community level. However, the EMU project was 
threatened in the spring of the same year by the 
monetary difficulties experienced in certain coun
tries and by the sharp disagreement about the 
position of the German mark that arose between 
Germany, on the one hand, and France and Italy, 
on the other. Malfatti renewed his efforts on be
half of the Commission to avoid a permanent 
rupture between Community partners, seeking to 
find common ground that would allow the re
newal of negotiations; among the points he 
stressed was that the obstacles facing the Euro
pean Community should be seen in the context 
of more widespread difficulties that thus required 
joint effort by the Six. In fact, the Commission’s 
analysis proved accurate because within just a 
few months the American decision to abandon 
the gold standard for the dollar merely empha
sised the urgent need for a farreaching Commu
nity initiative. As new divisions between the 

(4)  HAEU, FMM 3, document referenced in footnote 2, p. 156.
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Member States emerged, the Commission took 
the initiative of putting forward five principles 
around which to structure currency exchange 
rates: fixed parities for Community currencies 
with scope for adjustments when desired, flexible 
exchange rates between the Community and the 
outside world, measures to counter excessive 
outflow of capital, concerted action by central 
banks to support Community currencies, and im

plementation of a financial solidarity mechan 
ism (1). Despite the failure of an initial meeting of 
the Council of Ministers held in midAugust, the 
Commission’s viewpoint was eventually accepted 
at a subsequent meeting, held in September, of 
those responsible for the economy in each of the 
Six.

(1) HAEU, FMM 3, document referenced in footnote 2, p. 156.

Franco Maria Malfatti and his colleagues celebrate the first anniversary of the presidency.
From right to left: Franco Maria Malfatti, Renato Ruggiero, Mario Santi, Malfatti’s secretary and Giampaolo Fontana Rava. 

(2 July 1971)
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This approach facilitated the launching of nego
tiations with the American authorities and the sig
nature of the Washington agreements. This result 
was a useful basis for the decisions to be taken 
by the Six during the first few months of 1972, 
especially after the apparent solution of the dis
agreements between France and Germany. On 
the eve of his resignation, Malfatti seemed to be 
relying on firming up the future currency ‘snake’ 
and he stressed in particular the need for the Six 
to adopt a ‘monetary identity’. The position 
adopted here by Malfatti clearly indicates that he 
had a political goal in mind but his departure 
from the Commission meant that developments 
in this field could not reach maturity.

Enlargement

One final area in which Malfatti’s achievements 
are particularly notable is that of the enlargement 
of the Community. In fact, the Italian statesman 
took office when the negotiations had barely 
commenced. Despite Jean Rey’s urging, the Com
mission had been assigned only limited responsi
bility, reflecting the fear among a number of 
 people that the Commission might become the 
conscience of the enlargement operation (1). 
 Under Malfatti, it therefore sought not only to 
provide vital technical assistance but also to em
phasise to the British authorities the goodwill of 
the Six by supplying the Community govern
ments with the necessary input to overcome the 
obstacles that rapidly arose. In this context, 
Malfatti’s visit to London in March 1971, designed 
to show the Commission’s goodwill with regard 
to the United Kingdom, was essential. Moreover, 
the Commission President strove to intensify his 
contacts with both the Commission negotiators 
and with the British delegation, ‘links which 
proved significant in overcoming the many diffi
culties during the negotiations’. This visit also 
contribu ted greatly to resolving various technical 
problems such as Caribbean sugar production, 

(1)  HAEU, FMM 3, document referenced in footnote 2, p. 156.

the position of New Zealand and the British con
tribution to the Community budget (2).

No sooner had the most crucial problems con
cerning the negotiations with the candidate coun
tries been resolved than there arose the issue of 
the signing of the Accession Treaties, scheduled 
for January 1972. The Commission’s objective 
was to participate in the official ceremony but 
this was vetoed by France. During the subsequent 
row, Malfatti tried to pressure the other five Mem
ber States and so marshal clear support for the 
Commission’s views but his efforts met with a 
‘lukewarm response’ from Germany, Italy and the 
three Benelux countries. Accordingly, the Com
mission had to accept ‘the procedure whereby 
the President of the Council (would sign) on be
half of the Community’. Nevertheless, during 
 Malfatti’s speech at the ceremony, he emphasised 
the need to continue to examine the role of the 
enlarged Community and the risks it faced if it 
did not equip itself with more robust institutions 
and a coherent political plan (3). Within a few 
days, Malfatti was again confronted with proof of 
the Commission’s weakness and of the national 
governments’ intention to retain full control over 
the political aspects of the European project. It 
was only through a confidential tipoff by Gaston 
Thorn that the President of the Commission 
learned of a meeting that had been held between 
the Ministers of Foreign Affairs and the Coreper 
representatives at which, in particular, discus
sions had begun on the calling of a European 
summit. Malfatti’s annoyance and bitterness were 
obvious (4). Having already been snubbed in 
connection with the ceremony celebrating the 
enlargement of the Community, this new episode 
demonstrated the point to which the Commis
sion, despite the significant progress made on 
building the Community, risked being sidelined 
by governments.

(2)  Guasconi, M. E., op. cit., pp. 207–208 and pp. 217–218.
(3)  Document referenced in footnote 2, p. 156.
(4)  HAEU, FMM 4, ‘Notes confidentielles’, note of 3 February 1972.
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Grounds for his resignation

It is difficult to assess what influence the above 
incidents had on Malfatti’s decision some weeks 
later to resign the post of President of the Com
mission in order to participate in the Italian elec
tions. In a letter to Moro, he stated his ‘profound 
conviction that in this way I can continue to con
tribute actively to the development of Europe 
over the years to come.’ (1) The way in which 
Spinelli justified the choice of Malfatti in a letter 

(1)  HAEU, FMM 6, ‘Démission du Président Malfatti’, Letter from 
Franco Maria Malfatti to Aldo Moro, 2 March 1972.

he sent to the President of the socialist group of 
the European Parliament, Francis Vals, is reveal
ing: he noted that ‘this is indeed the weak point 
of our system, it is not a matter of a choice be
tween a European political career and one in na
tional politics. It involved a choice between com
pleting a European term of office, amounting to 
the pure and simple abandonment of any subse
quent political activity, or returning earlier than 
planned to national life’. (2).

(2)  HAEU, FMM 6, ‘Démission du Président Malfatti’, Letter from Altiero 
Spinelli to Francis Vals, 9 March 1972. Spinelli asked Vals to ensure 
that the socialists did not criticise Malfatti at the Strasbourg Assembly.

Extracts from the interview with Renato Ruggiero on the subject of Franco Maria Malfatti

The meeting between Malfatti and Nixon on en-
largement issues: ‘At the time, we were experiencing 
great difficulties with the United States, the preferen-
tial-system component of a regional agreement 
proving a significant problem.’ Malfatti recognised 
this immediately and we decided we had to go to 
Washington and talk to Nixon about it. Malfatti 
commented at one stage, ‘Well, I think one way of 
getting round the problem is to launch multilateral 
discussions as soon as possible — and I would like to 
suggest that these negotiations be called the Nixon 
Round.’ Nixon replied, ‘In fact, I think it would be 
more accurate to call them the Malfatti Round be-
cause you were the one to suggest them.’ At that 
point, with his usual modesty and simplicity,  
Malfatti said ‘No, no. I think that even the most flat-
tering outcome for me would be for them to be 
known as the Nixon–Malfatti Round, but certainly 
not the Malfatti Round.’ They were actually then 
called the ‘Tokyo Round’.

The difficulties initially experienced by Malfatti in 
Brussels: ‘I would say, quite sincerely, that Malfatti 
arrived with a background in Italian politics and that 
at that time in particular there was a considerable 
difference between the way politics functioned in  
Italy and in other European countries. Early on, he 
encountered this problem of seeking a compromise, 
even before knowing the issues, whereas others 
would first want to start a discussion of the issues 
and then perhaps try to find a compromise [...]’

As far as Malfatti’s resignation is concerned: ‘I can as-
sure you that he said “I believe it is my duty to return to 
Italy because, now that I have gained this experience,  
I believe I can help to raise awareness of the nature of 
the European ideals and by so doing improve politics in 
Italy”. When the day scheduled for his press statement 
arrived, there were rumours that the press would attack 
him. The man was seized, as it were, by an attack of 
nerves and refused to attend. I have to say that Bino 
Olivi was also unwilling to go, one of his comments be-
ing “I am an Italian and therefore a target.” It was 
therefore decided to send the deputy spokesman, a  
rather uncommunicative individual... This gave rise to 
an even worse reaction on the part of the journalists. He 
[Malfatti] had prepared a very good speech clearly set-
ting out the grounds for his action. Basically, the step he 
took was fully justified. The President of the Commission 
has a political role and, as with all political roles, there 
are political agendas that must be borne in mind. Any-
way, at that time a President of the Commission had 
only a 50th of the prestige he now has. And he  
[Malfatti] felt that his main mission, the goals I referred 
to earlier, had in effect already been achieved and there-
fore there was no longer an agenda that required him to 
stay on...’

Interview with Renato Ruggiero, 15 July 2004.
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Although there were realistic grounds for the ac
tion taken, certain parts of the press criticised 
Malfatti, sometimes very harshly. A number of 
members of the European Parliament also ex
pressed their disappointment. The resigning Presi
dent therefore chose a variety of settings to de
fend his decision. Addressing the Assembly in 
Strasbourg, he did not assess the work conducted 
during his term in office as unsatisfactory and 
continued to defend, for example, the tasks and 

prerogatives of the Commission. He concluded 
by stating: ‘Accordingly, I am profoundly con
vinced that I am not leaving behind a weakened 
Commission, but rather a Commission which has 
taken up its role as political initiator in a full and 
concrete manner and will, I am confident, con
tinue to do so.’ (1)

(1)  HAEU, FMM 6, ‘Démission du Président Malfatti’, text of a speech 
given at the European Parliament.

‘He [Malfatti] is a sensitive, cultivated man, 
respected for his intelligence and integrity. But his 
apparent lack of self‑confidence has undoubtedly 
helped to prevent him from being an effective 
President. His chief fault in this post has been his 
complete failure to provide the sort of leadership 
required to weld the Commission into the 
homogeneous, tightly knit team which it needs to 
be.’

The Times, 6 March 1972, p. 21. 
 

‘The Commission in Brussels has no direct contact 
with the European population [...]. The 
consequence of this, however, is that the 
politicians entrusted with European tasks at the 
top in Brussels lose contact with politics in their 
home countries and eventually no longer have 
influence anywhere. This fate, suffered for 
example in all its severity by the former presidents 
Rey and Hallstein, is one that Malfatti now intends 
to avoid. [...] Malfatti has made his choice: rather 
than sacrifice himself in Brussels and therefore 
sign his political death warrant, he is rushing back 
to Italy. In taking this step in such a pivotal year 
for the EEC year as 1972, he is seeking to portray 
it as a demonstration aimed at Europe’s 
governments and peoples from which they 
should draw the lesson that the EEC cannot be 
allowed to remain a mere administrative 
superstructure but that it must instead be filled 
with democratic life.’

Luxemburger Wort, 6 March 1972, p. 1. 
(Translated from the German)

‘By leaving, Malfatti not only weakens the 
position of the Commission at a critical time but 
he also gives the most conservative wing of the 
French government new ammunition in its 
campaign to limit the powers of the Commission, 
just one week after the Commission’s presence at 
the first meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the 
Ten [...] was considered undesirable. Malfatti will 
feature in the contemporary history of Europe as 
the individual who put the interests of his party 
before his responsibilities to Europe.’

De Nieuwe Gids, 8 March 1972, p. 2. 
(Translated from the Dutch)

‘Malfatti’s behaviour is, in fact, no different from 
that of others who have preceded him at the 
head of European Community institutions; men 
who, when the opportunity presented itself, 
switched their attention back to the domestic 
politics of their home countries, clearly 
recognising that European posts, to which one is 
appointed rather than elected, can only be a 
staging post on the road to the exercise of 
political power. Thus far (i.e. for as long as there 
are no direct European elections and a 
democratic, parliamentary basis is accordingly 
lacking), Brussels continues to be known as the 
politicians’ grave for those who remain there too 
long and therefore lose direct contact with their 
political parties and with the political ebb and 
flow in their home country.’

Süddeutsche Zeitung,  
6 March 1972, p. 7.  

(Translated from the German)

Extracts from press articles on the occasion of Malfatti’s resignation
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While Malfatti was definitely not the most notable 
President, it is undeniable that during a difficult 
stage in the development of European unity, and 
taking account of the brief period he was in 
office, he did his best to confront the many 
problems facing the European Community at the 
beginning of the 1970s and that he sought, to the 
extent his powers permitted and in a spirit of 
mediation, to defend the interests of the 
Commission and the goal of greater integration. 
An analysis of his involvement does, to some 
extent, give due credit to a period too often 
described as having had little influence on the 
fate of the Community.

anTonio Varsori

The Malfatti presidency  
as seen by Emanuele Gazzo

‘Under the leadership of President Malfatti, and 
despite very difficult circumstances, the 
Commission succeeded (1) in obtaining 
recognition of its role as an autonomous and 
responsible initiating force. This is clear from 
an objective examination of the 
documentation (for the first time, the 
Commission took a direct part in preparing the 
summit meeting; it was involved at all levels of 
political union; it provided decisive political 
support for enlargement; it foresaw the 
necessary decisions in relation to economic 
and monetary union; and it was the first to 
urge that Europe should launch its own 
dialogue with the United States, rather than 
merely drawing attention to its existence, etc.). 
All of the above is confirmed by the fact that 
the Commission, more than ever in the past, is 
now being attacked by those who regard it as 
the most serious obstacle to cosy 
intergovernmental cooperation dominated by 
the deals arranged by the so‑called great 
powers.’

Europe, 3 March 1972. 
(Translated from the French)

(1)  Original emphasis.
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Chapter 8

Sicco Mansholt:  
courage and conviction

Sicco Leendert Mansholt was one of the leading 
lights in the early history of the European Com
mission (1). His name will forever be linked to the 
common agricultural policy (CAP), which took 
shape in the 1960s under his vigorous steward
ship. In the eyes of many, including those within 
the Commission’s apparatus, Mansholt was the 
CAP. Besides being Agriculture Commissioner, he 
was VicePresident of the Commission of the 
then sixmember Community and was even Presi
dent for a while.

Besides highlighting certain episodes in his Brus
sels career, we should underscore his position, 
his contribution to building the Commission’s ap
paratus, its working methods, the ties he kept 
with French and Dutch politics and, more gener
ally, with European public opinion, his concern 
at the developing global situation, and the nine
month period during which he was Commission 
President (2).

(1)  A major biography on Mansholt has been published since editing 
this chapter: Merriënboer, J., Mansholt: een biografie, Boom,  
Amsterdam, 2006.

(2)  Mansholt’s key role in the CAP is considered at pp. 317–337.

From The Hague to Brussels

Before being appointed to the Commission,  
Mansholt spent twelve and a half years in the 
Dutch government as Minister for Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Food Distribution. During this pe
riod, from 1945 to 1957, he was a key member of 
successive cabinets. He was largely responsible 
for the growing prosperity of the rural population 
in the postwar period. The socialist Mansholt 
knew agriculture inside out. He was the son of a 
farmer and, before becoming minister, managed 
a farm for several years. While he was minister, 
agriculture moved from production shortfalls to 
exportled abundance. Mansholt became known 
at the same time as an advocate of the European 
ideal. In 1950 he proposed creating a ‘green pool’ 
to rationalise west European agriculture on a  
supranational basis.

He was well known as a dynamic and creative 
organiser and for his strength of conviction. Al
though he managed to modernise Dutch agricul
ture in an exemplary way, his policy was con
tested. His Cabinet colleagues reproached him 
for overregulating the agricultural market, mak
ing farmers dependent on price guarantees and 
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subsidies, even though this was the case in virtu
ally all the industrialised countries. His Social
Democrat friend, Prime Minister Willem Drees, 
regularly got angry with him as he noticed with 
regret that domestic agricultural policy had cre
ated enormous export surpluses and become  
‘terribly costly’. When the European Commission 
came into being in January 1958, he had no ob
jection to Mansholt leaving The Hague for Brus
sels. One day he said to his Economic Affairs 
Minister Jelle Zijlstra: ‘What a relief! We’ve got rid 
of him.’ Zijlstra replied: ‘What do you mean, rid of 
him, you’ve got another think coming, he’ll come 
through the back door’. (1) Zijlstra meant that in 
Brussels Mansholt would do all he could to carry 
out his agricultural plans at European level. 
Which is what happened.

Despite Drees’s and Zijlstra’s scepticism, Mansholt 
was the ideal Dutch candidate for the post of 
 European Commissioner. A number of eminent 
members of his party, the Dutch Labour Party 
(Partij van de Arbeid — ‘PvdA’), even tried to get 
him appointed first Commission President. Alfred 
Mozer, who was later to be his chief of staff and 
who cultivated broad international contacts,  
approached Chancellor Adenauer about him,  
but Adenauer said no.

As the Chancellor said, ‘A farmer and a socialist, 
that is too much for one man (2).’ The highly in
fluential Jean Monnet, after playing the Mansholt 
card (3), plumped for a German candidate (4). 
Even his own government refused to back him. 
This was due to the position of the negotiations 
in the Benelux context. As it seemed that the 
Commission would be based in Brussels, it was 
not clear that Benelux could also ask for the 
Commission presidency.

(1)  Interview with Jelle Zijlstra, in Harryvan, A. G., van der Harst, J. 
and van Voorst, S. (eds), Voor Nederland en Europa — Politici en 
ambtenaren over het Nederlandse Europabeleid en de Europese in
tegratie, 1945–1975, Instituut voor Nederlandse Geschiedenis, The 
Hague/Boom, Amsterdam, 2001, p. 347 (Horizonreeks, 2).

(2)  Ein Bauer und ein Sozialist, das ist des Guten zuviel.
(3)  See Chapter 1, p. 47.
(4)  Interview with Jacob Jan van der Lee, in Harryvan, A. G. et al.,  

op. cit., p. 73.

When the foreign affairs ministers met in Paris in 
January 1958, the German Walter Hallstein was 
appointed President. According to State Secretary 
Ernst van der Beugel, standing in for the unwell 
Minister Luns, he was the man for the job. The 
die was cast but, according to van der Beugel, 
Mansholt had caused problems as he had his 
eyes on the presidency whatever the Cabinet in 
The Hague thought (5). His close collaborator, 
Jaap van der Lee, who had known Mansholt for 
some while, testified much later that Mansholt 
was not the right candidate for the President’s 
job, at the beginning at least (6). He was flamboy
ant, impatient and sometimes not very diplomat
ic, which led to conflicts.

Creating the apparatus

On 16 January 1958 the EEC Commission held its 
first meeting at the château of ValDuchesse in 
Brussels. Everything had to be created from 
scratch. A working party was set up to allocate 
the tasks among the Commissioners. It consisted 
of Commissioners Malvestiti, Mansholt, Marjolin, 
Rey and von der Groeben. In sharing out the 
portfolios, it had to decide whether to follow the 
High Authority’s loose structure or to give each 
Commissioner a very precise task. A compromise 
formula was chosen, with each Commissioner 
dealing with several fields while being in charge 
of one specific sector (7). Another working party 
of three Commissioners — Mansholt, Marjolin 
and von der Groeben — was also set up to pre
pare a work programme. This working party was 
also asked to consider the status and importance 
of the cabinets (8).

For his own cabinet, Mansholt chose Jaap van der 
Lee and Georges Rencki. Van der Lee had been 
his principal adviser while he was minister in the 

(5)  Interview with Ernst Hans van der Beugel, in Harryvan, A. G. et al., 
op. cit., p. 53.

(6)  Interview with Jacob Jan van der Lee, in Harryvan, A. G. et al.,  
op. cit., p. 73. 

(7)  Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003.
(8)  IISG, AM 104, Resumé Jacob Jan van der Lee, 18 January 1958.
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Sicco Mansholt was a cartoonist’s dream.  
No doubt the responsibilities he held within the 

Commission contributed to fuelling their eloquence, but 
Mansholt’s physical appearance and his legendary pipe 

were also a source of inspiration.

Netherlands and showed enormous interest in 
the construction of Europe. He became Man
sholt’s first chef de cabinet, but only for a short 
period. Rencki was number two in the cabinet. 
He had been recommended by Robert Schuman, 
who was President of the European Movement at 
the time and therefore indirectly responsible for 
its international secretariat for youth, the Euro
pean Youth Campaign, to which Rencki be
longed. The choice of Rencki, a Frenchman of 
Polish origin, was particularly interesting. In  
making this choice, Mansholt was the only one of 
the first batch of commissioners to appoint a 
noncompatriot to his cabinet (1). Mansholt con
sidered that, given the crucial position of the 
French farming sector, Rencki was key to setting 
up a European policy (2).

In addition to his cabinet, which fulfilled a polit
ical function, Mansholt tried to appoint the best 
people in his DG, the Agriculture DG (DG VI). He 
had green fingers, so to speak. Louis Rabot, whom 
Mansholt knew from the ‘green pool’ negotiations 
and who had enjoyed a good reputation in the 
field of agriculture, was named DirectorGeneral. 
Other noteworthy figures included Berend  
Heringa, from the Dutch Ministry of Agriculture, 
and the German von Verschuer. Mansholt thus 
surrounded himself with devoted and competent 
fellow workers. DG VI occupied from the outset a 
leading position in the Commission’s apparatus.

As early as April 1958, van der Lee let it be known 
that he was seeking another post within the Com
mission. He had come to Brussels as Mansholt’s 
trusty righthand man but he now wanted to cut 
loose from his boss and make his own way. Com
missioner Robert Lemaignen, who held the port
folio for the associated countries, offered van der 
Lee a directorship in DG VIII, which he readily 
accepted. Very quickly, Mansholt had to find an
other chef de cabinet. The PvdA proposed Alfred

(1)  Interview with Jacob Jan van der Lee, 15 December 2003.
(2)  Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003.

Mozer, who had put in a good word in his favour 
with Adenauer. Mozer had had a hectic life and a 
chequered career. Of German Jewish origin, he 
had fled the Nazis in the 1930s to become a Dutch 
citizen. He had played a key role in the European 
Movement and was at the time international sec
retary of the PvdA. Van der Lee, who left DG VI, 
was not at all in agreement with the choice of 
Mozer and tried to dissuade Mansholt in April 
and May 1958. According to van der Lee, Mozer 
was too tarnished politically. He wrote to  
Mansholt: ‘ Mozer is himself a politician and used 
to considerable independence. He is not method
ical and is not used to working with a big admin
istration. He would be happy in this post only if 
he could continue to use and develop his con
tacts. This would rapidly lead to misunderstand
ings. He does not know the Community’s eco
nomic issues and would not be firm enough in 
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managing the study of economic problems, the 
main job of your Cabinet.’ Van der Lee feared that 
Mozer’s appointment could weaken Mansholt’s 
position in the Commission, given the back
ground of the other chefs de cabinet, ‘all young 
people with great experience in the economic 
and administrative fields’. ‘Your cabinet, he con
tinued, can only give you modest political sup
port. You need someone to chat with in confi
dence and who knows you well enough to speak 
frankly and without hesitation on the basis of this 
relationship of confidence about things which are 
not right. You need someone who will not take 
you too seriously and can from time to time take 
the risk of making fun of you.’ According to van 
der Lee, Mozer was not the man for the job (1). To 
boot, he had a linguistic handicap: he did not 
have good enough French or English (2).

(1)  IISG, AM 205, Letter from Jacob Jan van der Lee to Sicco Mansholt, 
23 April 1958.

(2)  Interview with WillemJan van Slobbe, 6 January 2004.

Instead of the socialist Mozer, van der Lee thought 
it wiser to appoint a chef de cabinet from a Cath
olic background. It would be better for Mansholt’s 
future career. For what would happen to  
Mansholt after his first term of office at the Com
mission would depend on the support he would 
receive from the Catholic People’s Party KVP, the 
largest Dutch political party after the PvdA. ‘If 
you want to be Prime Minister, you must be ac
ceptable to the KVP (Katholieke Volkspartij) (3).’ 
Van der Lee proposed among the competent 
young Catholics the names of Charles Rutten 
from the Foreign Ministry and Wim van Slobbe 
from the Economic Affairs Ministry. Rencki, who 
had just been appointed, would become the third, 
instead of the second, most important man in the 
cabinet. Van der Lee was not in agreement but 
saw no other solution. He wrote of Rencki: ‘I 
have a lot of respect for his work but I don’t think 
it is possible to keep him as number two in the 
cabinet given the political traditions in the Neth
erlands (4).’

Van der Lee sized up Mansholt psychologically: 
‘Fortunately, the outside world does not see how 
difficult it is to work with you. Working with you 
means being on the ball the whole time because 
you are extremely intelligent and physically 
tougher than anyone I know. When you have the 
wrong ideas in your head and they have been 
there for a long time, it takes a very careful man 
to change your mind (5).’ Van der Lee pointed out 
that methodical governances were alien to  
Mansholt. ‘As befits a politician, you work on im
pulse and political conviction, and it is to your 
credit that you are more competent than anyone 
in the field for which you are responsible. How
ever, your logic is essentially “homemade”. It is 
to your disadvantage that you do not have any 
academic qualifications or the discipline of sys
tematic thought. So I honestly believe anyone 
wishing to be independent and not wishing to 

(3)  IISG, AM 205, Letter from Jacob Jan van der Lee to Sicco Mansholt, 
9 May 1958.

(4)  Ibid.
(5)  IISG, AM 205, Letter from Jacob Jan van der Lee to Sicco Mansholt, 

23 April 1958.

Mansholt on the subject of the three 
institutions

‘I should like to express myself on the subject 
of the construction of all the bodies [...].  
The final decisions are taken by the Council.  
It can therefore be said to express the will of 
the Community. Secondly, there is the 
Commission, the executive body. It has to take 
the initiative [...]. I would call that the 
intelligence. Thirdly, there is Parliament, which 
has a supervisory function: it should be the 
conscience.’

Speech given by Sicco Mansholt at the general meeting 
of the Netherlands district chamber of the Netherlands–

German Chamber of Commerce, Scheveningen  
on 12 September 1958, p. 6, IISG, AM, 147. 

Speeches, 1958–1971. 
(Translated from the Dutch)
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belittle himself (Mozer) cannot be your chef de 
cabinet. You need a kind of intelligent slave and, 
above all, someone systematic’ (1). Van der Lee 
was no doubt thinking of the kind of coworker 
he was when he arrived in 1950 to join 
Mansholt.

Despite these warnings from within his inner cir
cle, Mansholt finally opted for Mozer. This ap
pointment was well received within the PvdA, 
with which Mansholt maintained close links. 
Mozer was also known for his networking (he 
knew everybody, even the Pope), his speeches, 
his humour and his easy contacts with the press. 
He would remain chef de cabinet until 1970, 
when Sjouke Jonker succeeded him. The Catholic 
economist Wim van Slobbe became second 
incharge, and Rencki was appointed head of  
division for relations with the agricultural sector 
in DG VI, but he would work directly with 
Mansholt until 1968 (2).

The Commission moved into a sixstorey building 
in rue Belliard in Brussels. To begin with, the 
Commissioners and civil servants were somewhat 
disoriented: the ninemember Commission met in 
a room on the first floor that was too small. There 
was a table and a few chairs. There were no sec
retaries yet, and no paper and pencils. Mansholt 
tells how he called a lift boy, gave him 20 francs 
and sent him to the nearest shop to buy the first 
office supplies. Mansholt looked around his col
leagues: ‘Robert Marjolin, I know; Hallstein [...]  
I am not sure who he is; Jean Rey already almost 
an accomplice; Petrilli the Italian, a total stranger, 
Émile Noël, the first SecretaryGeneral, [...] an as
tonishing man: never gives way. [...] nine men 
around a table with a huge job to accom
plish (3).’

(1)  IISG, AM 205, Letter from Jacob Jan van der Lee to Sicco Mansholt, 
23 April 1958.

(2)  Interview with Georges Rencki, 13 January 2004.
(3)  Mansholt, S., La crise — Conversations avec Janine Delaunay, 

Stock, Paris, 1974, pp. 86–87.

Stresa: the Commission consolidates

Although the Treaty of Rome left it up to the Com
mission to shape the future agricultural policy, it 
had, before setting about its task, to consult Mem
ber States at an agricultural meeting of the Six. 
Mansholt and DG VI went about this task ener
getically. The intention was first to hold the meet
ing in Rome but, on a proposal from Germany, it 
was moved to Stresa on Lake Maggiore in northern 
Italy. This was a much more pleasant place as the 
meeting was held in midsummer, from 3 to 11 July 
1958. Everybody who was anybody in the world 
of agriculture was present. The six Member States 

Working together in the Commission  
in 1958

‘In the large six‑storey building we chose two 
rooms on the first floor, very small ones. Hallstein’s 
habit was to meet in rooms that were too small, 
which made Jean Rey moan. [ ...]

We had to work out procedures, prepare and in‑
stall an administration, find technical staff. We 
thus had the time to get to know each other. Our 
families were not yet with us. There were no sec‑
retaries, so no temptation to show off in front of 
staff, nine men face to face, with a major task to 
perform. Despite our past experience, we were 
very confident, very optimistic. 

We lived together, lunched, dined and spent en‑
tire evenings discussing all the problems. A small 
political team is extraordinary, quite ideal for 
working well. Ten years later the Commission had 
become a vast administration where Parkinson’s 
law held sway. But I always sought to maintain 
small nuclei or teams and I got them together in 
an office at a round table every week. I had real 
leaders — five, eight, ten, no more — to discuss 
issues that really were very complex. Politics is 
now a matter of teamwork, we have to live close 
together, share our thoughts, develop ideas, how‑
ever absurd they may be. And discuss them, influ‑
ence each other.’

Mansholt, S., La crise — Conversations avec Janine 
Delaunay, Stock, Paris, 1974, pp. 86–87. 

(Translated from the French)
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but also the Commission had trouble keeping 
down the numbers in their delegations. The Com
mission feared that the budget would be overrun 
and made it known in good time to the Italian 
government that it was not ready to assume the 
extra expenditure (1). Between the various discus
sions and meetings of working parties there was 
also time to relax. Mansholt managed to put on a 
show of his own. To impress the female guests, 
the German civil servant von Stülpnagel tried fre
quently but without any success to do waterskiing. 
Mansholt had never ever put on skis but he too 
tried. At the second attempt, he got up, remained 
upright and skied in wide circles around the lake. 
He was loudly applauded on his return. This 
earned him respect and contributed subtly to 
strengthening his position (2).

What the conference actually achieved was high
ly significant in terms of content. The Commis
sion, the Member States and the agricultural or
ganisations which were invited as observers at 
Mansholt’s insistence (3) reached an agreement 
on the outline of a European agricultural policy 
and the procedures to be followed. Their aim was 
to set up a common market for agricultural pro
duce and a production modernisation policy.

Mansholt’s power was further bolstered by the ease 
with which he was learning French, the Commis
sion’s lingua franca. When he arrived in Brussels, 
he could hardly put two words together in French 
but did not consider that to be a problem. ‘When 
French had to be spoken, he spoke French and 
that didn’t bother him,’ said van Slobbe (4). After 
three months at the Commission, he was managing 
to express himself adequately. His colleagues were 
impressed. As one of them said, ‘He really murders 
spoken French, but it is fluent (5). But he continues 
to make mistakes, sometimes very funny ones. One 
day he told a colleague: “I’m getting by with my 

(1)  PV 21 EEC, Commission, 19 June 1958.
(2)  Molegraaf, J. H., Boeren in Brussel — Nederland en het Gemeen

schappelijk Europees Landbouwbeleid, 1958–1971, Proefschrift 
Universiteit Utrecht, 1998, p. 46.

(3)  Interview with Georges Rencki, 13 January 2004.
(4)  Interview with WillemJan van Slobbe, 6 January 2004.
(5)  Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003.

French, it is just the sex that’s causing me prob
lems.” Of course, it was the gender of French words 
he meant.’ (6) He sometimes used French deliber
ately — e.g. at the Council — to be able to say,  
if the negotiations were not going his way: ‘Sorry, 
that’s not quite what I meant to say’ or ‘Sorry,  
I didn’t quite understand’ (7). On the other hand, 
according to Rencki, some misunderstandings 
arose with the farmers because Mansholt often re
plied ‘d’accord’, meaning ‘I agree’ when he really 
meant ‘I understand’ (8).

Mansholt was known for his heavy work rate and 
for his tireless desire to explain the CAP to his 
colleagues, to ministers, to farmers and to con
sumers. He had a mission to accomplish (9). He 
travelled from SchleswigHolstein to Sicily, dis
cussing the issues in depth and never fearing to 
clash with those who did not share his views. He 
had a small group of confidants at the Commis
sion with whom he outlined the policy around a 
table specially designed for the purpose: in DG VI 
these were above all Rabot, Heringa (10), von  
Verschuer (11) and Rencki (12). There were 100 or 

(6)  Interview with JeanClaude Séché, 8 June 2004.
(7)  Recollection by a member of the Marjolin cabinet interviewed in 

January 2004.
(8)  Interview with Georges Rencki, 13 January 2004.
(9)  Interview with WillemJan van Slobbe, 6 January 2004.
(10)  Interview with Johannes Westhoff, 7 January 2004.
(11) As assistant to Rabot, von Verschuer was a permanent member of 

the ‘round table’, which was joined by the relevant director and 
head of division depending on the topic under discussion (Note 
from Helmut von Verschuer to Michel Dumoulin, 3 September 
2005). 

(12)  He was there firstly as member of the cabinet and then because 
of his relations with the farming world (Note from Georges Rencki 
to Michel Dumoulin, 31 August 2005). 

Mansholt as Commissioner

‘He was surrounded by a small circle of close  
colleagues with whom he developed and tested 
his policy through constant discussion. He dele‑
gated really well and left them substantially free to 
put the policy into practice. It was really fine 
teamwork.’

Van der Lee, J. J., Mijn herinneringen aan Sicco Mansholt, 
S and D 10, 1995, p. 491, IISG, AM.  

(Translated from the Dutch)
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so meetings between 1958 and 1961, 36 of them 
in 1959 alone (1). Mansholt delegated easily: 
Mozer and van Slobbe often took part in the 
Commission’s meetings when he was abroad. He 
maintained good contacts with the press and 
sometimes ‘flew a kite’ to test proposals (2). His 
iron constitution enabled him to stand the heat 
longer than his negotiating colleagues at mara
thon meetings, for example on cereal prices, and 
thus obtain key results in the small hours.  
Mansholt could also get very angry and impatient. 
Ferrandi described him as ‘this bullnecked Dutch 
giant who went red in the face very quickly, very 
impulsive and very authoritarian’ (3). He some
times feigned anger to force the pace and move 
forward in discussions that had stalled. He regu
larly used the system of linked transactions to 
gain the acceptance of certain countries for agri
cultural proposals. All this was very time consum
ing and energy consuming and cost a lot of  
money. Agriculture swallowed up the bulk of 
meeting time and of the Community budget, espe
cially at that time. Mansholt was the spider in the 
web.

Mansholt and France

In shaping the CAP, Mansholt could count on the 
support of France and the Netherlands while re
sistance came from Germany. Solid links were 
created between Mansholt and the French Agri
culture Minister, Edgar Pisani (4). Despite their 
convergence of interest, there were regular clash
es between the French government and Mansholt. 
The de Gaulle government’s opposition to a  
supranational Europe exasperated him, whereas 
Paris criticised the Commission VicePresident for 
meddling in the domestic policy of the Member 
States, in this case France. At times this gave rise 
to serious controversy, for example during a 

(1)  Note from Georges Rencki to Michel Dumoulin, 31 August 2005.
(2)  van Merriënboer, J. C. F. J., ‘Het avontuur van Sicco Mansholt’, 

http://www.ru.nl/contents/pages/22864/mansholt_.pdf, p. 13 (arti
cle published in Politieke Opstellen, Nos 15–16, pp. 136–168).

(3)  Interview with Jacques Ferrandi, 28 and 29 May 2004.
(4)  Interview with Paul Collowald, 2 December 2003.

speech Mansholt made in Rotterdam in May 1962, 
openly criticising President de Gaulle, and the 
French government and political system. He em
phasised the limited powers of the French parlia
ment ‘which is more like the ancien régime than 
a democratic structure’. As for the political union 
project, this was the period of the negotiations on 
the Fouchet Plan. Mansholt said that de Gaulle’s 
ideas on the subject ‘were designed in reality to 
minimise, if not destroy, the integration process 
with a political coronation’. He also expressed an 
opinion on the accession negotiations with the 
United Kingdom. He himself supported UK 
 accession and wondered whether French policy 
in this regard was defined by economic consider
ations or rather by France’s desire to become a 
nuclear power, this latter assumption being the 
preferred one.

Paris was ‘not amused’ by Mansholt’s interven
tion. The French Foreign Minister, Maurice Couve 
de Murville, let it be known by letter that he was 
very disturbed by the remarks addressed to 
France. He felt that the statements, coming from 
a member of the Commission, ‘were quite ser ious’ 
but he wanted to avoid a diplomatic incident.

In his response to Couve, Mansholt defended 
himself by saying that ‘as a member of the Com
mission, I’m not bound by a national government, 
that of the Netherlands. I’m not a civil servant of 
any government [...] but, as a citizen of my coun
try, I feel I have the right to speak my mind when 
a political development which affects my country 
and my fellow citizens is up for discussion. I am 
not criticising France’s Head of State or its gov
ernment but a concept with which my country 
and my fellow citizens will have to live in the 
future. In my accepting this post within the Euro
pean Commission, I and my compatriots are con
vinced that we haven’t lost the right to say what 
we think about a project which will be crucial  
for the future of more than one country in 
 Europe’. (5)

(5)  IISG, AM 113, Letter from Maurice Couve de Murville to Sicco 
 Mansholt, 8 June 1962, and Sicco Mansholt’s reaction.
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Mutual irritation escalated during the summer of 
1965, after de Gaulle showed his repugnance at 
the growing power of the Commission — and of 
Mansholt and Hallstein in particular — in the 
field of farm funding. As a reprisal, he recalled 
the French Representative to the Council for six 
months. This was the period of the ‘empty chair’ 
crisis. Mansholt felt that de Gaulle’s intervention 
was a bad thing for the Community and showed 
his displeasure at the French attitude at several 
times and places. Delivering a speech in July 
1965, he warned that nobody should be allowed 
to block European unification as that would be 
‘the greatest act of destruction in Europe since 
Hitler’ (1). The French were furious. Putting de 
Gaulle on a par with Hitler was unacceptable.

(1)  IISG, AM 452 (1966), Klein, W., De SuperBoer Sicco Leendert  
Mansholt, Elsevier, 29 January 1966, p. 21.

But Mansholt did not give up. In September 1965 
he went to The Hague and made direct contact 
with the Dutch government to ask it to adhere 
strictly to a hard and consistent policy and not 
yield to French demands. He was worried about 
Belgium, where minister Spaak seemed to be 
quite receptive to the wishes of the French. On 
the other hand, the Netherlands had to demon
strate a consistent attitude designed to produce 
total unanimity among the five Member States. Ac
cording to Mansholt, such an attitude would end 
in an independent decision being taken by the 
Five ‘not only when a majority vote was provided 
for but also when unanimity was required’. He 
stressed that the Commission’s lawyers were con
vinced that such decisions by the Five would be 
legal ‘as France was violating the Treaty by  
her absence’. The Dutch government shared  
Mansholt’s opinion, of course, but considered that 

‘On 14 January last year a decision was taken 
concerning a common mechanism for the most 
important products, and on 1 August it became 
operational. [...] I believe that our successes  
can be put down to two main reasons: firstly, 
from the outset we have kept the industry, 
farmers’ organisations and manufacturers 
informed. And we have had regular discussions 
with consultative bodies that include professional 
organisations. We have involved national 
administrations in our activities [...] We can draw 
conclusions for the future from our experiences 
on these two fronts: national administrations and 
industry must be integrated into the process of 
devising the Community policies.

We have set up management committees. This is 
a nice name but they don’t manage anything, 
they can only give an opinion. Opinions that we 
don’t need to heed. If we do not follow an 
opinion, they can appeal to the Council against 
our decisions, but all that is secondary. What is 
important is that we never take decisions without 

consulting these committees. We discuss matters 
with experts — eggs, pork or poultry — and that 
gives the impression that they cannot be 
manipulated but that the common policy has 
been devised jointly by national administrations 
and the Commission.

One thing worries me. We have a good 
relationship with those who produce and 
administer but it is difficult to establish the same 
links with those who consume. [...] The big 
question of the day is how consumers can make 
their voices heard. In my opinion, that is possible 
only through better parliamentary representation.’

Rede uitgesproken door de heer dr. S. L. Mansholt  
te Leuven op 22 January 1963,   

pp. 10–11, IISG, AM, 149. 
Stukken betreffende gehouden toespraken 1958–1971. 

(Translated from the Dutch)

Mansholt on the organisation of the Commission in agricultural matters
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the European Commission was being too unsub
tle in the circumstances. Prime Minister Joseph 
Cals said that the ‘empty chair’ policy was above 
all a political problem, and legal issues which 
Mansholt was highlighting played a secondary 
role. Joseph Luns had doubts that a united front of 
the Five was possible, given Spaak’s position (1). 
But it was decided that ‘tactically one should avoid 
giving the impression that the Netherlands was 
ready to sign any kind of compromise’ (2). This 
was not the first and certainly not the last time 
that Mansholt would visit government representa
tives in The Hague. After the talks they often dined 
together in the Royal restaurant in the city centre.

Mansholt’s trips to The Hague did not go un
noticed. In November 1965 State Secretary Leo De 
Block wrote a letter in which he said that ‘leading 
officials in France have stated maliciously that 
Mansholt has regularly exchanged ideas with the 
Dutch government on the problem relating to the 
EEC crisis. This is seen as a sign that the Dutch 
member of the Commission is not rising above 
party relationships as he ought to be and as the 
Netherlands considers that a Commission member 
ought to do as one of his main duties’. Although 
De Block added that the French should be feeling 
guilty given the close ties between Brussels and 
Paris (for example, the relations between Hirsch 
and Chatenet), he considered that Mansholt 
should remain very careful in future. De Block 
wished that the next exchange of views should 
take place in a discreet place, certainly not in the 
Royal restaurant, and that those taking part would 
be asked not to mention this meeting (3).

Occasionally Mansholt tried to influence The 
Hague. The contrary was rarely the case. Accord
ing to Mansholt, Dutch governments had always 
been very correct from 1958 onwards: ‘They 
 never put pressure on me. Sometimes they 

(1)  IISG, AM 120 (1965–66), Kort verslag van informele bijeenkomst in 
het Kabinet van de MinisterPresident, 14 September 1965.

(2)  IISG, AM 120, Letter from Leo De Block to Sicco Mansholt,  
9 November 1965.

(3)  Ibid.

 approached me to draw my attention to a partic
ular issue but I considered that normal. When a 
matter didn’t concern me directly, I always ad
dressed them to my colleague who was respon
sible’ (4). Mansholt had the feeling that his inde
pendent attitude increased his power within the 
Commission but also within the Council. He was 
annoyed by certain colleagues who would seek 
instructions in their country’s capital. He thought 
this was bad for the Commission’s image (5).

In 1967 Jean Rey succeeded Hallstein as the new 
Commission President. Mansholt who was the 
main candidate of the Benelux countries and 
even acceptable to the Germans encountered op
position from de Gaulle. France even wanted 
Mansholt to go at the same time as Hallstein, but 
the Dutch government was against this. Mansholt 
would remain VicePresident thanks to a sleight 
of hand: unlike in the case of the Merger Treaty, 
four VicePresidents would be appointed instead 
of three (6).

In July and August 1968 a conflict erupted be
tween Mansholt and Debré, who had just been 
appointed Foreign Minister by de Gaulle. The 
new President Rey was to play a thankless role in 
this conflict. The starting point was an interview 
by Mansholt on the meaning of the elections or
ganised in France in June. De Gaulle had won 
them but only at the second round (the bulk of 
the farming vote had gone to Lecanuet, his Chris
tian Democrat opponent) (7). On that occasion, 
Mansholt said that for years there had been the 
divergences of opinion between France and the 
other Member States on the structure of Europe’s 
future (a Europe of nation States or a federal Eur
ope) and on majority voting in the Council as 
regards the United Kingdom’s accession and on 
the level of democracy in the future Community. 
Mansholt felt that, as long as key political  disputes 

(4)  Mansholt, S., De Crisis, Contact, Amsterdam, 1975, pp. 41–42. 
(Translated from the Dutch)

(5)  Ibid.
(6)  Van Merriënboer, J. C. F. J., op. cit., p. 19.
(7)  Interview with Georges Rencki, 13 January 2004.
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were not ironed out, there was little real hope of 
establishing quickly a united political Europe. De 
Gaulle’s election victory would result in the same 
form of government as before, which Mansholt 
deplored.

Debré reacted as if he had been bitten by a snake. 
In a letter to Rey he wrote: ‘VicePresident  
Mansholt has said unacceptable things as a Com
mission VicePresident and has no right to pass 
judgment on the domestic policy of a Member 
State.’ Mansholt, in Debré’s eyes, had acted in a 
partisan manner. ‘His words were seriously of
fensive to national sentiment as Gaullism is an 
expression of our gratitude to a man who repre
sents not only our honour, our freedom but also 
the honour and freedom of Europe. He also sym
bolises the patriotic sentiment of the French peo
ple which benefits the whole of Europe. By what 
authority does the VicePresident condemn mil
lions of voters who have expressed confidence in 
General de Gaulle?’ (1)

Rey was in a difficult situation. He wanted to re
assure Debré without disowning his colleague 
Mansholt. He finally wrote a letter which satisfied 
neither of them. He replied to Debré: ‘I can of 
course understand that the French government 
did not appreciate the statements of my colleague 
VicePresident Mansholt on the subject of French 
politics. For years, Mr Mansholt has been making 
such statements from time to time. They have cre
ated worries for me and for my predecessor.’ He 
pointed out that Mansholt did not speak for the 
Commission but in his own name, that he alone 
was responsible for his statement and that ‘our 
Commission refrains from making statements on 
the domestic policy of Member States’. He added 
that ‘Mr Mansholt is an energetic and combative 
political figure and we have benefited from his 
dynamism in integrating Europe while we have 
had to put up patiently with certain disadvanta
ges’. Rey added that he did not understand the 
furious reaction, as the Commission had recently 
satisfied certain French demands (2).

(1)  IISG, AM 99, Letter from Michel Debré to Jean Rey, 8 July 1968.
(2)  IISG, AM 99, Reply from Jean Rey to Michel Debré, 15 July 1968.

Mansholt was very disappointed with Rey’s answer 
to Debré. He wrote to the Commission President 
that he was not speaking personally: ‘I have 
enough sense of irony to put up with an attack by 
an exchange of judgments on a member of the 
Commission between the Commission President 
and a minister in one of the Member States. That 
final judgment remains on the whole “satisfactory”: 
difficult but not exactly blameworthy.’ He thought 
it unfair that Rey had accepted Debré’s interpret
ation both as to his interference in domestic policy 
and to his impartiality and neutrality. ‘In accepting 
Debré’s views on the subject of the rights of Mem
bers of the Commission, you brought this organ
isation down to the level desired by the French 
government.’ Finally, Mansholt was astonished that 
Rey had alluded to certain identical situations 
which had arisen under his predecessor Hallstein: 
‘I had disagreed with Hallstein on the advisability 
of this or that statement but never on the right to 
express a political opinion.’ (3)

In a long reply to Debré, Mansholt also denied 
having meddled in domestic politics: he wanted 
to draw conclusions on the foreign policy of one 
of the Member States concerning Europe. 
 Mansholt felt that, as a Member of the Commis
sion, he also had to be impartial, of course, but 
that did not mean remaining neutral: ‘to serve the 
interests of Europe, it is essential to express po
litical opinions. In its absolute independence, the 
Commission itself will judge what that meant’ (4).

This was clearly not the reply that Debré was 
expecting. In a final polemical outburst, he wrote 
to Mansholt: ‘I read your letter with surprise. I 
was expecting, if not an apology then at least an 
expression of regret. I have taken cognisance of 
your lengthy explanations: [...] which explain 
nothing. If I were to reply to you at similar length, 
I would have to state certain truths which might 
be hurtful. I prefer not to do so but simply to say 
that I fully stand by the very moderate terms of 
my letter to President Rey.’ (5)

(3)  IISG, AM 99, Letter from Sicco Mansholt to Jean Rey, 30 July 1968.
(4)  IISG, AM 99, Letter from Sicco Mansholt to Michel Debré, 30 July 1968.
(5)  IISG, AM 99, Letter from Michel Debré to Sicco Mansholt, 20 August 

1968.
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The conflict became more bitter and questions 
were put in the European Parliament. Things 
 never improved between Mansholt and Debré. 
With General de Gaulle the position was less clear. 
He would have agreed to meet Mansholt, this ‘Bat
avian’ for whom he had a degree of respect (1).

The limits to growth

A very difficult period began for Mansholt. The 
success he had achieved during the first 10 years 
in setting up the CAP turned against him now. 
These difficulties were the result of agricultural 
surpluses caused by high prices, with the sub
stantial expenditure which that entailed, and also 
of monetary instability (revaluation and devalu
ation) — whereas prices were expressed in units 
of account.

Mansholt understood that changes were needed. 
To reform the policy on a structural basis, he 
drew up in December 1968 a detailed plan to 
lower prices, modernise farms and provide aid 
for the worsthit farmers. However, this plan came 
up against resistance from part of the farming 
population in the Member States and, since he 
lacked support from the governments, he was 
obliged to adapt certain of his proposals. In May 
1971 the plan was accepted but it did not manage 
to put an end to the surpluses owing to the op
position of governments to lower prices and re
ductions in the areas under cultivation (2). For 
Mansholt this was not about to be a very happy 
period. He had health problems. Moreover, he 
was more and more ‘worried by the future of the 
global economy and the European economy’ and 
was wondering what type of growth should be 
promoted in future. On top of his older concerns 
about the demographic explosion, food short
ages, pollution and future energy shortage, there 
was now the global analysis by the MIT (Massa
chusetts Institute of Technology), ‘The limits  
to growth’ drafted under the editorship of   

(1)  Note from Georges Rencki to Michel Dumoulin, 31 August 2005.
(2)  See the chapter on agricultural policy, pp. 333–337.

D. L. Meadows for the Club of Rome, of which he 
was a member. He fully shared its conclusions 
and those of Professor Tinbergen, winner of the 
Nobel Prize for Economics, and other Dutch 
socialist leaders.

Growth had to be made more compatible with 
energy and food supply limits and with natural 
environmental resources. Mansholt felt that this 
was a challenge for the Commission. In 1972 he 
wrote a long and detailed letter to President  
Malfatti in which he asked that these issues be 
the theme of the Commission’s political testament 
when it left office on 1 January 1973. The testa
ment should emphasise the key problems of the 
day in the context of North–South relations and 
demographic growth. He stressed that the per 
capita consumption of raw materials and energy 
in the industrialised countries was around 
25 times more than the average. He wrote that 
society could no longer be based on growth, at 
any rate material growth. In his eyes, it was vital 
to reduce consumption of material goods (3). The 
authorities also needed to intervene on a grand 
scale to provide tax incentives to firms to provide 
longerlife goods and avoid waste (4). ‘If we want 
to meet the fundamental demand of justice, our 
economy should develop in such a way as to give 
everybody the same opportunities. In so doing, 
sharing out raw materials and capital goods be
tween the public and private sectors, can no lon
ger be avoided. Moreover, planning should be 
geared to ensuring that goods and services are 
produced using a minimum of raw materials and 
energy. To compensate for the decline in pros
perity, more care should be devoted to intellec
tual and cultural growth (5).’ Instead of gross na
tional product (GNP), Mansholt proposed 
henceforth using GNH (gross national happi
ness). The Commission should make a proposal 
for a European development plan and a new sys
tem of production (CR: clean and recycling) ex
empt from VAT and based on a recycling  economy. 

(3)  IISG, AM 100, Letter from Sicco Mansholt to Franco Malfatti,  
14 February 1972.

(4)  Ibid.
(5)  Ibid.
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Mansholt closed his letter to Malfatti by wishing 
that they devote that last year to these issues in 
order to come up with fully thoughtout propos
als (1).

Mansholt’s letter did not have the desired effect. 
Reactions within the College of Commissioners 
were lukewarm, even hostile. The most detailed 
commentary was by VicePresident Raymond 
Barre, Commissioner for Economic and Financial 
Affairs, who severely criticised Mansholt’s 
ideas (2). He downplayed the seriousness of the 
problems identified and warned against exag
geration and dramatisation. Barre noticed further
more that his colleague had not taken account of 
‘the interaction between social progress and 
 technological development’, which could remove 
the perceived threats. Barre also wondered to 
what extent the extrapolations made by Mansholt 
on the basis of current conditions and of his vi
sion of the future situation could be extended. 
He had strong doubts, for example, about the 
pollution issue. Regarding energy stocks, there 
were grounds for being reasonably optimistic, 
 according to Barre. He drew attention to the coal 
and oil reserves that were available and to the 
solutions offered by fastbreeder reactors and 
solar energy. There were certainly dangers — 
 water, air quality, food, raw materials and even 
vital  living space — but nowhere in the world 
was there a threat of inevitable disaster (3). By 
dint of this criticism, which had support from 
various quarters, Barre dealt a severe blow to the 
 Mansholt Plan (4).

Another reaction came from Altiero Spinelli, Com
missioner for Industry, Technology and Scientific 
Affairs. Spinelli was more moderate than Barre 
and felt that Mansholt’s ideas matched recent 
Commission communications concerning envir
onmental issues (5). Mansholt diverged from them 

(1)  See footnote 3, p. 175.
(2)  See the chapter on industrial policy, pp. 408–410.
(3)  IISG, AM 100, Reaction from Commissioner Barre to Sicco  

Mansholt’s letter, 9 June 1972.
(4)  Interview with Philippe Bourdeau, 5 March 2004.
(5)  Spinelli refers to documents SEC(71) 2616 final and SEC(72) 666 

final.

on two points: first, he chose a more integral 
 approach on account of the attention devoted   
to demographic problems and, second, he took  
a more dirigiste approach than his Italian  
colleague (6).

Several people noticed that Mansholt had 
changed. Many, including his former chef de cab
inet, Mozer, were astonished at the neoMarxist 
tone (7) of his speeches and papers. Initially a 
social democrat, Mansholt’s political views had 
become more radical (8). He was reproached for 
surrounding himself with poor staff. Even his 
faithful member of staff, von Verschuer, no lon
ger recognised Mansholt after this brusque ideo
logical shift (9), which seemed to correspond to 
his intention of creating a European party that 
would represent his ideas (10).

It was a real surprise that the presidency, which 
he had long coveted, was given to him at this 
time. On 17 March 1972 Malfatti resigned. Three 
days later Mansholt learnt that the Council, on the 
initiative of the French government (11), had de
cided to appoint him President. Mansholt’s man
date would cover only a short period: on 31 De
cember of the same year, the Commission’s term 
of office came to an end because of the accession 
of three new Member States. Mansholt remarked 
ironically that he had become acceptable because 
he was being offered a short term of office and 
was not seeking an extension (12). He was prob
ably right. According to Barre, it was quite right 
that a man like Mansholt, above all as he was 
leaving, should end his career as Commission 
President (13).

(6)   IISG, AM 100, Reaction from Commissioner Spinelli to Sicco 
 Mansholt’s letter, 26 June 1972.

(7)   IISG, AM 1, Letter from Alfred Mozer to Sicco Mansholt, 24 January 
1972.

(8)   Van Merriënboer, J.C.F.J., op. cit., p. 21.
(9)   Interview with Helmut von Verschuer, 3 March 2004.
(10)  Interview with Karel Van Miert, 19 August 2005.
(11)  Mansholt, S., La crise [...], op. cit., p. 125 (Mansholt, S., De Crisis, 

p. 91).
(12)  Ibid.
(13)  Interview with Raymond Barre, 20 February 2004.
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Spring 1972. Against a backdrop of protest against the values on which European societies are built,  
in particular liberal capitalism, Sicco Mansholt proposes a different approach:  

to replace gross national product by gross national happiness.
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During his short presidency, Mansholt had time 
to achieve only a few things. He had the misfor
tune that European integration was going through 
a long period of crisis. He was certainly more 
than a caretaker President and behaved like a 
true President (1). He made a remarkable speech 
at the first major global conference on the envir
onment in Stockholm, where he reiterated his 
idea that, for the poorest countries to be able to 
grow, there was a need to slow down the growth 
of pollution in the rich countries (2). He was ac
claimed by young demonstrators and exceeded 
his allotted time to the great discontent of the 
chair (3). But his time as a European was over.   
At the European Summit in Paris in October 1972, 
he made concrete proposals to put integration 
back on track — abolishing passport controls, 
mutual recognition of diplomas and conferment 
of civic rights on foreign workers — but failed to 
get the governments to support him (4).

At the end of his term of office Mansholt was al
ready distancing himself from the Community 
machinery, which he felt was too centralised, and 
adopting more radical political stances.

A great ‘old boy’

The happiest and most successful years Mansholt 
spent at the Commission were undoubtedly the 
early years, when Hallstein was President. Al
though they had completely different personal
ities, Mansholt and Hallstein had an excellent 
working relationship based on mutual respect. 
Their ideal was a Europe unified not only eco
nomically but also politically. Mansholt got on 
very well with another leading light of the early 
Commission, the Frenchman Robert Marjolin (5). 
His knowledge of agricultural problems and his 
attitude to work enabled Mansholt to obtain  
impressive results throughout that period.

(1)  Interview with Paul Collowald, 2 December 2003.
(2)  Interview with Georges Rencki, 13 January 2004.
(3)  Interview with Michel Carpentier, 5 January 2004.
(4)  Mansholt, S., De Crisis, op. cit., pp. 60–62.
(5)  Interview with Robert Toulemon, 17 December 2003.

‘Focus on what really matters and always 
say what you think’

‘Then Mansholt came. He was 62 years old when 
he became President and the only reason the min‑
isters chose him was his seniority: “They chose the 
oldest guy they could find,” he himself remarked. 
But he quickly revealed his concept of the Presi‑
dency: do not leave the Community to mere cus‑
toms problems but focus on what really matters 
and he always said what he thought. There was 
no doubting his visionary side. When he envis‑
aged reforming agriculture, he saw it as a trans‑
formation of lifestyle in the countryside which al‑
lowed farmers to take the weekend off and go on 
holidays in the Balearic Islands, while at the same 
time remodelling the landscape by recreating 
woods and forests. When, at the Unctad confer‑
ence in Santiago, the Community was unable to 
agree on a generous plan for the Third World, he 
got on a plane, rushed to the venue and promised 
what he felt he had to promise without waiting 
for authorisation from the governments. This 
Dutch giant with fair hair and blue eyes, who 
found cocktail parties boring and hid away in Sar‑
dinia to make furniture as soon as he found the 
time had made it impossible for Europe to go 
back to manufacturing useless things. He took the 
debate on the future of the industrial society away 
from the experts and gave it its proper political 
dimensions. We may smile at Mansholt’s expres‑
sion “gross national happiness”, but the politi‑
cians, employers and trade unions are obliged to 
base their programmes, promises and projects on 
concepts which seem to have been forgotten: in‑
dividual development, quality of relations be‑
tween people and between peoples, renaissance 
and respect for all cultures, priority for lifestyle 
over the purely material standard of living.’

Riccardi, F., ‘Ortoli, le Français qui mène le Marché 
commun’, in Réalités — Revue de Paris, No 330,  

July 1973, p. 45. 
(Translated from the French)



179Chapter 8 — Sicco Mansholt: courage and conviction

After Hallstein and Marjolin left, Mansholt felt less 
and less at ease in the merged Commission. He 
found it cumbersome, unwieldy, bureaucratic and 
nondemocratic. In his eyes, the powers of the 
European Parliament should be extended consid
erably. He was irritated also by the fact that sev
eral of his colleagues listened to what was being 
decided in their home countries and did not al
ways act very independently. At the same time he 
discovered that the agricultural policy, which had 
been set up with so much dynamism and success 
under his stewardship, was starting to display se
rious weaknesses. Mansholt immediately saw the 
need for a thoroughgoing reform and in 1968 
proposed an overall comprehensive solution to 
the farming problems (‘Agriculture 1980’ memo
randum). This Mansholt plan was designed to 
modernise the structure of agricultural produc

tion and to reduce surpluses. At another level, 
Mansholt came to the conclusion that the limits to 
economic and demographic growth had been 
reached and that the Commission should consid
er an economic policy compatible with environ
mental equilibrium. ‘Europe has a mission to ac
complish’, he wrote in a letter to Malfatti.

Mansholt crisscrossed Europe to get his plan ac
cepted by the farmers. Applauded in Italy, reject
ed in Germany, welcomed with some interest and 
scepticism (according to the farmers’ organisa
tions) in France. But it was European agriculture 
overall (20 % to 30 % of the population at the 
time) which took part in the debate. Despite 
these difficulties, in 1972 Mansholt succeeded in 
getting the Council to adopt the key elements of 
his structural reform. But the idea of reducing the 
surface area given over to agriculture, shocking at 

Mansholt was a man of the land but also a man of the sea. He had a passion for sailing and owned a hoogaars, a traditional 
Dutch flat‑bottomed ship built in the 1930s. He was very much a handyman and used to maintain the Atalanta himself. 

Despite his very modern political ideas, on a boat he was a traditionalist: he would favour rigging made of hemp as 
opposed to nylon, sails made of cotton as opposed to terylene. He also sculpted decorative elements for his wooden boat. 

Mansholt had a perfect understanding of currents and tides, which enabled him to negotiate the sandbanks of Zealand. 
One of his close colleagues recalls the suggestion Mansholt made to him on several occasions, and in particular at the end 
of a marathon agriculture meeting at five in the morning: ‘Let’s go sailing!’, he said. And the two men set off for Breskens, 

at the mouth of the river Schelde, where Mansholt’s boat was moored. After the hectic world of Brussels, navigation was  
‘a perfect way to wind down: it was a different world, another language, a complete change of universe’.

(Reminiscences of Georges Rencki, September 2006.)
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the time, had to wait 20 years to be accepted. 
This delay had crucial repercussions for the CAP.

Mansholt was probably the first politician (hold
ing high level office) to ask the question publicly 
(there were many press articles on the subject) of 
the type of European growth and world growth 
to be envisaged for the future. He prompted a 
debate which rapidly became a public debate on 
energy constraints, food constraints, and atmos
pheric and land pollution constraints affecting 
growth. For several weeks the Commission was 
the focus point of a major debate on societal 
 issues.

Within the Commission he tried to put over his 
new ideas, without much success. The respect 

and prestige which he enjoyed in the early years 
was in decline. The presidency, which was given 
to him in 1972, had less impact than it would 
have had in the previous phase of his Brussels 
career. To many, it was a consolation prize for 
this ‘grand old man’ of the European Communi
ty.

Mansholt left a considerable achievement behind 
him. In difficult moments he was also able to 
make his voice heard, the voice of the great polit
ician, the voice of the Liberal Socialist convinced 
that the future lay in socialism and in European 
integration (1).

Jan Van der harsT

(1)  Doutrelant, P.M., ‘M. Sicco Mansholt, un socialiste libéral’,  
Le Monde, 23 March 1972.
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Chapter 9

The College of Commissioners:  
a new type of public authority

The organisation of the Commission and its 
 method of operation were laid down by the 1957 
Rome Treaties (in particular Articles 155 to 163 of 
the EEC Treaty, derived in part from the 1951 
ECSC Treaty), the 1965 Merger Treaty (Articles 9 
to 19) and the successive rules of procedure that 
the Commissions themselves adopted. But it was 
the personalities of the members of the Commis
sion and the international climate, particularly the 
policy of the Member States, that clearly shaped 
its history.

Composition of the Colleges:  
diversity and continuity

The EEC Commission which took office in Janu
ary 1958 had nine members, the same as the 
ECSC High Authority established in 1952, al
though the Euratom Commission numbered only 
five. Unlike the members of the High Authority, 
however, the Commissioners were all appointed 
‘by common accord’ of the governments of the 
six Member States. None were coopted. They 
were appointed for a renewable fouryear term of 
office, while the President’s term was renewed 
every two years. In practice, each government 

would choose those of its own nationals that it 
wanted to have a seat in the College and its pro
posals would be ratified by the five others, which 
therefore were not really exercising their power 
of scrutiny or veto implicit in the text of the Treat
ies (1). This approach would eventually be con
demned and criticised by the Commissioners, in
cluding Étienne Hirsch, President of the Euratom 
Commission, when his term of office was not  
renewed by the French government at the end  
of 1961 as his commitments were considered  
too federalist (2).

In the EEC Commission, each of the three largest 
Member States was entitled to two Commission
ers, while the three Benelux countries were al
lowed only one each. In the Euratom Commis
sion, each Member State other than Luxembourg 
appointed one member. Following the merger of 
the three executives (3), the Single Commission 

(1)  Braun, N.C., La fonction supranationale, Thesis, IEP Paris, 1967, 
pp. 27–28. See also the box on the ‘Appointment of Commissioners 
and the principle of collective responsibility’, p. 188.

(2)  AHUE, CEAB 2 248, Speech by Étienne Hirsch to the European 
Parliamentary Assembly, 20 December 1961.

(3)  For the creation of the Single Commission, see Chapter 2, and 
Chapter 6.
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The first Hallstein Commission (10 January 1958 to 9 January 1962)

The Commission led by Walter Hallstein took office on 10 January 1958. Its term of office was renewed 
as stipulated four years later, on 10 January 1962, at the end of the first phase of the transitional period. 
Specialised working groups operated within the Commission at this time. Each Commissioner chaired 
one of these groups (see below) and was a member of other groups.

Commissioner Portfolio Chef(s) de cabinet

Giuseppe Caron (IT)
(Vice‑President) 
took office on 9 December 1959, 
replacing Piero Malvestiti

Internal market Maurizio Bucci (IT), 1961–62

Walter Hallstein (DE)
(President)

Presidency 
Administration 
Secretariat‑General

Swidbert Schnippenkötter (DE),  
1959–60 
Berndt von Staden (DE), 1961–62

Robert Lemaignen (FR) Overseas development Jacques Ferrandi (FR), 1959–61

Lionello Levi Sandri (IT) 
took office on 22 February 1961, 
replacing Giuseppe Petrilli

Social affairs, then 
Administration

Lamberto Lambert (IT), 1961, 1962 a.i.

Piero Malvestiti (IT)
(Vice‑President) 
held office until 15 September 1959, 
replaced by Giuseppe Caron

Internal market Guido Mondaini (IT), 1959

Sicco Mansholt (NL)
(Vice‑President)

Agriculture Jacob Jan van der Lee (NL), 1958
Alfred Mozer (NL), 1959–62

Robert Marjolin (FR)
(Vice‑President)

Economic and financial affairs Jean‑Claude Richard (FR), 1959–62  

Giuseppe Petrilli (IT) 
held office until 8 February 1961

Social affairs Antonino Arena (IT), 1959 and 1960

Michel Rasquin (LU) 
held office until 27 April 1958, replaced 
by Lambert Schaus

Transport Fernand Braun (LU), 1958

Jean Rey (BE) External relations
Legal Service

Pierre Lucion (BE), 1959–62

Lambert Schaus (LU) 
took office on 19 June 1958, replacing 
Michel Rasquin

Transport Camille Dumont (LU), 1959–60 
Lucien Kraus (L), 1961–62

Hans von der Groeben (DE) Competition Ernst Albrecht (DE), 1959–62

The composition of the Commissions (1)

(1)  The information on the chefs de cabinet was compiled from the 
available Commission organisation charts. These charts are more 
concerned with the organisation of the directoratesgeneral than of 
the cabinets. They remain one of the only sources of information 
on the chefs de cabinet, as consultation of personnel files is not 
allowed. In 1958, in the early days, the Commission was still en
gaged in organising its structure, so there was not yet any organisa

tion chart. An organisation chart for the Rey Commission, under 
which the executives were merged, is available for April and Au
gust 1968 only. Some uncertainty remains, therefore, concerning 
the actual periods of office of the chefs de cabinet concerned. Or
ganisation charts only provide a snapshot of the situation at a given 
time and do not actually reflect any changes that might have oc
curred between the two dates for which information is available.
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The second Hallstein Commission (10 January 1962 to 5 July 1967)

Commissioner Portfolio Chef(s) de cabinet

Giuseppe Caron (IT)
(Vice‑President) 
held office until 16 May 1963, replaced 
by Guido Colonna di Paliano 

Internal market Maurizio Bucci (IT), 1962

Guido Colonna di Paliano (IT)
(Vice‑President) 
took office on 9 September 1964, 
replacing Giuseppe Caron

Internal market
Industrial affairs

Rinieri Paulucci di Calboli (IT), 
1965–67

Walter Hallstein (DE)
(President)

Presidency 
Administration 
Secretariat‑General

Berndt von Staden (DE), 1962 
Karl‑Heinz Narjes (DE), 1963–67

Lionello Levi Sandri (IT) Social affairs, then 
Administration
Internal market, a.i. 
(replacing Giuseppe Caron, 
before the appointment of 
Guido Colonna di Paliano)

Lamberto Lambert (IT), 1962–64, 
1966 a.i.
Giovanni Falchi (IT), 1967

Sicco Mansholt (NL)
(Vice‑President)

Agriculture Alfred Mozer (NL), 1962–67

Robert Marjolin (FR)
(Vice‑President)

Economic and financial affairs Jean‑Claude Richard (FR), 1962  
Robert Toulemon (FR), 1963
Jean Flory (FR), 1964–67

Jean Rey (BE) External relations
Legal Service

Pierre Lucion (BE), 1962–66 
Raymond Rifflet (BE), 1967

Henri Rochereau (FR) Overseas development
Social affairs

(Jacques Ferrandi (FR), 1962) 
Jean Chapperon (FR), 1963–65, 1966  
a.i., 1967

Lambert Schaus (LU) Transport Lucien Kraus (LU), 1962–67

Hans von der Groeben (DE) Competition Ernst Albrecht (DE), 1962–67

The Rey Commission (6 July 1967 to 1 July 1970)

As a result of the merger of the executives, the Single Commission had 14 members for the first three 
years before it was again reduced to nine. The first Single Commission held office from 6 July 1967 to  
1 July 1970 under the presidency of Jean Rey. It more or less abandoned the organisation by specialised 
working groups in favour of a system of portfolios.

Commissioner Portfolio Chef(s) de cabinet

Raymond Barre (FR) Economic and financial affairs 
Statistical Office

Jean‑Claude Paye (FR), 1968–70

Victor Bodson (LU) Transport Henri Entringer (LU), August 1968

Guido Colonna di Paliano (IT) Industrial affairs, until 7 May 
1970

Rinieri Paulucci di Calboli (IT), April 
1968
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Commissioner Portfolio Chef(s) de cabinet

Albert Coppé (BE) Press and information 
Credit and investment 
Budget 
Administration, from July 
1968

Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer (BE),  
1968–70

Jean‑François Deniau (FR) Foreign trade 
Financial control

Claude Trabuc (FR), 1968

Hans von der Groeben (DE) Internal market and 
approximation of legislation 
Regional policy

Manfred Caspari (DE), 1968–70

Wilhelm Haferkamp (DE) Energy 
Supply Agency 
Euratom safeguards

Willy Schlieder (DE), 1968

Fritz Hellwig (DE) General research and 
technology 
Dissemination of knowledge 
Joint Research Centre (JRC)

Wilhelm Krafft (DE), April 1968

Lionello Levi Sandri (IT) Social affairs 
Administration, until July 
1968 
Personnel 
Industrial affairs, from 8 May 
1970

Giovanni Falchi (IT), 1968

Sicco Mansholt (NL) Agriculture Alfred Mozer (NL), 1968

Edoardo Martino (IT) External relations Paolo Antici (IT), 1968

Jean Rey (BE) President of the Commission 
Secretariat‑General 
Legal Service 
Spokesman’s Group 
Security Office

Raymond Rifflet (BE), 1968

Henri Rochereau (FR) Development aid Jean Chapperon (FR), 1968–70

Emmanuel Sassen (NL) Competition Josephus Loeff (NL), 1968

The Malfatti/Mansholt Commission (2 July 1970 to 5 January 1973)

On 2 July 1970 the new Commission had nine members, as stipulated. It held office until 5 January 
1973, when it was succeeded by the Commission of a Community enlarged to include the United 
Kingdom, Denmark and Ireland. Its President was Franco Maria Malfatti until 21 March 1972, then 
Sicco Mansholt.

Commissioner Portfolio Chef(s) de cabinet

Raymond Barre (FR) Economic and financial affairs 
Statistical Office

Jean‑Claude Paye (FR), 1970–72
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Commissioner Portfolio Chef(s) de cabinet

Albert Borschette (LU) Competition 
Press and information 
Dissemination of knowledge 
Regional policy

Guy Mines (LU), 1970 
Robert Sünnen (L), 1971 and 1972

Albert Coppé (BE) Social affairs 
Transport 
Personnel and administration 
Credit and investment 
Budget 
Financial control

Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer (BE),  
1970–72

Ralf Dahrendorf (DE) External relations 
External trade

Klaus Terfloth (DE), 1970–72

Jean‑François Deniau (FR) Coordination of enlargement 
negotiations 
Development aid

Claude Trabuc (FR), 1970 
Jean Chapperon (FR), 1970–72

Wilhelm Haferkamp (DE) Internal market and 
approximation of legislation 
Energy 
Euratom Supply Agency 
Euratom safeguards

Willy Schlieder (DE), 1970 
Manfred Lahnstein (DE), 1971 and 
1972

Franco Maria Malfatti (IT) 
held office until 21 March 1972

President of the Commission 
Secretariat‑General 
Legal Service 
Spokesman’s Group 
Security Office

Renato Ruggiero (IT), 1970–March 
1972

Sicco Mansholt (NL) Agriculture, until 11 April 
1972
From 12 April 1972: 
President of the Commission 
Secretariat‑General 
Legal Service 
Spokesman’s Group 
Security Office

Sjouke Jonker (NL), 1970–72

Carlo Scarascia‑Mugnozza (IT) Agriculture, from 12 April 
1972

Giuseppe Jacoangeli (IT), 1972

Altiero Spinelli (IT) Industrial affairs 
General research and 
technology 
Joint Research Centre (JRC)
From 24 February 1971: 
Industry, technology and 
science  
Joint Research Centre (JRC) 
Administration of the 
customs union 
Group on teaching and 
education, from 22 July 1971 

Gianfranco Speranza (IT), 1970 
Christopher Layton (UK), 1972

The capital letters in parentheses next to the names of Commissioners and chefs de cabinet indicate their nationality: 
BE = Belgian, DE = German, FR = French, IT = Italian, LU = Luxembourgish, NL = Dutch, UK = British. 
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provisionally consisted of 14 members (3 Ger
man, 3 French, 3 Italian, 2 Belgian, 2 Dutch and 
1 Luxembourger), before its numbers were cut to 
nine in 1970 until the enlargement of the Com
munity on 1 January 1973. Once appointed, the 
members of the Colleges were completely inde
pendent in the performance of their duties. In the 
words of the Treaties, ‘they shall neither seek nor 
take instructions from any government or from 
any other body’ nor, during their term of office, 
could they engage in any occupation, whether 
gainful or not. But this did not mean that they 
could have no contacts with the authorities, ad
ministrations, political parties or various pressure 
groups in their countries of origin. On the con
trary, many Commissioners had close relations 
with national leaders. This was certainly true in 
the case of Hallstein, at least until the last days of 
the Adenauer era, Belgium’s Jean Rey and many 
others too. Robert Marjolin and Raymond Barre 
regularly saw the French Foreign Minister,  
Maurice Couve de Murville, while Barre some
times also met with General de Gaulle and later 
Georges Pompidou at the Élysée (1).

Practically all of the members of the first EEC 
Commission belonged to the generation born be
tween 1899 and 1913. Only Robert Lemaignen 
was in his sixties while France’s other Commis
sioner, Robert Marjolin, and one of Italy’s, Giu
seppe Petrilli, were the youngest (47 and 45 re
spectively). President Walter Hallstein, at 57, was 
just a few months off the average age, which was 
virtually the same in the 14man Single Commis
sion that came into office in 1967 (see Chapter 6). 
Although two of its members, President Jean Rey 
and Luxembourg’s Victor Bodson, were already 
65, a number of ‘youngsters’ also joined the Com
mission: France’s JeanFrançois Deniau (39), 
Raymond Barre (43) and Germany’s Wilhelm 
Haferkamp (44). The maximum age spread was 
therefore quite large (26 years). It fell slightly in 
the next Commission — back to nine members 
again — in which the average age was signifi

(1)  Interviews with Raymond Barre, 20 February 2004; Paul Collowald, 
2 December 2003; and Jean Flory, 3 December 2003.

cantly lower (51) when the Commission was 
formed. The ranks of the twenties’ generation, 
first seen in the Rey Commission, were strength
ened by the arrival of Germany’s Ralf Dahren
dorf, Luxembourg’s Albert Borschette and Italy’s 
Franco Maria Malfatti (53), the President of this 
College.

The Commissions at this time were allmale pre
serves composed largely of senior officials and 
politicians who had proven their mettle in their 
countries of origin. Almost all political leanings 
were represented, apart from the far left and the 
far right, but there was less variety in terms of 
career backgrounds. There were many Commis
sioners who had studied law or law and econom
ics. Many had been lawyers or university profes
sors before embarking on their careers in 
government or politics. The Commission headed 
by Professor Walter Hallstein, a Christian Demo
crat, for example, included one other Christian 
Democrat, Italy’s Piero Malvestiti, a political dis
ciple of Alcide De Gasperi, as well as the Belgian 
liberal, Jean Rey, and several socialists (the Neth
erlands’ Sicco Mansholt, Luxembourg’s Michel 
Rasquin and France’s Robert Marjolin). Almost all 
the members of this College were firm Euro
peans; a number were committed federalists 
(Hallstein, Mansholt, Rey, etc.); some had close 
links with Jean Monnet and his Action Committee 
for a United States of Europe; others with the 
Euro pean movement. Only Giuseppe Petrilli ap
peared less committed in this respect, though he 
was no eurosceptic, unlike Ralf Dahrendorf, who 
was probably an exception.

The men established a pattern of continuity from 
one Commission to the next. In 1967, nine of the 
14 members of the first Single Commission came 
from the former executives, including five from 
the EEC Commission, amongst them Jean Rey, the 
new President. In 1970, out of the nine members 
of the new smaller Commission, five belonged to 
the previous Commission. But the big names in 
the single Commission — other then Mansholt 
— were the newcomers, Raymond Barre, 
JeanFrançois Deniau, not to mention Altiero 
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Spinelli (1). None could beat the longservice re
cord of Albert Coppé, a member of the High Au
thority from 1952 to 1967, then of the Single 
Commission from 1967 to 1972, or Sicco Mans
holt, in office from 1958 to 1972 throughout the 
period of the EEC of Six, but several served more 
than 12 years, from January 1958 to July 1970, in 
one or the other of the executives: Jean Rey, Hans 
von der Groeben and Emmanuel Sassen (who 
started in the Euratom Commission), while Hall
stein and Marjolin stayed in Brussels for almost 
10 years, from 1958 to 1967.

Meetings: the College at work

The EEC Commission met for the first time on   
16 January 1958 at ValDuchesse. A number of 
the Commissioners were already familiar with the 
place, having taken part there in the negotiations 
on the Rome Treaties, in particular Marjolin, 
Hallstein and the other German member, Hans 
von der Groeben. At this first meeting, the Com
mission laid down practical arrangements for the 
organisation of its work and decisionmaking 
procedures but did not see fit to adopt any rules 
of procedure immediately, believing it premature 
as the rules could not be established until some 
experience had been gained of the workings of 
the Commission (2). It referred to the precedent 
set by the ECSC High Authority, which had not 
drawn up its rules of procedure until 5 November 
1954, more than two years after taking up office. 
The Commission’s first meeting was also marked 
by a small incident. Jean Rey had been instructed 
by the President to prepare a discussion on the 
Commissioners’ salaries but had printed only four 
copies of the proposal, for himself, Hallstein, 
Mansholt and Marjolin. But at the end of the 
morning, when the item came up for discussion, 
‘someone brought in a copy of AgraEurope, 
which had published the memo [...] Hallstein was 
furious’ (3). This first leak in the history of the 

(1)  Interview with Pierre Defraigne, 16 December 2004.
(2)  PV 1 EEC Commission, 16 January 1958, I.
(3)  Interview with Georges Rencki, 13 January 2004.

EEC Commission probably did little to help soft
en Walter Hallstein’s stance, who was very wary 
of the press and somewhat inclined to secrecy (4). 
But the culture of secrecy was not the prerogative 
of the EEC Commission. It existed at Euratom (5) 
too, but the leaks — which intensified during the 
Rey Commission and some of which were prob
ably organised (6) — were never discussed by the 
full Commission (7).

During its few first months, the Hallstein Com
mission was a genuine itinerant college. The For
eign Ministers of the Six had decided in January 
1958 that the EEC and Euratom Commissions 
would hold meetings in Luxembourg and Val 
Duchesse alternately until June (8). In reality, the 
meetings took place all over Europe. In Val 
Duchesse, especially in January. In the Maison de 
l’Europe in Strasbourg during sessions of the 
European Parliamentary Assembly. At rue Aldrin
gen in Luxembourg, where each of the Commis
sioners also had an office (9). More and more fre
quently in Brussels, Walter Hallstein’s preferred 
venue, at 51 or 53 rue Belliard or at 69 rue du 
Lombard. But also in Rome, on the first anniver
sary of the signing of the Treaties or in Paris and 
Stresa in July. It was in the summer, the first time 
on 15–16 July, then regularly from the start of 
September, that the EEC Commission moved into 
24 avenue de la Joyeuse Entrée (although the 
Euratom Commission stayed in rue Belliard). This 
complex of offices, recently constructed by the 
Royale Belge insurance company, was able to ac
commodate the Commission, which occupied the 
7th floor, and its administrative departments. Wit
nesses fondly recall the warm atmosphere in 
 Joyeuse Entrée in those days where everybody 
knew everyone else (10). Others remember the 
somewhat formal etiquette. Walter Hallstein’s 
usher wore a morning coat and it was not the 

(4) Interviews with Bino Olivi and Georges Rencki, 13 January 2004.
(5) Interview with JacquesRené Rabier, 8 January 2004.
(6) Interview with Pierre Defraigne, 16 December 2004.
(7) Interview with Frans De Koster, 14 November 2004.
(8) Lethé, M., L’Europe à Bruxelles dans les années 1960, History  

degree dissertation, UCL, LouvainlaNeuve, 2003, p. 54. 
(9) Interview with Robert Pendville, 16 December 2003.
(10) Interview with Jacqueline Lastenouse, 21 January 2004.
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done thing to take the lift with the President (1). 
But the sense of hierarchy was further height
ened when, in 1969, the Commission moved — 
again to the top floor — into the Berlaymont, a 
flagship building constructed in the vicinity of the 
then rue de la Loi roundabout (now the Schuman 
roundabout), the area soon to become Brussels’ 
European district (2).

(1)  Interview with JeanClaude Eeckhout, 3 December 2003.
(2)  Interview with Jacques Vandamme, 21 January 2004.

Not counting extraordinary sessions, the Com
mission normally held its meetings on Wednes
day mornings, traditionally also the day on which 
the Council of Ministers met in Paris. These meet
ings were held in closed session and could last 
‘hours and hours, all day long, late into the even
ing [...] part of the night’ (3). Other participants, 
besides the Commissioners, included a number 
of senior officials, starting with the Executive Sec
retary (with his deputy). Belgium’s Pierre  
Bourguignon — who had the President’s confi
dence, was to stay on in his cabinet and ‘kept 

(3)  Interview with Frans De Koster, 14 November 2004.

‘The way the Commission works is hampered by 
the need to submit all decisions and proposals for 
discussion by all the members.

In the early 1950s this totally collective system 
was the antidote to any national tendencies on 
the part of the members of the Commission. 
Nowadays, nobody thinks or believes that the 
members of the Commission reflect their 
government’s views. The system of collective 
responsibility has become the antidote to the 
circumstances under which the Commission is 
appointed.

The Treaties stipulate that the members of the 
Commission are to be appointed by common 
accord of the governments. In fact, the 
governments rarely appoint the Commission 
together. Each nominates one or more members 
of the Commission and the others endorse the 
choice that each government makes.

The Commission is therefore formed in a very 
different way to a government. Forming a 
government in each Member State involves 
putting a team together to carry out a 
programme. The practice for appointing the 
Commission adopted until now has therefore little 
to do with political choice and amounts to 
appointing civil servants.

The composition and the operation of the 
Commission could be improved if its members 
were to receive individual assignments when 
appointed. Rather than just a list of names, the 
act of appointment could indicate each 
commissioner’s assignments after their name.

This would force each government to pay 
attention to the choice of every member instead 
of being solely concerned by the choice of its 
own nationals. In the functioning of the 
Commission, collective responsibility would be 
confined to general guidelines and establishing 
the overall programme.

If this change were made, it would no longer 
matter how many members of the Commission 
there are, the same as in a government. As far as 
the functioning of the Commission is concerned, 
such a reform would make it possible for more 
countries to be accepted into the Community. It 
would not prevent the risk of the Council being 
paralysed as a result of the increase in the number 
of member countries.’

FJME, AMK C 33/4/200,  
Note by Jacques Van Helmont, 2 June 1969, about a 

conversation with Émile Noël on 31 May 1969. 
(Translated from the French)

The appointment of Commissioners and the principle of collective responsibility
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Hallstein very well informed’ (1) — was replaced 
in this post after three months by France’s Émile 
Noël (2), who would remain in it until well after 
the Europe of Six and was given the title of Sec‑
retary‑General after the merger of the executives. 
Other participants included: the Registrar, Frans 
De Koster (3), whose job was to draft the minutes 
of the meetings on Wednesday night for them to 
be revised by Noël and distributed on Thursday, 
the Head of the Legal Service, the very influential 
Frenchman, Michel Gaudet (4), the Commission’s 
spokesman, Italy’s Giorgio Smoquina and then, 
from 1961 onwards Bino Olivi (5), not to mention 
the interpreters or the officials invited according 
to the agenda under discussion.

The seating arrangements around the table were 
soon quite fixed, it would appear (6). Alongside 
President Hallstein, on a slightly raised chair be‑
cause of his relatively small height (7), sat his 
compatriot Hans von der Groeben, so close that, 
if he defended the position of the ‘country he 
knew best’ (the hallowed expression used by a 
Commissioner so as not to name his own coun‑
try) too enthusiastically, Hallstein could put his 
hand on his to tell him to stop. The two French‑
men would also sit side‑by‑side, separated by the 
interpreter, who interpreted from German. The 
table had to be adapted to the number of mem‑
bers. The 14‑man Rey Commission opted for an 
oval table, which was replaced again in 1970 by 
a round table.

The working language was mainly French and to 
a lesser extent, German. The two other official 
languages — Italian and Dutch — were used 
much less often. Walter Hallstein, who spoke all 
four languages, chaired the meeting in French (8) 
but liked to be able to use his mother tongue 

(1)   Interview with Georges Berthoin, 31 January 2004.
(2)   See Émile Noël’s biography, Chapter 10.
(3)   Frans De Koster joined in 1959.
(4)   Interviews with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 6 February 2004, and 

Frans De Koster, 14 November 2004.
(5)   Interviews with Bino Olivi, 26 January and 9 February 2004.
(6)   Ibid.
(7)   Ibid.
(8)   Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003.

with his immediate colleagues. A good know‑
ledge of German could be an asset for anyone 
wishing to hold a position of responsibility with 
the President (9). Sicco Mansholt, who spoke little 
French when he arrived in Brussels, learnt the 
language fast and did not hesitate to speak it in 
defending his ideas (10). Von der Groeben always 
spoke German, while the Italian members of the 
first College spoke French, though quite badly. 
Language was not a problem for the members 
from Belgium and Luxembourg.

Witness accounts illustrate the atmosphere in the 
Commission and the relationships developing be‑
tween colleagues. Many of them highlight the de‑
sire for consensus, the climate of trust, even the 
friendships being struck up. According to one 
witness, there was a very pleasant atmosphere 
within the Commission. One striking point was 
how much they admired each other. But the 
Commission was not without personality clashes, 
differences of opinion, sometimes even tension 
and disputes. In the Hallstein Commission, the 
President sought to prevent an organised oppos‑
ition emerging. His leadership was supported by 
the strongest personalities in the Commission, in 
particular Mansholt, a fellow federalist, and  
Marjolin. Although Hallstein had less immediately 
in common with Marjolin, who was a pro‑Euro‑
pean socialist but no federalist, the two men un‑
derstood each other well enough (at least until 
the 1965 crisis) to carry issues forward, so much 
so that one senior French official referred to this 
Commission as the ‘Grand Duchy of Marjolin‑ 
Hallstein’ (11). The usual atmosphere of complicity 
did not prevent Robert Marjolin from making ‘a 
scene in a meeting held in camera’ to stop 
Hallstein appointing General von Stülpnagel’s 
nephew as spokesman (12). Relations between 

(9) Interviews with Bino Olivi, 26 January and 9 February 2004.
(10) Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003.
(11) Interviews with Jean‑François Deniau, 3 and 10 November 2004 

(the quotation is from Olivier Wormser).
(12) Interviews with Bino Olivi, 26 January and 9 February 2004  

(General von Stülpnagel brought back bad memories for the 
French: he was the commander of Paris during the Second World 
War and was executed because of his presumed involvement in 
the plot against Hitler).
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Hallstein and Jean Rey, another heavyweight who 
had no hesitation in criticising the President, were 
somewhat tense (1). Sometimes there was mis
trust between members. On Raymond Barre’s ar
rival in 1967, two years after the emptychair cri
sis, many of the Commissioners were wary of the 
Frenchman whom they suspected would ‘report 
back to de Gaulle’ (2). Although he soon won the 
trust of the President, Jean Rey, and managed, 
through his intelligence and intellectual honesty, 
to win his colleagues over within a year (3), there 
was no lack of disagreement with some of them, 
e.g. with Mansholt on zero growth (4) or with 
Colonna di Paliano on the issue of supranation
ality (5).

Collective responsibility  
and decision‑making

The principle of collective responsibility, inherit
ed from the ECSC High Authority, was the basic 
rule governing how the Commission worked. It 
meant that all measures taken by the Commission 
in the exercise of its powers must be adopted by 
the full Commission, by a majority of its mem
bers (6), who thus shared joint responsibility for 
the decision taken. The concept did not preclude 
delegating the work of preparing and implement
ing decisions. However, on a maximalist interpre
tation, decisions were also prepared by the full 
Commission and supported by all its members in 
the other Community institutions and in contacts 
with the public. With this in mind, the ECSC High 
Authority had introduced the system of working 
groups comprising several members of the execu
tive to prepare proposals.

At its first meeting, the EEC Commission decided 
to postpone the adoption of its rules of procedure 
and to follow the example of the High Authority as 
a starting point for drawing up its working ar

(1)  Group interview, 19 October 2004.
(2)  Interview with Jean Degimbe, 15 December 2003.
(3)  Interview with Michel Albert, 18 December 2003.
(4)  Ibid.
(5)  See Chapter 6.
(6)  EEC Treaty, Article 163.

rangements (7). Several Commissioners, in particu
lar Mansholt, Rey and Marjolin (8), set great store 
by the system of collective responsibility and, in 
March 1958, the Commission decided to set up 
working groups on the model used by the ECSC, 
where they worked well, for the task of preparing 
decisions on a collective basis (9). Each working 
group had its own sphere of competence and 
comprised a maximum of five members, one of 
whom was the chairman (see box on working 
groups, pp. 194–195). A directorategeneral was 
set up for each sphere of competence, although its 
head could not have the same nationality as the 
chairman of the working group (10).

In practice, according to several accounts, the work
ing groups did not work in the best possible fash
ion. The Commissioners were not interested in 
them and often delegated the task to their col
leagues. One witness commented wryly that these 
working groups had one main advantage: they al
lowed each Commissioner to take a turn in the 
chair (11). A system for dividing up the work by port
folio very soon emerged. However, in July 1962, at 
Jean Rey’s request, the Commission held a meeting 
to rethink its working methods. At the meeting, 
President Hallstein talked of the import ance of the 
system of collective responsibility and the Commis
sion decided to keep the working groups, which 
would now meet more frequently (12). At the same 
time, however, it also agreed to organise meetings 
between members of the Commissioners’ cabinets 
to prepare for the meetings of the full Commis
sion (13). In the early days, therefore, the organisa
tion of work seemed to be a matter of trial and error 
and some hesitation between a system based on 
groups and a system of portfolios.

__________

(7) Interview with Fernand Braun, 8 December 2003, and group inter
view, 19 October 2004.

(8) Interviews with Georges Rencki, 13 January 2004.
(9) Conrad, Y., ‘L’organizzazione amministrativa della Commissione 

europea (1958–1961)’, Storia Amministrazione Constituzione, 
8/2000, Il Mulino, Bologna.

(10) Ibid. (See Chapter 11 on the directoratesgeneral).
(11) Interviews with JeanFrançois Deniau, 3 and 10 November 2004.
(12) PV spéc. 172, EEC Commission, 5 July 1962, XX, pp. 7–12.
(13) For the role of the cabinets, see end of chapter (pp. 195–204).
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The Hallstein Commission at the Joyeuse Entrée: the Commissioners meet round three assembled tables.  
An interpreter is present. Hallstein presides with a bell.

The Hallstein Commission (1958–62)

1) Renée Van Hoof (interpreter)

2) Giuseppe Petrilli
3) Jean Rey
4) Piero Malvestiti
5) Hans von der Groeben
6) Walter Hallstein

 7) Émile Noël
 8) Robert Lemaignen
 9) Robert Marjolin
10) Lambert Schaus

[Mansholt is absent]
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In January 1963 the Commission adopted its rules 
of procedure (1). Modelled on the last rules of 
procedure of the High Authority (2), they con
firmed existing practices. They were renewed by 
the next two Commissions, subject to minor 
amendments relating in particular to the change 
in the number of Commissioners, which affected 
the quorum and the majority. Article 1 enshrined 
the principle of collective responsibility: ‘The 
Commission shall act collectively in accordance 
with these rules.’ But the rules did not specify ei
ther of the two working methods. Article 13 stated 
that ‘The Commission may assign to its members 
responsibility for the preparation and implemen
tation of acts of the Commission in particular 
fields.’ Article 14, on the other hand, provided for 
the possibility of setting up working groups.

In 1967, when the executives were merged, Émile 
Noël realised that, unlike in the High Authority, 
decisions in the EEC were not prepared by the full 
Commission, but each Commissioner had a spe
cific sphere of competence and was responsible 
solely for drawing up the proposals to be submit
ted in that sphere. While he believed that the re
quirements of collective responsibility probably 
corresponded to the current state of European in
tegration, he acknowledged the virtual impossibil
ity of preparation by the full Commission in a 
Community with such wideranging jurisdiction 
on account of the growing number of decisions to 
be taken and the need to act fast (3). 

This admission of failure did not, however, pre
vent the Rey Commission from setting up work
ing groups, although not until September 1967, 
once the portfolios had been allocated. The tasks 
of these groups, which could now contain a max
imum of seven Commissioners, had moreover 
been redefined. Their main responsibility con
sisted in preparing issues relating to several sec

(1)  They were adopted by the College on 9 January and published in the 
Official Journal of the European Communities on 31 January 1963.

(2)  Official Journal of the European Communities, 3 May 1960.
(3)  Noël, É., La fusion des institutions et la fusion des Communautés 

européennes, Publications du Centre universitaire de Nancy, No 1, 
1966, pp. 8–9.

tors by coordinating proposals and summarising 
positions (4). One member of this Commission 
explained: ‘We worked together in groups of two 
or three Commissioners who believed that the is
sues at stake were issues that concerned us. And 
it went well. I have no recollection of any tension 
or any wish on the part of the groups to take the 
place of the Commissioners. The groups were 
there to help the members of the Commission, 
and then the members of the Commission would 
assume responsibility’ (5). The role of the groups 
was clearly quite secondary. The main concern 
was the allocation of portfolios, which was 
thrashed out after lengthy consultations in 1967 
and which would take less than 24 hours to re
solve in July 1970, no doubt following a certain 
amount of prior wheeling and dealing (6).

In successive Commissions, the allocation of 
portfolios was decided on the basis of recognised 
spheres of competence, although this did not 
prevent some being regarded as private pre
serves. President Hallstein kept administration for 
himself, wishing to develop it in the German 
mould, with a precise organisation chart, in stark 
contrast to Monnet’s idea for the High Authority, 
where he had recruited on a needsmust basis (7). 
Economic and financial affairs was always the do
main of a top French Commissioner. The two  
areas were considered inseparable, as Raymond 
Barre recalled: ‘All my colleagues knew I was an 
economist, that I had held posts in the economic 
sphere in France. They understood my asking for 
the economic and financial affairs post. They  
understood all the more because I was following 
on from Marjolin. [...] The question arose  because 
a German Commissioner, Hellwig I think, wanted 
them to split the economic and financial affairs 
portfolio into two, one part dealing with mone
tary affairs, the other with economics and plan
ning. I argued my corner. I explained to my col

(4)  PV spéc. 7, EC Commission, 1967, XVIII, pp. 10–13.
(5)  Interview with Raymond Barre, 20 February 2004.
(6)  See Chapter 6.
(7)  Interviews with JeanFrançois Deniau, 3 and 10 November 2004, 

JacquesRené Rabier, 8 January 2004 and Henri Étienne, 12 January 
2004.
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Meeting of the second Hallstein Commission; the Commission has moved to a round‑table format.

leagues why I considered that it was unreasonable 
to do this. I was ready to discuss the matter with 
my colleagues. There was no need to divide it up 
because that would be tantamount to losing co
hesion, which was of fundamental  importance.’ (1) 
Successive Frenchmen took overseas develop
ment too (Lemaignen, Rochereau), while Italians 
took social affairs (Petrilli, Levi Sandri) and Lux
embourgers (Rasquin, Schaus, Bodson) transport, 
the portfolio it seemed nobody wanted (2). No

(1)  Interview with Raymond Barre, 20 February 2004.
(2)  Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.

body dreamt of taking agriculture off Mansholt, 
who kept it under his charge from the outset un
til his appointment as President in 1972.

While responsibility for preparing proposals lay 
more with members of the Commission working 
in an individual capacity (with their cabinet and 
directorategeneral) than with the full Commis
sion or the working groups, decisionmaking was 
the true prerogative of the Commission. It was 
the President’s job to convene meetings and draw 
up the agenda (Rules of Procedure, Articles 3 and 
4). However, any Commissioner unable to attend 

The Hallstein Commission (1962–67)

1) Walter Hallstein
2) Émile Noël secrétaire exécutif de la Commission de la CEE

3) Jean Rey
4) Sicco Mansholt
5) Henri Rochereau

 6) Robert Marjolin
 7) Lambert Schaus
 8) Lionello Levi Sandri
 9) Guido Colonna di Paliano
10) Hans von der Groeben
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To assert its collective nature, the Hallstein Commission adopted a system of working groups. Each 
Commissioner chaired one of these groups and was a member of other groups. Each group had a 
specific remit (external relations, agricultural policy, competition policy, etc.).  
It would examine the dossiers prepared by the directorate‑general that dealt with the same subject 
area and then prepare the decisions that would subsequently be adopted at the meetings of the 
College.

Working groups in the Hallstein Commission

External relations — Jean Rey (Chairman of the working group)

— Robert Marjolin
— Giuseppe Petrilli, until 8 February 1961 

Giuseppe Caron, 1 March 1961 to 15 May 1963 
Guido Colonna di Paliano, from 9 September 1964

Economic and financial affairs — Robert Marjolin (Chairman)

— Sicco Mansholt
— Piero Malvestiti, until 15 September 1959 

Giuseppe Caron, from 9 February 1959 until 1 March 1961 
Lionello Levi Sandri, from 1 March 1961

— Hans von der Groeben, from 10 January 1962

Internal market — Piero Malvestiti (President), until 15 September 1959 
Giuseppe Caron (President), from 9 December 1959 
Guido Colonna di Paliano (President), from 9 September 
1964

— Jean Rey
— Lambert Schaus, from 19 June 1958

Competition — Hans von der Groeben (President)

— Robert Marjolin
— Jean Rey

Social affairs — Giuseppe Petrilli (Chairman), until 8 February 1961 
Lionello Levi Sandri (Chairman), from 22 February 1961

— Robert Lemaignen, until 9 January 1962 
Henri Rochereau, from 10 January 1962

— Sicco Mansholt

Agriculture — Sicco Mansholt (President)

— Hans von der Groeben
— Robert Lemaignen, until 9 January 1962 

Henri Rochereau, from 10 January 1962
— Lambert Schaus, from 19 June 1958

Transport — Michel Rasquin (Chairman), until 27 April 1958 
Lambert Schaus (Chairman), from 19 June 1958

— Robert Lemaignen, until 9 January 1962 
Henri Rochereau, from 10 January 1962

— Piero Malvestiti, until 15 September 1959 
Giuseppe Caron, from 9 December 1959 until 15 May 
1963 
Guido Colonna di Paliano, from 9 September 1964
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Overseas development — Robert Lemaignen (Chairman), until 9 January 1962 
Henri Rochereau, from 10 January 1962

— Hans von der Groeben
— Giuseppe Petrilli, until 8 February 1961 

Giuseppe Caron, from 8 February 1961 until 1 March 1961 
Lionello Levi Sandri, from 1 March 1961

Administration — Walter Hallstein (Chairman)

— Sicco Mansholt
— Robert Marjolin
— Piero Malvestiti, until 15 September 1959 

Giuseppe Caron, from 9 December 1959 
Giuseppe Petrilli, until 8 February 1961 
Lionello Levi Sandri, from 5 July 1961

could ask for an item to be placed on the agenda 
of a later meeting because, although they could 
be represented by members of their cabinet, the 
cabinet member was only allowed to speak, not 
vote (Article 9). Only Commissioners could vote. 
Decisions were taken by absolute majority (five 
votes in the ninemember Commission), while 
the quorum required to make the meeting valid 
was also set at five (Articles 6 and 7).

Discussions could be lengthy and animated. Al
though Hallstein was regarded as very authoritar
ian, he would allow members to have their say 
but would then sum up and draw the conclusions 
of the debate before taking a vote (1). Hallstein 
frequently sought to reach a consensus too (2), as 
a rule through debate. In 1972, however, a report 
found that the Commission did not debate long 
enough or well enough — at any rate, not early 
enough in the process of preparing proposals — 
so that discussions dwelt too much on the precise 
decisions to be taken, rather than on the general 
policy direction (3). Some decisions did not even 
come up for discussion at a Commission meeting. 
The use of the written procedure to ‘reduce the 
workload’ (4) curtailed discussions. Devised in 

(1)  Braun, N.C., op. cit., p. 167.
(2)  Interview with Fernand Braun, 8 December 2003, and group  

interview, 19 October 2004.
(3)  AHCE, BAC 158/1990, dossier 19 (Poullet Report).
(4)  Ibid.

1959 and widely used from the summer of 1960, 
this procedure was subsequently incorporated in 
the rules of procedure (Article 11). It involved 
sending a proposal to all the members and, pro
vided that none of them expressed any reserva
tions by a given deadline, the proposal would be 
considered adopted by the Commission. The 
President could also decide to take a vote with
out debate on a decision unanimously approved 
by a meeting of the chefs de cabinet, a forum that 
was introduced gradually but assumed growing 
importance.

The role of the cabinets

The abandonment of working groups favoured 
the rise of the Commissioners’ cabinets. The cab
inet had many roles: not only did it deputise for 
the Commissioner, liaise between ‘le patron’ and 
his administration, i.e. the directorategeneral 
covering the same sphere of competence, and 
cooperate with the other cabinets and the  
SecretaryGeneral of the Commission, but it also 
made contacts with the outside world, with civil 
society organisations and with the administration 
in the Commissioner’s country of origin. But 
while the mandate of the cabinets was clear, the 
way they operated was not immediately evident, 
the more so because of differences in practice 
between the six Member States. With the post of 
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chef de cabinet not existing in the traditional  
German setup, Walter Hallstein preferred a 
Frenchstyle organisation, but not an exact copy 
of the Parisian model.

At Hallstein’s request small cabinets limited to 
four to five persons were the rule initially (1). In 
April 1958 the Commission confirmed that those 
recruited to work directly for its members would 
have the title of chef de cabinet and deputy head, 
rather than director as in France. The rest of the 
cabinet staff consisted of a secretary and one oth
er employee, while the President had an addi
tional administrative assistant. Some members, 
notably Robert Lemaignen, insisted time and time 
again that they needed more staff to cope with 
the workload, which was necessarily heavier if 
the Commissioner’s work entailed frequent trips 
abroad. The cabinets continued to expand, par
ticularly when the executives merged in 1967 and 
again in 1970, when the number of Commission
ers was reduced from 14 to nine, prompting a 
broadening of their areas of responsibility and 
the need to recruit some of the staff of the former 
cabinets.

In the early days, the teams tended to be ‘of a 
uniform colour’ (2), i.e. with each Commissioner 
preferring to recruit his immediate staff from his 
own country and even from his own political 
party. There was one notable exception: Sicco 
Mansholt selected a chef de cabinet of German 
extraction, Alfred Mozer, who had emigrated to 
the Netherlands under the Nazis, while the 
 dep uty head was a Frenchman, Georges Rencki, 
both men being longstanding supporters of the 
European movement (3). Other noteworthy 
 exceptions included the following: in 1972, short
ly before the first enlargement, Altiero Spinelli 
recruited a British chef de cabinet, the economist 
Christopher Layton, another fervent proEuropean, 
while, throughout his whole period of office from 
1967 to 1972, Raymond Barre’s cabinet included 

(1)  Braun, N.C., op. cit., p. 213 et seq.
(2)  Interviews with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003, and Pierre Defraigne, 

16 December 2004.
(3)  Interview with Georges Rencki, 13 January 2004.

a Belgian, Jean Degimbe, who had previous ex
perience in Europe in the ECSC and good union 
contacts (4).

Time spent in a cabinet could kickstart a career. 
It was not long before the Commission decided 
that members of cabinets were Commission offi
cials, later to be covered by the staff regulations, 
a cause of some disquiet to the administration, 
which found this system of ‘parachuting’ unfair, 
especially as people were often ‘parachuted in’ at 
high career grades and steps, to the detriment of 
candidates from the directoratesgeneral. Many 
directors and directorsgeneral started out as 
members of cabinets. Some quickly made  
direct orgeneral, e.g. Jacques Ferrandi, François
Xavier Ortoli, Ernst Albrecht, KarlHeinz Narjes, 
Raymond Rifflet and Fernand Spaak; others were 
not promoted until the end of their careers, e.g. 
Robert Toulemon, Fernand Braun and Lamberto  
Lambert. Conversely, an official joining a cabinet 
could earn extra consideration from his  
colleagues (5).

Some left the Commission after several years, oc
casionally leaving the cabinet weaker. President 
Hallstein’s first two chefs de cabinet, for example, 
like him exmembers of Germany’s Foreign Of
fice, returned to the diplomatic service. Renato 
Ruggiero, Malfatti’s chef de cabinet, unanimously 
regarded as a man of exceptional personal qual
ities, went on to pursue a career both in the pub
lic sphere (Trade Minister, DirectorGeneral of 
the World Trade Organisation, Foreign Minister) 
and in the private sector (board member at Fiat, 
Chairman of ENI, Chairman of the board for Citi
group in Zurich). Ernst Albrecht, von der 
Groeben’s chef de cabinet, was to become Prime 
Minister of Lower Saxony. Manfred Lahnstein 
would be appointed Chancellor Helmut Schmidt’s 
Finance Minister. JeanClaude Paye, Raymond 
Barre’s chef de cabinet, became SecretaryGeneral 

(4)  Interview with Jean Degimbe, 15 December 2003.
(5)  Interview with Fausta Deshormes, 2 February 2004.
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The number of Commissioners having increased to 14, the Rey Commission meets round an oval table.  
The round table was now no longer big enough.

of the OECD, while Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer, 
Albert Coppé’s chef de cabinet, would become 
the chairman of Banque Bruxelles Lambert.

The accounts of many of those involved agree 
that life in the cabinets was hard, exhausting, yet 
exciting: ‘Twelve hours a day dealing with new 
and complex problems in six cultures and four 
languages — nothing was really easy’; but there 
were some major compensations: ‘We managed 
to get things moving in an extraordinary manner 
because it was a period of intense creativity, 
amazing innovation, [...] it was like a honeymoon 

period for Europe at the time’ (1). Another of 
those present at the time remembers: ‘I attended 
all the night sessions of the common market over 
15 years. The chef de cabinet was expected to be 
there. It was amazing. I was tired out when it 
finished. It was unimaginably exciting, extraor
dinary’ (2).

The cabinet’s main task, as a rule, was to ensure 
that its Commissioner could go into the weekly 

(1)  Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003.
(2)  Interview with Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer, 12 November 2003.

The Rey Commission (1967–70)

1) Jean Rey
2) Émile Noël secrétaire général de la CCE

3) Emmanuel Sassen
4) Victor Bodson
5) Edoardo Martino
6) Henri Rochereau
7) Fritz Hellwig
8) Sicco Mansholt

 9) Raymond Barre
10) Hans von der Groeben
11) Wilhelm Haferkamp
12) Jean-François Deniau
13) Guido Colonna di Paliano
14) Albert Coppé
15) Lionello Levi Sandri
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In 1955, after standing down as President of the 
ECSC High Authority, Jean Monnet, the inspiration 
behind European integration, set up the Action 
Committee for the United States of Europe. 
Comprising leaders of political parties or non 
communist trade unions, the ACUSE set out to 
promote a stronger role for the European 
Communities.

Throughout the period 1958–72, Monnet, together 
with his close collaborators Jacques Van Helmont 
and Max Kohnstamm, maintained a very close 
relationship with the Commission, where he had 
many friends who shared his European ideal. 
Through correspondence, exchanges of letters, 
telephone conversations and meetings — e.g. with 
Émile Noël whom he often met in Paris on 
Saturdays, or with Walter Hallstein, Albert Coppé 
and many others — Monnet exerted an 
inestimable, but undoubtedly very great influence.

1. Letter from Jean Monnet to Walter Hallstein, 
President of the Commission, 23 May 1960

‘My dear friend,

I found Hirsch’s (1) speech at the Assembly 
excellent, particularly the passage about the 
merger. I am delighted that the three political 
groups unanimously adopted his ideas and 
underlined the urgency of merging the 
executives.

[...]

I agree with you that the Commissions must play 
a major role in this procedure. [...] Do you intend 
to announce publicly that the Common Market 

Commission will do its utmost to facilitate the 
merger of the executives, as Hirsch has done?

And if you do, will you do it at the next Assembly 
or earlier?

It would send a very important message if the 
Commissions of the Common Market and of 
Euratom were both in favour of a single 
executive.

I should like to discuss this matter with you by 
phone as soon as possible; or, if possible, I would 
prefer to meet with you. [...] In the meantime, I 
am sending you the draft resolution on the 
merger of the executives that I propose to table 
at the next meeting of the Committee. As I have 
not shown this draft to the members of the 
Committee, I can make any changes that you 
think necessary to it, either in the substance or 
the wording.’

(FJME, AMK C 33/2/136)

2. Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi 
(extract dealing with the empty chair crisis)

‘We had prepared a file for Monnet in August 
[1965]. He tried to get in touch with his contacts 
in Paris to emphasise France’s interest in putting 
an end to the empty chair problem. At Émile 
Noël’s request, we had prepared a whole file with 
Henri Étienne, all sorts of things that might help 
Monnet. I remember taking it to Monnet’s house 
in Paris.’

Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 
6 February 2004

Jean Monnet, the Action Committee for the United States of Europe  
and the Commission

(1)  Étienne Hirsch, then President of the Euratom Commission, had 
been a close colleague of Monnet in the ‘Commissariat général au 
plan’, the French Planning Commission.
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3. Letter from Jean Monnet to Willy Brandt, 
Foreign Minister, Bonn, 12 May 1967

‘My dear Minister,

Kohnstamm and I intend to be in Bonn on 
Thursday the 18th and Friday the 19th of May. I 
hope very much that we will have an opportunity 
to see you on your return from Tokyo. But if this is 
not possible, I want to write to you what I would 
have liked to say to you verbally.

Now that Hallstein has resigned from the 
European Commission, and that other members 
will also leave, the question of who is going to be 
appointed:

a) as Chairman of the Commission

b) as a German member to replace Hallstein

is absolutely of major importance.

[...]

I think that the best possible candidate is the one 
you mentioned to me some time ago and that is 
M. Rey. I suggest to you that a great effort should 
be made to have him appointed. I think Lunds 
would go along with you, and probably also the 
Belgium and Luxembourg governments. [...] ’

(FJME, AMK 112/1/2, extract of the  
original English, uncorrected)

4. Statement by Jean-Claude Eeckhout

‘I met Monnet when I was at Albert Coppé’s (1)  
in 1967. I remember that there was this whole 
ritual whenever Monnet came to the 
Commission. Coppé would go down to greet 
him, take him up to his office, speak to him in 
private for a while, and then the other employees 
would be given the opportunity and the honour 
to be summoned and to be present at a 
discussion between Coppé and Monnet. [...]  
I know that they exchanged papers. Then they 
would say, Let’s both read this, then we’ll speak 
on the telephone. But I don’t have any actual 
memories in detail. I just remember the ritual and 
it didn’t happen that often. I think it was five 
times a year. [...]

Monnet and Coppé often rang each other. I often 
heard Coppé say to Monnet, ‘I’ll have a word 
with Brandt, then I’ll call you back.’

(Group interview, 19 October 2004)

M.–Th. B.

(1)  From 1952 to 1967, Albert Coppé was a member of the ECSC High 
Authority, of which Monnet was President from 1952 to 1955. He 
was subsequently a member of the Single Commission.
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Commission meeting with a clear, selfexplana
tory agenda, by underlining the important points 
and marking up passages in the documents that 
had to be read (1). The cabinet staff also assisted 
the Commissioner at the European Parliament’s 
meetings in Strasbourg and in the various meet
ings of the Council of Ministers: the cabinets 
would gather all the documents together, do the 
calculations and swap with their neighbours, etc. 
They would shield the Commissioners, erecting a 
formidable barrier between the Commissioner 
and the administration, especially on sensitive is
sues like the budget, information, etc. But they 
did not simply focus on issues within their Com
missioner’s remit. When Robert Toulemon be
came Marjolin’s chef de cabinet in 1962, Marjolin 
said to him: ‘There is no need for an intermediary 
between my directorgeneral and me in anything 
to do with economics, finance and monetary 
matters, [...]. It would only confuse things. You 
have absolutely no need to concern yourself with 
matters within my remit. Your job is to keep me 
informed of what my colleagues are up to, what 
they are proposing, what they are about to pro
pose and to give me your opinion’ (2). Not all the 
members of the Mansholt cabinet dealt with agri
culture either (3).

Cabinet staff also had the job of establishing ties 
and arranging consultations with various bodies 
outside the Community, primarily the Member 
State governments. According to Jean Flory, a 
member of Robert Marjolin’s cabinet, ‘(In Paris,) 
we mostly ended up seeing the members of the 
SGCI, the interministerial secretariat for European 
affairs, which was the interface, via the perman
ent representation, for almost every matter arising 
between the French administration and the Euro
pean institutions. All legal, financial, economic 
matters, etc. had to be discussed with them. They 
would send out the instructions to the permanent 
representation. Sometimes, we had to go higher 
and see this or that ministerial cabinet or admin

(1)  Interview with Jean Chapperon, 23 January 2004.
(2)  Interview with Robert Toulemon, 17 December 2003.
(3)  Interview with Georges Rencki, 13 January 2004.

istration’ (4). The cabinets were also in contact 
with civil society organisations, in particular, 
trade associations. In Sicco Mansholt’s cabinet, 
Georges Rencki was responsible for negotiating 
with the farmers. ‘First of all, our idea was not to 
work in a vacuum — we wanted information — 
and secondly, we wanted to let our intentions be 
known and see the reaction. Informally, to start 
with, by encouraging organisations covering the 
Six to be set up, but then more formally by set
ting up advisory committees attached to the 
Commission. [...] That kept us informed about 
possible compromises between them, while we 
would let them know the general outline of pro
posals quite early on, before the Council, so that 
when our proposals were published, they would 
already understand what they were all about’ (5).

The role of the cabinets gradually increased in 
importance. By the early 1970s, their stature was 
impressive. They had the advantage of handling 
all the major issues, they had an overall, more 
political perspective than the directoratesgener
al. Yet they had less authority than the French 
model. Jean Chapperon, who had served in a 
French ministerial cabinet, admitted that, ‘almost 
automatically, without even having to think about 
it, we would pick up the phone, call a direct
orgeneral and give him instructions. It was as if 
the minister himself had spoken and then I real
ised that, in Brussels, it couldn’t work like that’ (6). 
In fact, the Commission was careful to specify in 
1962 that the cabinets could — in fact, should — 
contact the officials in charge of a file direct to 
obtain the technical information they required, 
but without discussing policy aspects or influenc
ing their attitude. On the other hand, a cabinet 
was not authorised to organise meetings with 
groups of officials from a directorategeneral oth
er than the one answerable to its Commissioner. 
If they wanted to, they had to obtain the prior 
agreement of the Commissioner responsible (7). 
According to Fernand Braun, although the cabi

(4)  Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003.
(5)  Interview with Georges Rencki, 13 January 2004.
(6)  Interview with Jean Chapperon, 23 January 2004.
(7)  PV spéc. 185, EEC Commission, 11 April 1962, XXV2, p. 25.
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The Malfatti Commission, comprising nine members, returns to the round table. The Commissioners can listen through 
headphones to a translation provided by interpreters working in the cabins at the back of the room.

nets on the whole increased their influence over 
the directoratesgeneral following the establish
ment of the Single Commission in 1967, there 
were several variants: the weaker Commissioners 
no doubt relied on their chefs de cabinet to keep 
the directoratesgeneral under control, but the 
stronger Commissioners were in direct contact 
with their administrations (1).

The role of the cabinets was defined through the 
efforts of Émile Noël. To facilitate collective deci

(1)  Group interview, 19 October 2004.

sionmaking, the SecretaryGeneral succeeded 
over time in putting over the idea of organised 
chefs de cabinet meetings. To start with, these 
were informal meetings dealing with specific is
sues. In 1962, the Commission decided to put 
meetings of cabinet members on a more system
atic basis (2), in advance of its own meetings, but 
it was only with the advent of the Single Commis
sion in 1967 that this was formalised on the basis 
of a weekly schedule with the specific aim of 
preparing the Commission’s discussions. On  

(2)  PV spéc. 185, EEC Commission, 11 April 1962, XXV2, p. 25.

The Malfatti Commission (1970–72)

1) Franco Maria Malfatti
2) Émile Noël secrétaire général de la CCE

3) Albert Borschette
4) Altiero Spinelli
5) Wilhelm Haferkamp

 6) Sicco Mansholt
 7) Albert Coppé
 8) Ralf Dahrendorf
 9) Jean-François Deniau
10) Raymond Barre
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6 July, at its first meeting, the Commission decid
ed, on a proposal from its President, Jean Rey, 
who most likely was asking on the advice of 
Émile Noël, that chefs de cabinet would meet ev
ery Tuesday morning — later to become Monday 
afternoons — to prepare for the meetings of the 
Commission itself. It was also agreed that the 
chefs de cabinet could be accompanied by a se
nior official or an expert from the directorategen
eral answerable to their Commissioner. The Legal 
Service was also to attend, while the secretariat 
would be provided by the SecretariatGeneral, 
which was responsible for drawing up a sum
mary report to serve as a basis for the Commis
sion meeting. If the chefs de cabinets’ discussions 
led to unanimous agreement, it was decided that 
the President could propose the decision for 
adoption at the meeting without a debate. If the 
chefs de cabinet could not agree, the Commis
sioners would continue the discussion on the ba
sis of the various positions adopted and alterna
tives proposed in the report. These meetings 
would be chaired by the SecretaryGeneral, Émile 
Noël or, in his absence or if the nature of the 
questions so required, by the President’s chef de 
cabinet. Some Commissioners, notably Albert 
Coppé and Emmanuel Sassen (1), would have 
preferred the second alternative but the first pre
vailed. So, ‘Émile Noël had found a useful tool, 
meetings of the chefs de cabinet. They [...] met 
every week. [...] And that was how Émile Noël 
prepared all the meetings. Nothing happened in 
the Commission unless it had more or less been 
planned. It was masterful’ (2). In these meetings 
Noël would quickly identify ‘the points of conver
gence and the differences. He was a genius, not 
just with words [...] but ideas too. He would come 
up with ideas that pulled things together or set 
them apart. And he could memorise everything 
that was done and everything that was said 
[....]’ (3).

(1)  Interview with JeanClaude Eeckhout, 3 December 2003, and group 
interview, 19 October 2004.

(2)  Interview with Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer, 12 November 2003.
(3)  Interview with Jean Chapperon, 23 January 2004.

The political future of Commissioners

‘As things now stand, the national politician 
who becomes a European politician has no 
future or prospects from the moment he 
breaks with his own party and his electors, his 
term of office as a European Commissioner 
being, in any case, of limited duration.

We are perfectly aware that this is a bad and 
unsatisfactory situation (4), but the first thing 
to do is to recognise that it exists and to think 
what can be done to change it. We must 
recognise that the promised European future of 
politicians involved in European politics is 
non‑existent. A politician’s aim is, by definition, 
to take part in the management of political 
power, even when in opposition, something 
that would be impossible if he were excluded 
from national political structures, given the 
absence of a European political structure that is 
not obliged to work through national 
structures. At best, he might be able to devote 
himself to propaganda and spreading the 
European message, or running pressure 
groups, which naturally would not satisfy 
everyone.

So the direction we have to go in is this: we 
have to try to create that European political 
structure in which politicians could move 
freely, which would be influenced by political 
and social forces and which would be the 
expression of a genuine European power.’

Emanuele Gazzo in Europe, 4 March 1972, on the 
resignation of Franco Maria Malfatti (5).

(4) Original emphasis, et seq.
(5)  See Chapter 7.
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The Mansholt Commission retains the customs of the other Commissions;  
Émile Noël, the Secretary‑General, sits beside the President.

Émile Noël was thus largely responsible for en
suring the Commission’s cohesion. Besides the 
Monday meetings of chefs de cabinets, he also 
chaired the Thursday meetings of directorsgen
eral — which enabled him to keep the adminis
tration informed about the decisions taken by the 
Commission at its Wednesday meeting — and the 
meetings of the assistants of the directorsgeneral 
on Fridays, not to mention the numerous ad hoc 
committees of which he was the chair and lynch

pin (1). Émile Noël knew everything that was go
ing on, he was the best informed person in the 
Commission and he was an inexhaustible source 
of ideas for it (2). The most remarkable thing was 
that the SecretaryGeneral’s calm but allpervad
ing authority appeared to be accepted without 
question by all the members of the Commission. 

(1)  See, for example, the ad hoc groups on institutional and political 
matters in the early 1970s in the chapter on the Single Commis
sion.

(2)  Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 6 February 2004, and 
group interview, 19 October 2004.

The Mansholt Commission (1972–73)

1) Sicco Mansholt
2) Émile Noël secrétaire général de la CCE

3) Albert Borschette
4) Altiero Spinelli
5) Carlo Scarascia Mugnozza

 6) Raymond Barre
 7) Albert Coppé
 8) Ralf Dahrendorf
 9) Jean-François Deniau
10) Wilhelm Haferkamp
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Émile Noël was the confidant and adviser to most 
of the Commissioners (1). They trusted him and 
would happily come to talk with him in his of
fice. He worked closely with successive Presi
dents. Although Walter Hallstein would probably 
have preferred Pierre Bourguignon as his execu
tive secretary, the two men enjoyed a mutual trust 
and held broadly similar views on European inte
gration (2). Noël had an easy relationship with 

(1)  Interview with Fernand Braun, 8 December 2003, and group inter
view, 19 October 2004.

(2)  Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003, and other interviews.

Jean Rey, whom he helped through a difficult 
succession (3), while the Malfatti Commission, 
under the leadership of a relatively weak Presi
dent, worked well, guided by the partnership 
which Noël managed to develop with the chef de 
cabinet, Renato Ruggiero (4).

Marie-Thérèse BiTsch,  
wiTh The collaBoraTion of YVes conrad

(3)  Interviews with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 6 February 2004, and 
Frans De Koster, 14 November 2004.

(4)  Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 6 February 2004.
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Chapter 10

Émile Noël, a loyal servant  
of the Community of Europe

‘Writing about Émile Noël means, first and fore
most, daring to write about Émile Noël.’ This is 
how the Belgian Ambassador to the Communi
ties, Paul Noterdaeme, describes the difficulties 
involved in depicting the man and his achieve
ments (1). Nevertheless it is an enormous intel
lectual and emotional challenge to try to under
stand this Frenchman of the Jean Monnet mould, 
who shaped, over 30 years, the most innovative 
of the European Community institutions, the Euro
pean Commission. How best to learn about the 
life and work of the Executive Secretary to the 
Commission of the European Economic Commu
nity (EEC) and subsequently SecretaryGeneral of 
the Commission of the European Communities 
after the merger of the executives than through 
those who knew him? Émile Noël was one of the 
founders of the Community of Europe between 
January 1958 and January 1973, a dynamic and 
productive period of the Europe of Six.

What was Émile Noël’s background?
Émile Noël was born in what was Constantinople 
(now Istanbul) on 17 November 1922 to a Bel

(1)  Noterdaeme, P., ‘Farewell Mr Noël’, Courrier du personnel, Septem
ber 1987, Special edition, No 488, p. 76.

gian father and a French mother and died in 
Agliano (Tuscany) on 24 August 1996. After at
tending secondary school in AixenProvence, he 
passed the entrance examination for the École 
Normale Supérieure in Paris in 1941, where he 
studied sciences. He graduated in physics and 
mathematics. During the war, at the age of 21, 
having refused to do compulsory labour service, 
he joined the Resistance (forming part of the 
Maquis in Isère and then in Vaucluse, fabricating 
false papers, organising escape routes and the 
clandestine press in Paris). He led the Resistance 
network at the École Normale Supérieure after 
Michel Voisin‘s arrest.

After the war, in a desire to promote education 
for young workingclass people, he set up and 
led the Camarades de la liberté (Cam’ Lib), a secu
lar and humanistic youth movement which had 
grown out of the Resistance (Mouvement de 
libération nationale, Libération Nord, Organisa
tion civile et militaire des jeunes, ceux de la résist
ance and Nouvelle jeunesse), which popularised 
the idea of youth clubs and rural centres, and 
organised openair holiday camps. Noël, who 
was inspired by the ideals of the Resistance and 
democracy in a united Europe, organised a  
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travelling youth train in 1948, which visited 100 
cities in France, Belgium and Switzerland to pro
vide information to young people about job  
opportunities on the French labour market.

For a few months in 1949 Noël worked for the 
international secretariat of the recently created 
European Movement and was assisted by the 
Deputy SecretaryGeneral, Georges Rebattet. He 
then became Secretary to the General Affairs 
Committee of the Consultative Assembly of the 
fledgling Council of Europe. In 1952 he became 
Director of the Secretariat of the Constitutional 
Committee of the ad hoc Assembly charged with 
producing a blueprint for a European Political 
Community in 1953. He then served as chef de 
cabinet to the socialist Guy Mollet, President of 
the Consultative Assembly of the Council of  
Eur ope, from 1954 to 1956.

When Guy Mollet became Prime Minister of 
France on 31 January 1956, a post he held until 
21 May 1957, Émile Noël went with him, serving 
as his chef de cabinet and then Deputy Director 
of cabinet. Alongside Alexandre Verret, Noël 
played a leading role in the negotiation of the 
Treaties of Rome. He was Guy Mollet’s righthand 
man. Robert Marjolin, a member of the French 
delegation led by Maurice Faure, State Secretary 
for Foreign Affairs, described him as ‘a “Euro
pean” from the start, ardent in his convictions be
neath an affable and tolerant exterior, clearsight
ed and keen, he helped, often decisively, to get 
the President of the Council to take decisions that 
enabled the Brussels negotiators to carry out their 
task effectively’. Jean Monnet, who was the driv
ing force behind the launching of the European 
project, considered Émile Noël to be a ‘very valu
able link’ for the Prime Minister (1). In this role he 
wrote for Guy Mollet on various aspects of gov
ernmental policy. He also proposed ideas in con
fidential exchanges with Guy Mollet, with whom 
he became close friends, and other members of 

(1)  Marjolin, R., Architect of European unity — Memoirs 1911–1986, 
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 1989, p. 298; Monnet, J.,  
Memoirs, Collins, London, 1978, p. 417.

the cabinet. He was also responsible for vital dip
lomatic missions, which only persons with discre
tion could carry out on issues such as the Franco
British intervention in Suez and the Algerian 
question.

Once the Treaties of Rome had been signed,  
Robert Marjolin supported Émile Noël’s nomina
tion for the post of Executive Secretary of the 
Commission of the European Economic Commu
nity because of his knowledge of European affairs. 
Noël took up his post in March 1958, a few weeks 
after the Hallstein Commission entered office. 
When the institutions of the three Communities 
were merged, Émile Noël became SecretaryGen
eral of the Single Commission of the Communities 
in early 1968. He remained in this post until 1987. 
For nearly 30 years he was the highestranking of
ficial in the Community administration and applied 
himself — in Monnet style — ‘with a tenacity as 
great as his modesty, [...] to make the Community’s 
institutions both supple and strong’ (2).

As only part of his career and achievements will 
be discussed below on the basis of the interviews 
I have conducted, it will obviously give only a 
partial view of the man’s work. This covers the 
period from January 1958 to January 1973, during 
which four Commissions served: the Hallstein 
Commission ( January 1958), the Rey Commission 
( July 1967), the Malfatti Commission ( July 1970) 
and, finally, the short Mansholt Commission 
(March to December 1972). During these found
ing years of the Europe of Six, Émile Noël put in 
place an effective and multinational European 
administration combining, according to Jacques 
Rabier, ‘tenacity, modesty, efficiency and flexibil
ity’  (3). These qualities gave the European Com
mission, despite the problems it faced, undis
puted credibility as its work was well prepared 
and solutions were worked out in confidence and 
with efficiency both within the institution and 
with the other Community institutions (the Court 

(2)  Monnet, J., Memoirs, Collins, London, 1978, p. 418.
(3)  Rabier, J.R., ‘La mémoire et notre avenir’, article prepared for the 

Jean Monnet Association, Paris, 14 November 1996.
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of Justice of the European Communities, the Euro
pean Parliamentary Assembly and the Council   
of Ministers) and with the other European Com
munities (the ECSC High Authority and the Eura
tom Commission until 1967). Since he was ini
tially responsible for organising the Commission’s 
agenda and keeping a faithful account of deci
sions taken at meetings, Noël attended the meet
ings of the Commission. He was always present 
at the meetings of the General Affairs Council 
(Foreign Affairs Ministers) and occasionally at 
those of the other Councils. As a key figure, Noël 
regularly attended the European Parliamentary 
Assembly and also fostered contacts with the 
Council of Europe. He represented the Commis
sion abroad. Lastly, he maintained contacts with 
representatives from nonCommunity countries 
and had a productive relationship with Jean 
Monnet, Altiero Spinelli, Alexandre Marc and 
other proponents of European unity.

When Émile Noël left his post as Secretary 
General of the European Commission in 1987, he 
became President of the European University  
Institute in Florence, where he remained until 1993.

An exceptional figure

How are Émile Noël’s achievements and personal 
qualities assessed by the many persons who 
agreed to be interviewed? Firstly, he was extraordin
arily methodical. We must rely here on the ac
counts from his immediate entourage, who were 
best acquainted with the SecretaryGeneral in his 
working environment. Other accounts are based 
on more general impressions or his reputation. 
Nevertheless, everyone describes him as excep
tional, with a sharp intellect, high moral principles 
and legendary discretion, which made him a man 
on whom Commission Presidents could rely.

Admiration

There was virtually nobody outside the Commis
sion’s Secretariat who did not express boundless 
admiration, sometimes in familiar but very signifi

cant terms, in the interviews. ‘A genius in the Com
mission’ said Pierre Wathelet, a Head of Division 
and trade unionist, who spoke about his ‘extraor
dinary cold seduction’ (1). ‘A fascinating person’ 
 explained Heinrich von Moltke, a former official   
at Euratom, ‘he knew everything’ (2). ‘The most 
 extraordinary man I have ever met’, said Gianluigi 
Valsesia, who was an administrator in Ispra at the 
Joint Research Centre (JRC), ‘he was an absolute 
genius’ (3). ‘A patrician’, added Claude Brus, of the 
DirectorateGeneral for Administration and, for 
many years, a staff representative (4). He was also 
admired by Marcello Burattini, who worked in ex
ternal relations (5). ‘Émile Noël was a wonderful 
man’, remembered a colleague of Robert  Marjolin (6). 
The Head of the Interpreting Service noted that ‘in 
the institutions we need strong, not popular peo
ple, who are firm [....] Noël was extraordinary’ (7). 
Émile Noël’s reported skilfulness and the care he 
took of his officials were admired. Those who 
knew him best shared the same opinion of Émile 
Noël. JacquesRené Rabier, Director of the Joint 
 Information Service, called him ‘an extraordinary 
man’ (8). ‘An extraordinary personality’ is what 
Robert Toulemon, at the time Director for industri
al, technological and scientific affairs, said. He 
 revealed another side to Noël’s character, noting 
that Noël was ‘a fairly secretive but very discreet 
man’  (9). He was also grateful to Noël for having 
warned him and Guido Colonna di Paliano, Com
missioner for industrial policy, that their grandiose 
industrial policy projects would not succeed (10).

A demanding man

Their admiration was based on the view that the 
man was demanding of himself and others. He 
listened carefully to his interlocutors out of 

(1) Interview with Pierre Wathelet, 8 June 2004.
(2) Interview with Heinrich von Moltke, 22 January 2004.
(3) Interview with Gianluigi Valsesia, 4 December 2003.
(4) Interview with Claude Brus, 5 December 2003.
(5) Interview with Marcello Burattini, 18 February 2004.
(6) Interviewed in January 2004.
(7) Interviewed in February 2004.
(8) Interview with JacquesRené Rabier, 8 January 2004.
(9) Interview with Robert Toulemon, 17 December 2003.
(10) Ibid.
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 politeness or principle. He never got annoyed or, 
if he did, all I heard him say was: ‘Yes, of course’. 
‘He never went any further’, said Clément André, 
who was responsible for staff training and the 
Courrier du personnel (1).

This quality gave him impartiality. ‘He was a man 
who was totally, but totally, independent and 
dared tell Commissioners when he didn’t agree’, 
said Jean Degimbe, Special Adviser to the French 
Commissioner Raymond Barre in 1967, admir
ingly (2). He even demonstrated his independ
ence by speaking forthrightly to the Presidents 
themselves, reported Renato Ruggiero, who at 
the time was chef de cabinet to President Malfatti: 
‘Mr President, of course you must know what 
Mansholt, Deniau, and others think. But the most 
important thing is what do you think?’  (3).

This sometimes made him difficult to get on with. 
JeanClaude Séché, Assistant to the DirectorGen
eral of the Legal Service, reminisces that Noël 
‘was not always very easy’  (4). Frans De Koster, 
Head of the Registry in the Commission’s Secre
tariatGeneral until 1972, noted that Émile Noël 
had such a huge personality that he helped his 
colleagues in many ways but that they were in 
danger of losing some of their independence of 
thought (5). Gérard Olivier, Deputy DirectorGen
eral in the Commission of the European Econom
ic Community’s Legal Service, noted that ‘in his 
relations with Commission officials, Noël was the 
type of man who would go easy with you if you 
showed any resistance. You had to stand up to 
Noël, otherwise he would dominate you.’  (6) 
Degimbe agreed with Gérard Olivier: Noël had ‘a 
fantastic intellect, he was a human computer, ex
traordinary, but very demanding, very authoritar
ian, in fact extremely authoritarian’  (7).

(1)  Interview with Clément André, 9 February 2004.
(2)  Interview with Jean Degimbe, 15 December 2003.
(3)  Interview with Renato Ruggiero, 15 July 2004.
(4)  Interview with JeanClaude Séché, 8 June 2004.
(5)  Interview with Frans De Koster, 14 November 2004.
(6)  Interview with Gérard Olivier, 4 December 2003.
(7)  Interview with Jean Degimbe, 15 December 2003.

A more critical picture is painted by Hubert 
Ehring, who was Financial Controller at the time: 
‘Noël was also a solitary man. You must have 
been aware of that. He didn’t have any friends. 
He was an unconditional integrationist.’ (8) The 
secretive and reserved side to his character and 
his European ideals could make him too demand
ing. ‘Noël lived alone, he had absolutely no per
sonal or social life. He lived entirely for his work. 
He spent his weekends in Paris. Then he would 
return to Brussels’, explained Gérard Olivier (9). 
This view of Émile Noël by someone who was 
not one of his friends is based on a misconcep
tion. Noël had childhood friends, friends from his 
time in the Resistance or the Cam’ lib (Camarades 
de la liberté), Socialist friends and people whom 
he had got to know when he worked at the 
Council of Europe and whom he saw when he 
was at the Commission. During the holidays and 
on some long weekends he liked to return to the 
Charentes, where he had a home on which he 
liked to work himself. This was where his family 
lived. Edmund Wellenstein, who at the time was 
SecretaryGeneral of the ECSC High Authority, 
wrote that he had happy memories of a man who 
liked his food, was witty and was extremely hos
pitable (10). When he joined the Commission, Noël 
became friendly with his two colleagues from 
Euratom and the ECSC, Giulio Guazzugli 
 Marini and Edmund Wellenstein. They met regu
larly, creating a sort of regular link between the 
three executives at the time through their secre
tariats. This helped them to draw up a joint report 
on the integration of the three administrations 
when the two Commissions and the ECSC High 
Authority were to be merged in 1967. The ‘monk
like’ existence which some people claimed he led 
was without foundation. Noël had a much richer 
personal life than these views would lead us to 
believe. It was discretion combined with a huge 
capacity for work which created a false image of 
someone who lived only for his work.

(8) Interview with Hubert Ehring, 4 June 2004.
(9) Interview with Gérard Olivier, 4 December 2003.
(10) Letter from Edmund Wellenstein to the author, 28 July 2005.
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The image of hardness, distance and coldness 
that some attribute to him is dispelled by Émile 
Noël’s intellectual and emotional collaboration 
with a group of senior officials who were ‘motiv
ated by similar experiences [...] and wanted to  
do everything they could to make this new ad
venture on which the European Communities 
had embarked work’, as Michel Gaudet, Winrich 
Behr (his first Deputy Executive Secretary), Louis 
Rabot, Helmut von Verschuer and Fernand Spaak, 
alongside Fernand Braun, Robert Toulemon, 
JacquesRené Rabier, Klaus Meyer, Walter Much 
and Gérard Olivier, report (1).

‘He always saw the interests of the institution as 
also being those of the Community’, added Henri 
Étienne, Head of Division in the SecretariatGen
eral (2). This was reflected in a huge capacity for 
work and complete mastery of European matters 
which made his contributions both within and 
outside the Commission exemplary (3).

Political commitment

Émile Noël was also a committed socialist who 
renewed his membership card with the SFIO 
(French Section of Workers International) every 

(1)  Edmund Wellenstein had much evidence to show how Noël col
luded with other senior Commission officials.

(2)  Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.
(3)  Interview with Gianluigi Valsesia, 4 December 2003.

year even if he did not give the appearance of 
being a fiery Socialist (4). Who was aware of this 
at the Commission? Noël seemed to be ‘more a 
Monnet man than a militant socialist’ but he was 
very close to Guy Mollet, reported KarlHeinz 
Narjes, Head of Hallstein’s cabinet (5). His social
ist leanings did not facilitate his initial contacts 
with the Christian Democrat, Walter Hallstein, 
who was EEC Commission President. However, 
this political obstacle was soon overcome as the 
Community of Europe was an allembracing reli
gion, explained Marc Sohier of the Legal Ser
vice (6). After the Greek colonels’ coup on  
20 April 1967, Noël and others, including Sicco 
Mansholt, Alfred Mozer and Bino Olivi opposed, 
on the grounds of their political views, the grant
ing of loans by the European Investment Bank 
(EIB) to Greece (7). Despite his political commit
ment Noël did not, however, show any political 
preferences in the appointment of officials (8) 
since, as Clément André indicated: ‘he never 
made a thing of his political or other views’. [...] 
The Commission always came first. He only had 
one thing to say: ‘the Commission.’  (9) Neverthe
less, Noël maintained contact with the Parisian 
Left and Centre opposition. During the Presiden
tial electoral campaign in 1965 he prepared brief
ings on Europe for Jean Lecanuet and François 
Mitterrand, who were standing against de Gaulle. 
Noël worked for the ‘Europeans’ in France and 
never hesitated to provide Gaston Defferre (a so
cialist) with information he could use in faceto
face talks with Michel Debré (a Gaullist) (10).

A man in the shadows

Observers unanimously agree that Noël was a 
man of influence, secretive and perhaps feared, 

(4) Interview with HenriMarie Varenne, 17 December 2003.
(5) Interview with KarlHeinz Narjes, 24 May 2004.
(6) Interview with Marc Sohier, 3 June 2004.
(7) Interview with Bino Olivi, 26 January 2004.
(8) Interview with Fernand Braun, 8 December 2003.
(9) Interview with Clément André, 9 February 2004.
(10) FMJE, AMK C 33/4/150, Van Helmont to Émile Noël, 24 October 

1966, and reply in C 33/4/151, Émile Noël, 28 October 1966 to  
Van Helmont.

A very loyal friend

‘Émile Noël was a very loyal friend. I often had 
lunch with him in Brussels (but usually somewhere 
near his office...). He had an admirable ability to 
theorise but “in practical terms”. It was the Com‑
munity institutions which counted; I remember 
that from 1972 onwards he called on us to be less 
punctilious in our way of legislating and pointed 
to the risk of taking too uniform an approach to 
very diverse national situations.’ 

Interview with Georges Rencki, 13 January 2004.
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but certainly astute. ‘An éminence grise’, said 
Robert Toulemon, ‘a man of few words but al
ways well aware of what was going on, a man 
who had succeeded in gaining Hallstein’s confi
dence.’ (1) Klaus Meyer, Deputy SecretaryGen
eral, said ‘he was a very fair man, very intelligent, 
a mathematician with a slightly dark, mysterious 
side.’ (2) ‘He was a monk, a secular European 
monk’, explained Jean Durieux, Director in the 
DirectorateGeneral for Development (3). This 
 image is reinforced by the seemingly austere life 
he led, according to observers. Noël lived in a 
small, modest, oneroom apartment in the avenue 
Charlemagne. Every weekend he returned to  
Paris to join his wife and two daughters, taking 
with him work in a small suitcase, reported his 
colleague Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi (4). But some
times he dropped his guard and his colleagues at 
the Commission were surprised, reported Daniel 
Cardon de Lichtbuer, chef de cabinet to Albert 
Coppé, after the Paris Summit in December 1972: 
‘Then I saw something nobody had ever seen. 
Noël so happy, and a Noël who was so reserved 
we didn’t even know whether he was married or 
not, he lived in a small apartment, he worked 
night and day, etc. Noël said to us all: “come to 
my place” and we had dinner in Noël’s apartment 
in Paris, a slightly shabby academic’s apartment 
on the Left Bank with Madame Noël, his wife. 
Yes, there was a Madame Noël. This was all very 
mysterious. But that’s how it was. We knew noth
ing about his life.’ (5) Secretive, industrious, an 
éminence grise for the cause of Community inte
gration, ‘Machiavellian’ (6) and ‘Byzantine (7), a 
new Talleyrand according to some’ (8), but, as 
Jean Chapperon, chef de cabinet to Henri  
Rochereau and then JeanFrançois Deniau, said, 
‘a sort of secular saint working for the European 
cause’ (9).

(1)  Interview with Robert Toulemon, 17 December 2004.
(2)  Interview with Klaus Meyer, 16 December 2003.
(3)  Interview with Jean Durieux, 3 March 2004.
(4)  Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 6 February 2004.
(5)  Interview with Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer, 12 November 2003.
(6)  Interview with Jean Stenico, 24 February 2004.
(7)  Interview with Norbert Kohlhase, 26 May 2004.
(8)  Interview with Marcello Burattini, 18 February 2004.
(9)  Interview with Jean Chapperon, 23 January 2004.

The key to his influence

In what way did Noël exert an influence?

Firstly, he made sure he was informed about what 
was going on and he kept others informed. Noël 
was a good listener, ‘hearing others’ confes
sions’ (10). He had an extremely detailed know
ledge of every area in which the Commission was 
involved. ‘Without Noël, the Commission would 
never have been able to function as it did’, was 
the view of Francesco Fresi, Head of Division for 
external relations (11). Noël also briefed the new 
Commissioners, who received their initial dos
siers from the SecretariatGeneral, and this was 
an opportunity, said Henri Étienne, ‘for Noël to 
put forward some of his ideas’ (12). He had greater 
influence than his office would have suggest
ed (13). He knew how to insinuate ideas. ‘He 
would whisper in your ear, saying “I wouldn’t do 
that, I would do this. Why did such a Commis
sioner take such a position? He would have been 
better to have done something else.” ’ (14). His au
thority was, however, challenged by Michel 
Gaudet, DirectorGeneral of the Legal Service (15). 
Relations between the two men were like ‘two 
emperors trying to get along’, said Gérard Olivier. 
Was this true? It is believed that they held each 
other in mutual respect by virtue of their respect
ive abilities and impartiality. There was no rivalry 
between Noël and Edmund Wellenstein, who was 
SecretaryGeneral of the ECSC High Authority at 
the time the executives were merged in 1965, 
even if Wellenstein knew full well he himself 
would have made an excellent SecretaryGeneral 
of the Single Commission (16). He must certainly 
have come up against another strong personality, 
Altiero Spinelli, who became a Commissioner in 
1970: ‘Wellenstein and Spinelli got on like a 
house on fire, Spinelli got on well with Wellen
stein, much better than he did with Noël — he 

(10)  Interview with HenriMarie Varenne, 17 December 2003.
(11)  Interview with Francesco Fresi, 5 February 2004.
(12)  Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.
(13)  Interview with Fernand Braun, 8 December 2003.
(14)  Interview with Frans De Koster, 14 November 2004.
(15)  Interview with JeanClaude Séché, 8 June 2004.
(16)  Interview with Gérard Olivier, 4 December 2003.
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didn’t get on with Noël, there was a deep mutual 
mistrust and antipathy,’ said Ricardo Perissich, 
who was a member of Spinelli’s cabinet (1). This 
view seems rather odd as Spinelli wrote to Noël 
in 1975, ‘After being a guardian of the Treaties for 
so long, you have not only guarded them but also 
looked beyond them.’ (2)

The second key to Émile Noël’s influence was his 
knowledge of the Commission’s administrative 
functions: ‘Émile Noël was the real head, as it 
were, of the Commission, as regards administra
tive and daytoday affairs.’ (3) His very detailed 
knowledge of the Commission explains his ability 
to propose just the right solution. Émile Noël’s 
influence was due to his organisation of the Ex

(1)  Interview with Riccardo Perissich, 2 February 2004.
(2)  Marianne Noël private archives, signed letter from Spinelli to Noël, 

26 June 1975.
(3)  Interview with Jacques Ferrandi, 28 and 29 May 2004.

ecutive Secretariat, which became the Secretar
iatGeneral, the engine room of the Commission’s 
administration. He began by setting up a registry 
of documents as the official memory that could 
be relied on in any circumstances. He also intro
duced internal coordination between all Commis
sion departments and coordination of relations 
with other Community institutions. These three 
instruments made the SecretariatGeneral a man
datory control and transit point. Although he 
sought to establish a strong SecretariatGeneral, 
Émile Noël did not develop very elaborate or 
rigid administrative structures within the Secretar
iatGeneral. His concern was to ensure efficiency 
based largely on direct contacts with col
leagues (4). It is said that relations with Noël in 
the SecretariatGeneral were based on trust but 

(4)  Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 6 February 2004.

Walter Hallstein (on the left) and Émile Noël (on the right) were both born on 17 November; Hallstein in 1901 and  
Noël in 1922. Here they exchange birthday greetings in the Commission’s meeting room on 17 November 1961.
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were always demanding (1). Noël stayed in the 
office late into the night and required officials to 
be available (2). He relied on his assistant, Nadine 
Verbeeck, whom he trusted implicitly, for 
daytoday work (3). He worked with two secre
taries who took it in turns to work either in the 
morning or the afternoon and evening; the secre
tary who worked in the evening would stay until 
the morning to finish the previous day’s corres
pondence, so it is said.

The third key to his influence was his Commu
nity convictions. He had come from the Council 
of Europe, had been the personal representative 
of the French Prime Minister, Guy Mollet, in the 
negotiations of the 1957 Treaties of Rome, and 
had decided to do all he could to ensure Euro
pean integration was a success. His language 
never revealed his federalist convictions. Henri 
Étienne took a radical view: ‘Monnet never used 
fine words. Hallstein did and we know where 
that led. But Jean Monnet, never. [...] And as for 
Noël, he was the ultimate incarnation of all 
that.’  (4) Noël’s authority was based on his con
viction that the SecretaryGeneral was the guard
ian of Community doctrine.

The fourth key to his influence was his networks. 
Networking was part of his tactics to achieve the 
‘European ideal’, in the view of the assistant to 
the DirectorGeneral of the Legal Service (5). His 
networks were not solely socialist, even if Noël 
continued to write many articles in Guy Mollet’s 
name, for Le Populaire, the SFIO’s daily news
paper, in the 1960s. Nor did he use the media, 
even though he exerted an influence on the in
formation put out by Emanuele Gazzo’s Agence 
Europe (6). Émile Noël was not a communicator. 
As Paul Collowald, Deputy Spokesman and sub
sequently DirectorGeneral for information, said: 
‘I had much admiration for Émile Noël, although 

(1)  Interview with JeanClaude Eeckhout, 3 December 2003.
(2)  Interview with Yves Desbois, 3 December 2003.
(3)  Interview with Margot DelfosseFrey, 25 October 2004.
(4)  Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.
(5)  Interviewed in June 2004.
(6)  Interview with Pierre Defraigne, 16 December 2004.

sometimes I felt he was distrustful, disinclined 
even to work with me.’ He went on to say ‘he was 
not necessarily an ally in relations with the press 
and information’ (7). On the other hand, Noël be
longed to the Monnet network. As a young Ex
ecutive Secretary, he was often asked to come on 
Saturdays to Avenue Foch in Paris at the head
quarters of the Action Committee for the United 
States of Europe. He kept him regularly informed 
about the Communities’ activities (8). He also re
ceived strategic information from Jean Monnet. 
We have some idea of his telephone conversa
tions with Monnet or Van Helmont, Secre
taryGeneral of the Action Committee for the 
United States of Europe (9). Noël was able to give 
him everything. In October 1960 he drafted for 
Monnet an outline of the Action Committee’s 
conclusions on the latest French initiatives on 
 European matters (Gaullist proposals for political 
union and criticisms of the Atlantic Pact)  (10). He 
also suggested to Monnet that he take the initia
tive to link the Élysée Treaty of January 1963 with 
the Treaties of Rome (11). This was the ardent pro
European speaking, not the Executive Secretary. 
During the ‘empty chair’ period, Noël had his col
leagues, Henri Étienne and Giuseppe Ciavarini 
Azzi, draft memos to Monnet to bring pressure to 
bear on Paris (12). Their relationship was so strong 
that in 1962 Monnet asked Noël to work with 
him, but he refused (13). Émile Noël was not part 
of the third circle of the Monnet network, as Éric 
Roussel wrote (14), but one of its secret pillars.

(7) Interview with Paul Collowald, 2 December 2003.
(8) FMJE, AMK, C 33/4/89, Émile Noël to Jean Monnet, 8 February 

1962.
(9) FMJE, AMK, C 33/4/102, record of conversations between Émile 

Noël and Jacques Van Helmont, 15 February 1964, on the institu
tions after the merger; FMJE, AMK, C 33/4/101, Jacques Van 
Helmont, record of conversations with Émile Noël, 10 November 
1963, record of 2 December 1963, Émile Noël raises questions 
about the CAP, relations between the United States and the Com
mission, and the Kennedy Round.

(10) HAEU, EN 878, Brussels, memo of 27 October 1960 to Jean  
Monnet, Chair of the Action Committee for the United States of 
Europe (CAEUE), 3page document attached.

(11) HAEU, EN 878, Émile Noël, May 1964, suggestions made in a dis
cussion with Jean Monnet on initiatives to be taken relating to the 
ratification of the FrancoGerman agreement of 1963, Émile Noël.

(12) Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 6 February 2004.
(13) FJME, Jacques Van Helmont agenda, p. 135, 22 October 1962, 

Houjarray, meeting with Jean Monnet, Émile Noël and Jacques  
Van Helmont.

(14) Roussel, É., Jean Monnet, Fayard, Paris, 1996, p. 703.
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A good knowledge of the institution was Noël’s 
final way of exerting influence. His long period 
as SecretaryGeneral is certainly one reason why 
he knew everything about the institution, but an
other reason was his custom of referring to the 
discussion of the College of Commissioners which 
were carefully recorded in green notebooks and 
became a legendary source of reference. This en
abled him to explain why a particular decision 
had been accepted or rejected in the past. Be
cause he was the institution’s memory, he was 
indispensable to the new Presidents (1).

As a result, Noël had such absolute mastery in his 
area of expertise that Klaus Meyer was prompted 
to say ‘If Émile Noël worked something out or did 
something, it couldn’t be improved, changed or 
rejected. It had to be accepted as it was.’ (2) Noël 
was considered by some to be the 10th member 
of the Commission of Nine, as Marc Sohier indi
cated (3). But he was much more, said Francesco 
Fresi: ‘He was Number Two in the Commission, 
after the President.’ (4) He was ‘much more than 
a Commissioner’, added Pierre Defraigne, who 
worked for several cabinets (5). All this demon
strates the special place and influence Émile Noël 
had among the Commissioners.

Émile Noël, an enterprising  
Executive Secretary

Émile Noël was appointed Executive Secretary of 
the EEC Commission in February 1958, against the 
initial wishes of Hallstein and von der 
Groeben, and became SecretaryGeneral of the 
Commission of the European Communities in 
1967 (6). His nomination in 1958 was supported by 
Robert Marjolin and by Guy Mollet. Jacques Fer
randi, first Director of the European Development 

(1)  Interview with Klaus Meyer, 16 December 2003.
(2)  Ibid.: ‘If Émile Noël decided or wanted to do anything, no improve

ment, change or rejection was possible. It had to be accepted as it 
was.’

(3)  Interview with Marc Sohier, 3 June 2004.
(4)  Interview with Francesco Fresi, 5 February 2004.
(5)  Interview with Pierre Defraigne, 16 December 2004.
(6)  Interview with Jacqueline LastenouseBury, 21 January 2004.

Fund (EDF), considered his appointment to be 
commensurate with his previous position in Guy 
Mollet’s cabinet and at the Council of Europe (7). 
Wellenstein noted that the presence of a ‘commit
ted and capable Frenchman in this post was cru
cial’ (8). He took up his post on 26 March 1958 (9). 
His duties as Executive Secretary were defined on 
25 January 1958 by the Commission: the Execu
tive Secretary would carry out only auxiliary ad
ministrative tasks and would not have authority 
over the entire administration (10). As Edmund 
Wellenstein recalls, his office did not have the 
calibre of that of a SecretaryGeneral: ‘the Com
mission did not want a NATO — or OECDtype 
SecretaryGeneral, who would be head of the en
tire administration’ (11). Hallstein even imposed 
the term Executive Secretariat (12). However, once 
he arrived, Noël began to make his mark, as the 
Head of the Interpreting Service confirmed: ‘That 
is where real power lay. Without Noël, nothing 
whatsoever would have got done.’ (13) How did 
he achieve this? In 1967 he was appointed Secre
taryGeneral of the Single Commission. Despite 
the speculation in Commission circles, Wellen
stein, as he himself said, considered Noël to be 
the natural candidate for this office, which he had 
never, therefore, considered for himself.

Establishment of the institution

His effective organisation of the institution is the 
reason for the power he exercised. A mere  
48 hours after he arrived, Noël drafted the Com

(7) Interview with Jacques Ferrandi, 28 and 29 May 2004.
(8) Letter from Edmund Wellenstein to the author, 28 July 2005.
(9) ‘Au revoir M. Noël’, Courrier du personnel, September 1987, Spe

cial Edition, No 488, p. 17. As regards the date of appointment, 
Fernand Braun, interview on 8 December 2003. Marianne Noël
Bauer archives, letters from friends in Brussels to Émile Noël, 
March 1958 and 24 March 1958: ‘At last! Your appointment has 
been confirmed before you leave for Rome.’ PV 11, EEC Commis
sion, 24–27 March 1958, arrival of Emile Noël, 26 March 1958. 

(10) PV 2, EEC Commission 2, 24–25 January 1958, quoted by Conrad, 
Y., ‘Première esquisse de l’organisation administrative de la Com
mission européenne “marché commun”, Méthodes de travail et 
mise en place de services communs (1958–1961)’, draft article for 
Storia amministrazione Constituzione.

(11) Letter from Edmund Wellenstein to the author, 28 July 2005.
(12) Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.
(13) Interviewed in February 2004.
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mission’s internal rules of procedure under Arti
cle 162 and they were accepted virtually in their 
entirety (1). Originally, the structure of the Com
mission’s administration had been defined ac
cording to President Hallstein’s ideas. The Com
mission was organised like a government, the 
Commissioners were the ministers and the direct
orsgeneral the state secretaries (according to the 
German system of classification, senior officials, 
not politicians). Noël was not involved in the al
location of portfolios to Commissioners in the 
first Hallstein Commission because he was not 
there in January 1958! But he certainly was for 
subsequent Commissions, as Klaus Meyer con
firms. He trained the first officials in the Executive 
Secretariat in the summer of 1958: ‘At the moment 
they’re not yet any help, indeed they are more of 
a burden — we have to train them, i.e. get them 
to carry out tasks (not very well) and leave them 
to their own devices, in the hope that, in the long 
term, this effort will be rewarded by more inde
pendent thinking’, he wrote to his wife Lise (2). 
He set up an Executive Secretariat, which was 
taken as a model by the SecretariatGeneral of 
the Single Commission after the merger of the 
executives (3). 

To facilitate the Commissioners’ decisionmaking, 
he suggested, as Marc Sohier confirms (4), that a 
system of written procedure be introduced. This 
involved circulating among the Commissioners, 
for adoption, draft decisions of Commission pro
posals which had been approved by the director
atesgeneral concerned and the Legal Service. He 
also provided internal information to Commis
sion officials by inventing some years later the 
socalled ‘informaphone’, a telephone number 
providing a brief resumé of the decisions adopt
ed by the Commissioners at their weekly Wednes
day meetings, and his very rare lectures were 
popular because they were prodigious, as one 

(1)  Interview with KarlHeinz Narjes, 24 May 2004; interview with 
Klaus Meyer, 16 December 2003.

(2)  Marianne NoëlBauer archives, letter from Émile Noël to Lise Noël, 
1 September 1958.

(3)  Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 6 February 2004.
(4)  Interview with Marc Sohier, 3 June 2004.

person said (5). Noël kept a watchful eye over the 
Commission’s administration even if there was a 
DirectorGeneral for administration and a Direct
or of personnel (6). ‘The big boss was Noël’, said 
Jean Degimbe (7). Why? ‘The Commission’s main 
task’, explained Noël, ‘was policymaking, the 
drafting of legislation or regulations and oversee
ing of their implementation. This meant there had 
to be a strong headquarters in Brussels with able 
officials and competent departments to deal on 
an equal footing with national administrations or 
even to get the better of them.’ (8)

Recruitment of officials

The Staff Regulations of European officials were 
adopted by the Council in 1962 (9). They were 
based on the regulations for European officials 
working for the ECSC drawn up earlier under René 
Mayer, Monnet’s successor as President of the High 
Authority. Noël had a hand in their drafting.

Noël recruited officials, whether they were rec
ommended or not, according to the basic criteri
on of their commitment to the European project. 
If he considered that a particular candidate would 
be useful to the Commission, he got him or her 
accepted. He persuaded a Commissioner to ac
cept a nomination simply by telling him ‘I could 
work with him.’ The Commissioner was then 
bound to express considerable interest (10).

The SecretaryGeneral involved staff representa
tives in the annual promotion rounds for category 
A officials by bringing together directorsgeneral 
and the staff delegation (11). In the 1971 strikes at 
the Commission, in order to persuade govern
ments to accept an automatic salary review pro

(5) Interview with Guy Levie, 3 March 2004.
(6) Interview with Claude Brus, 5 December 2003.
(7) Interview with Jean Degimbe, 15 December 2003.
(8) Interview with Émile Noël by Roger Morgan, 4 July 1991, numéro 

thématique du Jahrbuch für Europäische Vervaltungsgeschichte, 
Les débuts de l’administration de la Communauté européenne, 
Nomos, BadenBaden, 1992, p. 156.

(9) Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.
(10) Interview with Norbert Kohlhase, 26 May 2004.
(11) Interview with Jean Degimbe, 15 December 2003.
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cedure, Noël negotiated with the Council but also 
consulted the staff representatives. Jacques 
 Ferrandi, drawing on his personal experience at 
the Commission in managing failing officials, re
ported this remark by Noël: ‘Jacques, you know 
in 5 % to 10 % of cases there are members of staff 
who have problems and who need social rather 
than professional help. From time to time you 
have to show some tolerance’ (1). Pierre 
 Duchâteau, chef de cabinet to JeanFrançois 
Deniau, Jean Degimbe and Yves Desbois, Head 
of Division in the Personnel Directorate, noted 
that Noël was extremely concerned about the im
pact of the merger on officials from the former 
institutions (2). Noël was well acquainted with 
the files of officials who were about to be pro
moted: ‘When one of his colleagues was pushing 
a particular official for promotion, he would let 
him speak and then say: ‘For what reason did you 
say that in the staff report at the time?’ (3). Staff 
representatives quickly realised that Noël was 
fully acquainted with the difficult cases.

Relations with Commission  
Presidents

Noël, a loyal servant of Europe, soon gained 
President Hallstein’s confidence. He implemented 
Hallstein’s ideas and offered him many sugges
tions. ‘I believe Hallstein always appreciated 
working with Émile Noël,’ said Giuseppe  
Ciavarini Azzi (4). Noël gained and retained 
Hallstein’s trust.

Relations with Jean Rey, Hallstein’s successor and 
first President of the Single Commission, were 
easier because, according to Ciavarini Azzi, Jean 
Rey ‘regarded Émile Noël as a godsend’ during a 
very difficult succession (5). Is it true, as Marcello 
Burattini suggests, that ‘the President had no 

(1)  Interviews with Jacques Ferrandi, 28 and 29 May 2004.
(2)  Interviews with Pierre Duchâteau, 22 December 2003; Yves  

Desbois, 3 December 2003; Jean Degimbe, 15 December 2003.
(3)  Interview with Yves Desbois, 3 December 2003.
(4)  Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 6 February 2004.
(5)  Ibid.

powers compared with Noël. Noël did and undid 
everything.’? This might be an exaggeration but 
there is no doubt that, although every President 
dreamed of making his mark and doing without 
Noël, he would soon realise that without him the 
Commission would not be able to do anything (6). 
After the Hallstein period, Émile Noël became 
‘the confidant of all Presidents and all Commis
sioners. Everyone turned to him for advice to en
sure that they did not get into difficulties’, ex
plained Fernand Braun (7). During the Commission 
of Franco Maria Malfatti, a weak Commission 
President, the Noël – Ruggiero (the President’s 
chef de cabinet) team kept everything going: ‘I 
might even say that the President was superflu
ous, almost’ said JeanClaude Eeckhout, who was 
a member of Coppé’s cabinet at the time (8). This 
relationship with a weak President might account, 
according to Gérard Olivier, for the fact that, after 
Sicco Mansholt’s brief presidency, some doubts 
were expressed about the continued presence of 
Émile Noël at the head of the SecretariatGener
al (9). Edmund Wellenstein did not agree, even if 
there was speculation about whether two import
ant posts should be given to persons of the same 
nationality. Nevertheless, it is common know
ledge that the new President, FrançoisXavier 
 Ortoli, benefited from Noël’s experience. Was he 
‘irreplaceable’, as Klaus Meyer thought (10)? Every
one I interviewed and who played a central role 
at the Commission stated unreservedly that Noël 
inspired confidence in Presidents but kept a suit
able distance in order to ensure that the institu
tion could function.

The Commission’s rites

Émile Noël stamped his authority on the work
ings of the Commission through the rites he 
created. Noël gradually introduced a series of 

(6)  Interview with Marcello Burattini, 18 February 2004.
(7)  Interview with Fernand Braun, 8 December 2003.
(8)  JeanClaude Eeckhout, in a group interview on 19 October 2004.
(9)  Interview with Gérard Olivier, 4 December 2003.
(10)  Interview with Klaus Meyer, 16 December 2003.
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meetings which formed the basis for his manage
ment and influence.

Émile Noël attended the Commissioners’ weekly 
Wednesday meetings with the Head of Registry, 
Frans De Koster, the DirectorGeneral of the Le
gal Service and the Spokesman. Noël, seated to 

the left of the President, remained silent but, if a 
serious problem arose, would interject: ‘Mr Presi
dent, if you would allow me...’, ‘Yes, Secretary
General, what’s the problem?’ was the reply. ‘I 
believe that on this item the Commission would 
be well advised to consult the Legal Service 
again.’ ‘Yes, yes!’ was the President’s response. 

‘A familiar gesture of Émile Noël, showing his ability to listen and the great deal of attention he used to bestow on his 
interlocutors and expressing his train of thought in the search for answers and solutions. Behind this reflex of his hands, 

Émile Noël no doubt also hid his legendary modesty and his concern to give others time to catch up with his thinking and 
reasoning. It was his way of making his point of view known, acting with his usual reserve, without imposing it on anyone.’ 

(E‑mail from Jacqueline Lastenouse, 24 October 2006.)
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‘On which particular item?’ There was no more 
discussion and the item was adopted the follow
ing week, according to Jean Chapperon (1). It is 
also reported that ‘if Mr Noël wished to intervene 
on a particular point at the Commission meeting 
without asking to take the floor, he usually indi
cated this before the meeting to a Commissioner. 
When the point was raised, the Commissioner 
would ask the President ‘Perhaps Mr Noël has 
something to say on the matter?’ (2)

Very rapidly, Émile Noël instituted meetings of the 
directorsgeneral on Thursday mornings. When the 
Hallstein Commission took office, he also institut
ed meetings of assistants to the directorsgeneral, 
following the procedure used by the High Author
ity, on Friday mornings, according to JeanJacques 
BeuveMéry of the Legal Service (3). He consid
ered this to be extremely important as the assis
tants acted as intermediaries and were particularly 
effective in getting Commission policy accepted 
by Commission departments. He gathered vital in
formation about how departments were working 
from these meetings. ‘Émile Noël reported on the 
Commission’s meetings’, explained Giuseppe 
Ciavarini Azzi, ‘although he was known for his 
rather pedantic manner, he could also introduce a 
note of humour’ (4). ‘The idea was also to find out 
what was happening: a sort of progress report as 
it were’, said Pierre Wathelet. The whole scenario 
would begin with Noël saying ‘this is what the 
Commission said on Wednesday’. He could be un
believably coy: in front of him was a huge note
book in which he recorded everything. And he 
would be able to relate everything without open
ing his notebook. We would get through 18 items, 
including agricultural policy. He would then turn 
elegantly to the assistant of DirectorateGeneral VI 
(agriculture), saying ‘if I am not mistaken, was 
there not an item on [...] also?’. It was pure affecta
tion, he knew full well (5).

(1)  Interview with Jean Chapperon, 23 January 2004 and interview 
with Francesco Fresi, 5 February 2004.

(2)  Account provided by JeanClaude Eeckhout, 24 February 2006.
(3)  Interview with JeanJacques BeuveMéry, 3 March 2004.
(4)  Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 6 February 2004.
(5)  Interview with Pierre Wathelet, 8 June 2004.

It became standard practice for the Commission
ers’ chefs de cabinet to meet on Monday after
noon (extremely useful, according to JeanClaude 
Eeckhout (6) after the merger (7). As their bosses’ 
political righthand men, they were not prepared 
to be manipulated by the SecretaryGeneral. Nev
ertheless, Noël succeeded in chairing this meet
ing every week, despite resistance from Commis
sioners Albert Coppé and Emmanuel Sassen, as 
he had gained recognition ‘at a higher level than 
any of the cabinets’ (8). In this way, Émile Noël 
created an unofficial College on which he 
‘stamped his mark’ but in which everyone de
rived real authority from their Commissioner (9). 
These meetings played a vital role as Noël at
tempted to find areas of agreement which would 
not have been accepted by the Commission, ex
plained Gérard Olivier (10). Renato Ruggiero 
thought that this was the way Noël controlled ‘the 
entire Commission machine’ but that he did so 
‘with style, exceptional ability, rare courtesy and 
without embarrassing any of his interlocutors’ (11). 
However, Noël was insistent that Heads of Cabi
net be fully briefed before the meetings. When a 
member of the Malfatti cabinet was inconsistent 
in a meeting, Noël asked him: ‘Are you a member 
of the President’s cabinet?’ The official replied 
‘yes’. ‘Prove it’, retorted Noël’ (12). Paul Collowald 
noted that there was a change in Émile Noël’s at
titude to information. When the Monday meet
ings of the chefs de cabinet were introduced, 
Émile Noël agreed to the Deputy Spokesman be
ing present to ensure that the Spokesman was 
fully briefed on the Commission’s meeting on the 
following Wednesday as he had to give a state
ment the following day in the press room. Daniel 
Cardon considered that the 14man Com   
mission worked well, precisely because of the 
chefs de cabinet meetings (13). Émile Noël and the 

(6) Interview with JeanClaude Eeckhout, 3 December 2003.
(7) ‘Au revoir M. Noël’, Courrier du personnel, September 1987, Spe

cial Edition, No 488, p. 20.
(8) Interview with JeanClaude Eeckhout, 3 December 2003.
(9) Interview with Pierre Defraigne, 16 December 2004.
(10) Interview with Gérard Olivier, 4 December 2003.
(11) Interview with Renato Ruggiero, 15 July 2004.
(12) Interview with JeanClaude Eeckhout, 3 December 2003.
(13) Interview with Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer, 12 November 2003.
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Deputy SecretaryGeneral assisted with all the 
meetings of the Council of Foreign Ministers with 
the directorsgeneral concerned.

This was how he built up his networks of influ
ence and consolidated them after the merger of 
the institutions in 1967.

This organisation of the Commission’s internal 
workings, Émile Noël’s strong personality, his ob
vious devotion to the Community of Europe, his 
attention to detail and his meticulous presenta
tion had such an influence on young officials that 
there was a sort of Émile Noël school (1). Jean 
Durieux summed up in a few words the feelings 
of the persons interviewed and of Noël’s close 
colleagues which perhaps confirm in some way 
the nickname of monk he was given: ‘He was a 
towering figure. Nobody of his calibre exists any 
longer. What I mean is that nobody has replaced 
him. He was called the 10th Commissioner, mem
ber of the Commission, and indeed he was. He 
was the Commission’s conscience and memory. 
[...] He lived only for that. He worked 15 hours a 
day. He knew everything. He was eminently re
spected by everybody, Commission officials and 
Commissioners alike, and also by the Member 
States’ Permanent Representatives. He was a re
ally exceptional [man] who developed an admin
istration with rules which were not too bureau
cratic but with a highly developed ethic. Certainly 
all those who knew Noël and who can see how 
the Commission works today often look back 
nostalgically to the time of his administra
tion’  (2).

__________

This chapter has focused on Émile Noël’s central 
role in the Commission. He played a role not only 
in politically sensitive affairs such as the ‘empty 

(1)  Interview with Umberto Stefani, 20 January 2004.
(2)  Interview with Jean Durieux, 3 March 2004.

chair’ period in 1965–66, when he maintained 
links with the French government and regularly 
met Maurice Ulrich, France’s Deputy Permanent 
Representative, but also in more sectoral issues 
for which he was not directly responsible, such 
as the restructuring of the Euratom Joint Research 
Centre. At the Paris summit in October 1972 he 
instituted the attendance of the SecretaryGeneral 
of the European Commission at summits of Heads 
of State and used this opportunity, which contin
ued uninterrupted until 1988, to contribute per
sonally to the drafting of the final communiqué.

Émile Noël was a reserved man by temperament 
with a keen intellect and a fervent believer in the 
Community of Europe. Whether his convictions 
derived from his past as a member of the Resis
tance, from his socialist leanings, from his work 
at the Council of Europe and with Guy Mollet, 
which he continued with Jean Monnet, is irrele
vant. Noël was literally consumed by a passion 
that burned in him to the end of his days: ‘to 
build Europe’. For him, this meant firstly ‘to build 
the Commission’, reported Giuseppe Ciavarini 
Azzi (3). Émile Noël and Jean Monnet belonged 
to a generation of pioneers, some of whom 
worked in the shadows of others and others who 
took more centre stage — Hallstein, Marjolin, 
Mansholt, Rey and Spinelli. They took to heart 
the lesson they had learnt from the ‘century of 
extremes’ that Europe could only play a future 
role in history commensurate with the splendour 
of its past if it were united.

Gérard BossuaT

(3)  Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarini Azzi, 6 February 2004.
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Chapter 11

The administration

In 1958, once the College of Commissioners had 
been set up, the administration of the EEC Com
mission had to be created from scratch. Having 
said that, a precedent already existed in the form 
of the High Authority, and the interim committee 
had set to work on the Staff Regulations of its 
future officials. A number of governments, and 
most notably that of the Federal Republic, had 
also done their best to provide the new institu
tion with officials.

At the same time, the new Commissions had been 
expected to perform as from the earliest days of 
their existence the tasks conferred on them by 
the Treaties. An example of this was the organisa
tion of the Agricultural Conference of Member 
States, convened by the Commission at Stresa 
from 3 to 12 July 1958. As Hallstein wrote after 
the conference, everything had to be set up, even 
though the Commission administration was not 
yet in place (1).

The original estimate was that between 1 000 and 
2 000 officials would need to be recruited (2).  

(1)  Personal archives of Georges Rencki: letter from Walter Hallstein to 
Georges Rencki, asked by the Commission to take charge of the 
practical organisation of the conference, 17 July 1958. 

(2)  BA, WH 2432 fiche 1, Émile Noël to Christian Calmes, Brussels,  
2 April 1958.

By 31 December 1958 there were 1 051, and 
there after the numbers grew rapidly, reaching  
approximately 2 900 on the eve of the merger, 
4 900  after the merger and almost 5 800 on the 
eve of enlargement.

Exactly what sort of administration did the mem
bers of the Commission want to create? Just as 
the organisation and working methods of the 
College itself were of decisive importance, so 
were the choice of administrative structure and 
the status of the staff, who could potentially 
breathe life into the organisation.

1958–67

For Klaus Meyer, it was basically very simple — 
as simple as a diagram of a government with its 
constituent parts. Right at the top, the Commis
sion itself. The individual members of the Com
mission were like ministers; then there was the 
directorgeneral, who was like a State Secretary, 
and below that the breakdown into directorates 
and departments (3). So does that make the Presi
dent the head of government? Not exactly, 

(3)  Interview with Klaus Meyer, 16 December 2003.
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Staff numbers — EEC Commission and then EC Commission (1958–72)
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For the years up to 1967 these figures are a 
conservative estimate. The figures in fact vary, 
sometimes quite considerably, depending on the 
sources used. Those published in the General 
Report each year include in some cases the staff in 
the EEC branch of the joint services. The same 
applies to auxiliaries and local staff. The figures 
based on the reports of the Audit Board relating 
to the accounts for the financial years 1961 to 
1966 do not include those from the joint services 
but do correspond, with only the occasional very 
minor difference, to the figures produced by 
DG IX (Administration). The comparison shows 

that the Audit Board counts only officials, thus 
excluding the 11 categories of ‘other staff’. There 
is also the fact that the statistics were not 
compiled on the same date each year. While the 
Audit Board consistently based its figures on the 
situation as at 31 December, the Annual Report 
did its count on different dates: 28 February 
(1959), 31 March (1965–67) and 15 April (1961), 
before finally adopting the date of 31 December 
too. The figures used are those of the Audit Board 
for the years 1958–66 and then those of the 
Annual Report on permanent posts in categories 
A to D and in the language service (category L/A).
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 because it fails to take account of the principle of 
collective responsibility and the supranational as
pirations of the Commission. A perfect example 
of this is the story of how, when von der Groeben 
began to defend the German position a little too 
strongly, Hallstein touched his hand and said 
‘genug’ — enough.

When it came to allocating the portfolios,  Hallstein 
himself took charge of administration, an area 
close to his heart. He also made sure that he kept 
control of the Personnel Directorate of DG IX 
 Administration after he had delegated other areas 
to Levi Sandri in 1963 (1).

Many contemporary observers confirm that the 
President played a decisive role in setting up the 
administration. He wanted a ‘great administra
tion’, recalled Émile Noël (2). It must be strong, 
like the Commission which he envisaged as the 
incarnation of the European project, since, as he 
would have said, ‘a man who lacks vision is not a 
realist’ (3). Strong and also hierarchical, he was 
inspired by the German Foreign Ministry, which 
he had created as State Secretary and which he 
regarded as a model. Each level had its own re
sponsibilities, dossiers were to move up and 
down the levels and there were not normally any 
advisory or ancillary positions (4). This was in 
marked contrast to the situation prevailing at the 
ECSC, according to Edmund Wellenstein (see his 
recollection opposite).

The question of organisational structures did not 
feature in the minutes of Commission meetings; it 
was jealously guarded by Hallstein, who intended 
to retain control himself. There was to be no role 
for the Council in a study of the departmental 

(1)  PV 234, EEC Commission, 1963, Hallstein delegates management of 
the budget and finance and of internal affairs.

(2)  Noël, É., ‘Témoignage: l’administration de la Communauté euro
péenne dans la rétrospective d’un ancien haut fonctionnaire’, Les 
débuts de l’administration de la Communauté européenne, Jahr
buch für Europaïsche Verwaltungsgeschichte, 4, Nomos Verlag, 
Baden Baden, 1992, p. 150.

(3)  Interview with Franz Froschmaier, 19 January 2004.
(4)  Noël, É., ‘Témoignage: l’administration de la Communauté euro

péenne dans la rétrospective d’un ancien haut fonctionnaire’, 
op. cit., p. 151. 

structure; instead the task was entrusted in 1960 
to a specialist consultancy answering to the Presi
dent and three directorsgeneral. All the signs 
point to the close involvement of the President in 
the creation of the administration. Although the 
first organisation chart was drawn up quickly 
enough, it then took much longer to implement 
the structure in practice.

The organisation chart

According to Georges Berthoin, it was Hallstein 
who introduced the concept of the organisation 
chart (5). With its directoratesgeneral composed 
of directorates, which in turn consisted of div
isions, the Commission developed a structure that 
seemed impersonal compared with that of the 

(5)  Interview with Georges Berthoin, 31 January 2004.

Coordinating nine columns

‘Hallstein’s idea of a highly hierarchical administra‑
tion organised into vertical columns contrasted, 
for example, with that of the High Authority, 
whose members were not individually responsible 
for a sector or department of their own but worked 
in groups of four members, with the directors of 
the various departments responsible for related  
areas. The problem for Noël, with his officially very 
lowly status, was to ensure coordination between 
these nine vertical columns. He succeeded, in par‑
allel with similar efforts in the Legal Service, by in‑
sisting on reports and proposals being presented 
to the Commission’s weekly meeting, by conven‑
ing weekly meetings with the assistants to the  
directors‑general  (following the example of the 
High Authority), with the chefs de cabinet and, fi‑
nally, with the directors‑general themselves (again, 
as in the final years of the High Authority). But this 
final stage, which was the result of careful and sys‑
tematic efforts, took shape only after the merger.’

Edmund P. Wellenstein, written recollections,  
16 January 2006, p. 3.
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High Authority as conceived by Monnet. The 
highly hierarchical structure brought the risk of 
compartmentalisation of the directoratesgeneral, 
which the physical dispersal of the DGs around 
Brussels did nothing to alleviate. It also created a 
class element, in that senior officials did not 
fraternise easily with those ranking beneath them 
in the hierarchy (1).

Originally, the Commission consisted of nine dir
ectoratesgeneral, numbered I to IX, including 
the DG for Administration. The Executive Secre
tariat, the Spokesman’s Group and three EEC 
branches of the joint services — the Legal Ser
vice, the Statistical Office of the European Com
munities and the Joint Press and Information Ser
vice — completed the structure. It was not all 
plain sailing. There was a long power struggle 
with the High Authority before the EEC Commis
sion secured the chairmanship of the board of 
administration of the Joint Press and Information 
Service (2), brought the Legal Service under its 
authority and left the chairmanship of the board 
of administration of the Statistical Office to its 
counterpart in Luxembourg (3).

Executive Secretariat

In January 1958 the new Commissions had to be 
equipped with a secretariat in which there was a 
careful balance between nationalities. In the first 
instance, before any names had been put for
ward, the secretariat of the Interim Committee 
was asked to assist the EEC Commission (4). 
 Hallstein’s chef de cabinet, Schnippenkötter, 
stepped into the breach. Then, when the Presi
dent requested a secretary ad interim (5), the 
Commission nominated the Belgian, Pierre 
 Bourguignon (6). This solution was temporary by 

(1)  Interview with Jean Degimbe, 15 December 2003.
(2)  See pp. 515–516.
(3)  De Michelis, A. and Chantraine, A., Mémoires d’Eurostat — 

Cinquante ans au service de l’Europe, Office for Official Publica
tions of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 2003, p. 28.

(4)  PV 1, EEC Commission, 16 January 1958, p. 8.
(5)  PV 4, EEC Commission, 7–10 February 1958, p. 2.
(6)  PV 6, EEC Commission, 24 February 1958, p. 6.

definition, and the task a difficult one, so Marjolin 
(if we are to believe his Memoirs) put forward the 
name of Noël (7), a candidate who undoubtedly 
enjoyed the support of Guy Mollet. But Noël had 
his doubts. Hallstein had already made it clear at 
the end of January how he viewed the job. It was 
not to be a secretariat like that of other inter
national institutions such as NATO, the UN or the 
OEEC. The position was not that of a general sec
retary, the tasks would be purely administrative 
and auxiliary, and the incumbent would have no 
authority over the administration (8). These limi
tations were obviously unpalatable to Noël, who 
said as much. Marjolin took the matter up with 
the President. It was decided that the secretary 
would be ‘executive’, a term which suggested to 
the French VicePresident a role comparable to 
that of the secrétaire du gouvernement in his own 
country (9).

At the start of the third session of the Commission 
meeting at the Villa Madame in Rome on   
26 March 1958, President Hallstein welcomed  
Mr Émile Noël, who would in future be in charge 
of the Commission’s Secretariat (10). The decision 
was formally ratified on 10 April. It specified that 
Noël was appointed as ‘Executive Secretary of the 
Commission’ (11). This was the start of an extraor
dinary career. He was even referred to as the  
10th Commissioner. Assisted by a deputy secre
tarygeneral and a registrar, the SecretariatGen
eral, with its highly multinational staff (12), was in 
charge of internal communications within the 
Commission and interinstitutional relations. It 
also drafted the regular reports.

(7) Marjolin, R., Architect of European unity — Memoirs 1911–1986, 
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 1989, p. 298.

(8) Conrad, Y., ‘L’organizzazione amministrativa della Commissione 
europea “mercato comune” (1958–1961)’, Storia, Amministra
zione, Costituzione — Annale dell’Istituto per la Scienza 
dell’Amministra zione Pubblica, Vol. 8, Il Mulino, Bologne, 2000, 
p. 172.

(9) Belin, D., ‘Organisation et fonctionnement de la Commission des 
Communautés’, in Cassesse, S. (ed.), The European administration 
— L’administration européenne, Bruylant, Brussels, 1987, p. 62.

(10) PV 11, EEC Commission, 24–27 March 1958, p. 8.
(11) PV 12, EEC Commission, 9–10 April 1958, p. 7. The minutes of the 

first 12 Commission meetings were not adopted until 18 April 
1958, by which time Émile Noël was fully established in his new 
position. 

(12) Interview with Manuel Santarelli, 4 March 2004.
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Organisation charts are a valuable graphic presentation of the structure of the administration: directorates‑
general, directorates, divisions. They also give the name of the official holding each of the managerial 

positions. When the administration is being restructured, they become very difficult to draw up: 
everybody has to be given a function corresponding to his or her status and grade,  

depending on what posts are vacant and what jobs need doing.
‘Merging three institutions was not a simple task. Each of them had its own administration. At Euratom, 

there were no auxiliary staff and no agency staff. Virtually all the posts were occupied. But at the common 
market there were 300 auxiliary staff, and they had university graduates in B grade posts and non‑

graduates in A grade posts! We had six months to sort out all these problems.’  
(Interview with Yves Desbois.)
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Born in Paris on 24 December 1915, Michel 
Gaudet studied at the Sorbonne, in the Law 
Faculty and in the École libre de sciences 
politiques in Paris. His military service began in 
1937 and finished in 1939, just before the 
outbreak of the war. He was taken prisoner in 
1940 and spent 18 months in Dresden. At the 
request of the Red Cross, he was sent to the free 
zone and became auditor at the Council of State 
in 1942. He spent the rest of his career within this 
institution, an organisation with which he felt a 
close bond despite the periods of secondment 
which he enjoyed.

In 1945 he was the legal adviser to the French 
protectorate in Morocco. Promoted to the 
position of ‘master of requests’ in the Council of 
State in 1948, the following year he became head 
of the private office of the State Secretary for 
Finance and Economic Affairs, only to return to 
the Council of State in 1950 to serve as 
government commissioner in the litigation 
section. After returning to the position of ‘master 
of requests’ in 1952, he was named a Councillor 
of State in 1964.

Michel Gaudet was one of Jean Monnet’s close 
associates and maintained regular contact with 
him. Among his associates figured Max 
Kohnstamm, whom he met particularly 
frequently (1). He found himself working for the 
High Authority in 1952 where he was in charge of 
its Legal Service. Having been involved in the 
drafting of the Treaties at Val‑Duchesse, he 
became, at the request of Jean Rey, 
Director‑General of the EEC Commission’s Legal 
Service in 1959.

Many of his colleagues from that period are 
effusive in their praise for him. Michel Gaudet was  

‘quite remarkable’, ‘a great man’, ‘a fine mind’, ‘a 
strong character’ (2). He was highly regarded 
particularly for his way of working.

‘He was a man who wanted to understand. He 
took great care to be understood. [...] He had this 
way of not launching straight into the crux of the 
problem but explaining. [...] When everyone 
shares the same cultural references, you can go 
quite fast but, when they don’t, this can be a 
source of misunderstanding. You mustn’t go too 
fast. He learnt all this at the ECSC.’ (3) He took 
also ‘great trouble over recruitment. It was 
crucial. To recruit people who worked well, who 
appreciated a high standard of work and who 
believed in Europe, who were there not for the 
money but who wanted to be part of this great 
venture [...]. These were the people you wanted 
on your team. [...] You can be demanding but 
you must respect their work. And you must make 
sure there is absolutely no question of favouritism, 
national or otherwise. [...]. And keep them 
informed of everything that concerns them (4).’ 
His un‑hierarchical methods set the standard for 
many years after his departure (5).

He was ‘highly intelligent, very well‑balanced. He 
was both deeply European and, at the same time, 
very aware of the need to soothe national 
sensibilities, to be tactful in dealing with the 
Member States, and particularly France and the 
French administration. He was really a man of the 
highest calibre, an outstanding lawyer and a 
source of inspiration.’ (6)

He was sometimes referred to as the  
11th Commissioner. Because of his position he 
was able to assess the legal validity of a decision 
and to exert a certain influence, particularly as he 

Michel Gaudet

(1)  Interview with JeanJacques BeuveMéry, 3 March 2004.

(2)  Interviews with Gérard Olivier, 4 December 2003, with JeanClaude 
Séché, 8 June 2004, with Marc Sohier, 3 June 2004, and with Claus
Dieter Ehlermann, 29 January 2004.

(3)  Interview with JeanJacques BeuveMéry, 3 March 2004.
(4)  Ibid.
(5)  Interview with JeanClaude Séché, 8 June 2004.
(6)  Interview with Gérard Olivier, 4 December 2003.
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One department that was important not for its 
size but for its function was the mail service, 
which one commentator, alluding to its head, 
Max Sicar, compared to the French secret service, 
la Piscine (2). This perhaps surprising comparison 
nevertheless conveys the perceived importance 
of this department, which handled all of the insti
tution’s incoming and outgoing mail.

The Legal Service

The EEC branch of the Legal Service was headed 
by Michel Gaudet, who had come from the ECSC 
and was close to Jean Monnet. In Brussels he 
served under Jean Rey and remained there until 
his departure at the end of 1969. ‘A fine lawyer’ 
who enjoyed a very high standing among the dir
ectorsgeneral (3), Gaudet was described by some 
as the 11th Commissioner (4). He was assisted by 
a Deputy DirectorGeneral, the German Hubert 
Ehring. The Legal Service had a flat organisation
al structure consisting of a series of often tiny 
teams of just two or three officials (7). In its early 

days it was the keeper of the knowledge, the  
repository of the collective wisdom.

With its dual role of warning the Commission 
against making mistakes and defending it when  
it does, the Legal Service has no authority over 
the Commission’s other departments. It does, 
however, have enormous influence over the 
course that is taken. In this sense, its participation 
in Commission meetings and its meetings with 
the chefs de cabinet enhance still further the vis
ibility of a service that in some ways embodies 
the fundamental principle of the EEC as a Com
munity based on the rule of law. As JeanJacques 
BeuveMéry put it, ‘Gaudet was determined there 
should be a clear and simple rule about the role 
of the Legal Service in the Commission. No docu
ment was to be submitted to the Commission 
without having been seen and checked by the 
Legal Service. This was very simple, but it gave 
the service considerable power over the working 
of the Commission and the administration’. Hence 
the system of prior consultation by the director
atesgeneral, albeit to varying degrees. In fact, as 
time went by, the central role of the Legal Service 

had the ear of Walter Hallstein first; and then Jean 
Rey after. Both Presidents had a legal training (1).

The reasons for his departure in 1969 are rather 
obscure. He claimed to be resigning on personal 
grounds. According to his assistant at the time, 
Jean‑Claude Séché, Gaudet thought he was about 
to be replaced and pre‑empted the move. 
Actually, the two most important directors‑
general, namely the Secretary‑General and the 
Director‑General of the Legal Service, were both 
French. To amend this situation, it seemed 
obvious that a choice would have to be made 

and, in view of his influence and his high profile, 
Émile Noël was bound to retain his post (5).

In 1970 Gaudet became President of the French 
Federation of Insurance Companies. From 1978 
to 1982 he was also President of the European 
Insurance Committee. Finally, from 1977 to 1989 
he succeeded Jean Rey as President of the Court 
of Arbitration at the International Chamber of 
Commerce (6).

 
M.R.

(1)  Interviews with ClausDieter Ehlermann, 29 January 2004, with Jean
Claude Séché, 8 June 2004, and with Marc Sohier, 3 June 2004.

(2)  Interview with Jean Stenico, 24 February 2005.
(3)  Interview with ClausDieter Ehlermann, 29 January 2004.
(4)  Interviews with Marc Sohier, 3 June 2004, and Guy Levie, 3 March 

2004. 

(5)  Interview with JeanClaude Séché, 8 June 2004.
(6)  Interview with Michel Gaudet, 20 and 26 January 1998, ‘Voices on 

Europe’ programme, HAEU.
(7)  Interview with ClausDieter Ehlermann, 29 January 2004.
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declined to some extent as the number of law
yers in the DGs increased (1). In addition, the 
emptychair crisis was followed by a crisis of con
fidence in the directorgeneral (2), although no 
commentator could put their finger on the cause. 
Gaudet left the Commission at the end of 1969, 
leaving the field entirely open to Noël (3).

Recruitment

The question of the administrative structure may 
have been relatively straightforward, but the same 
could not be said of recruitment. Hallstein want
ed to recruit people who held important pos itions 
in the Member States, on the grounds that they 
would ensure the high calibre of the institution 
and would have the necessary authority to stand 
up to the representatives of private interests. 
Noël, who drew a distinction between officials in 
positions of responsibility and initiative and other 
staff (4), shared this view.

The directors‑general

Hallstein’s vision was not easy to put into prac
tice. As well as those who were obviously unwill
ing to chase shadows, there were others who 
faced a barrage of questions and insults from 
their national colleagues on why they were going 
to join the ‘federasts’ (5).

Nevertheless, the calibre of the first directorsgen
eral was, as Hallstein himself said, undeniable. The 
President was personally responsible for selecting 
them and the directors, leaving the cabinets to sort 
out the rest of the problems between them (6).

One important principle was that the direct or 
general must not have the same nationality as the 
Commissioner. As an intermediary between the 

(1)  Interview with JeanJacques BeuveMéry, 3 March 2004.
(2)  Interview with ClausDieter Ehlermann, 29 January 2004.
(3)  Ibid.
(4)  Noël, É., Les rouages de l’Europe, 2nd edition, Paris, Nathan,  

1979, p. 89.
(5)  Interview with Pierre Duchâteau, 22 December 2003.
(6)  Interview with Erich Wirsing, 2 March 2004.

directorategeneral which he heads and ‘his’ 
Commissioner, but also the other members of the 
Commission, he enjoys an autonomy subject to 
the constraints set by the boss. Jean Degimbe ex
plained that a good directorgeneral ‘either leaves 
if he does not agree or applies the Commission
er’s policy [...]. The room for manoeuvre is aw
fully small. We are a bit like lawyers. You plead a 
case which is the Commissioner’s’ (7), although 
Paolo Clarotti qualified this by pointing out the 
opposite was sometimes true too (8).

The large countries had two posts, Belgium and 
the Netherlands one each, while the Director 
General of Administration (DG IX) and the Ex
ecutive Secretary were excluded from the quota. 
The top officials included a number of diplomats: 
the Germans, Seeliger (DG I), ‘more of an artist 
than an official’ (9), and Allardt (DG VIII), famous 
for his scar (10), and the Italian, Franco Bobba 
(DG II). Others had vast experience in their field: 
Renzetti (DG VII), who had headed the Italian 
State railways, Rabot (DG VI), head of the Agri
culture Department at the OEEC, and the Dutch
man VerLoren van Themaat (DG IV), an eminent 
lawyer. The same could clearly not be said of the 
Belgian De Muynck, who headed DG V (11). Last
ly, in the Administration DG two Dutchmen (Mau
rits van Karnebeek and Antoon Smulders) fol
lowed one another in quick succession before 
the Belgian Joseph van Gronsveld held the post 
for many years.

With distinguished careers already behind them, 
the directorsgeneral were hardly in the first flush 
of youth. So it was impossible to predict how 
these highly experienced but relatively elderly 
people would adapt to a job that was very differ
ent from what they had done before and for 
which no real precedent existed (12). Some of 

(7) Interview with Jean Degimbe, 15 December 2003.
(8)  Interview with Paolo Clarotti, 28 November 2003.
(9)  ‘Mehr Künstler als Beamter’, von Staden, B., Ende und Anfang — 

Erinnerungen, 1939–1963, ipa, Vaihingen/Enz, 2001, p. 178.
(10)  Interview with Pierre Cros, 8 December 2003.
(11)  Interview with PaulHenri Buchet, 20 January 2004, and Noël, É., 

‘Témoignage: l’administration de la Communauté européenne dans 
la rétrospective d’un ancien haut fonctionnaire’, op. cit., p. 150.

(12)  Noël, É., ‘Témoignage: l’administration de la Communauté euro
péenne dans la rétrospective d’un ancien haut fonctionnaire’, op. cit., 
p. 151.
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them failed the test. For others, it was their finest 
hour. And age was not necessarily the deciding 
factor. For example, the French, with the excep
tion of Rabot, stood out because of their youth. 
Ortoli (DG III) was 33 and the Executive Secre
tary 35. Both fell into the category of what the 
Germans referred to with tongue in cheek as the 
‘young French geniuses’. The phenomenon be
came more widespread lower down the hier
archy, the most famous example being Jean
François Deniau, a director in DG I. With his 
background in the Finance Inspectorate, he be
longed to that formidable French elite drawn 
from the most prestigious institutions of State, 
which the Germans might laugh at but which 
nevertheless impressed them (1). As they said, 
this was an administration of ‘énarques’ (2).

While the reasons for the failure of some and the 
success of others had little to do with age, they 
were certainly related to the new administrative 
and institutional culture. The directorsgeneral 
were responsible for recruiting their own staff but 
were bound by the constraints of a multinational 
organisation and by administrative rules which 
seriously restricted their freedom of choice (3). 
Even though the actual system adopted worked 
relatively well (4), the directorsgeneral did not 
immediately appreciate the difficulties entailed in 
recruiting officials in the Member States and get
ting them to work together (5).

Getting people to work together

There is nothing unusual about an administration 
having difficulties with recruitment or with offi
cials who are less competent or less motivated 
than others. But in 1958, despite the precedent of 
the High Authority, certain other problems arose.

The first was the obvious matter of staffing levels, 
which was the subject of complex negotiations 

(1)  Von Staden, B., Ende und Anfang [...], op. cit., p. 178.
(2)  Coming from ENA, the French École nationale d’administration. 

Interview with Erich Wirsing, 2 March 2004.
(3)  Interview with Manuel Santarelli, 4 March 2004.
(4)  HAEU, FMM 3, Rapport sur l’organisation des services de la  

Commission de la Communauté Économique Européenne, (1961), 
partie A, p. 18.

(5)  Interview with Armand Saclé, 28 January 2004.

between the Council and the EEC Commission. 
This remained an issue throughout this period. 
One moment the Council would be generous, the 
next it would be imposing stringent cuts. How
ever, having attended to the most urgent matters 
in 1958, the EEC Commission had a recruitment 
plan by February 1959.

Then there was the problem of officials’ terms of 
employment. This covered not only their every
day working conditions but also their administra
tive status and salaries. On the question of pay, 
the point of reference was the salaries paid by 
international organisations and particularly the 
High Authority of the ECSC.

Were the Staff Regulations that entered into force 
on 1 July 1962 purely fortuitous or did they draw 
judiciously on other sources of inspiration?

With the proviso that staff matters were the pri
vate prerogative of Hallstein, which explains why 
Noël did not become closely involved, the Staff 
Regulations were largely modelled on those of 
the ECSC officials, which had been adopted  under 
the presidency of René Mayer (6). Consequently, 
they drew heavily on the staff regulations of the 
French public service, for example in the sections 
on the role of the official, on recruitment by com
petition — a typically FrancoBelgian idea — and 
on the General Regulations and the Staff Regula
tions of the ECSC (7). The same commentator also 
noted that German inspiration, by contrast, was 
less apparent and that, for example, the distinc
tion in the German system between Beamte and 
Angestellte was not adopted and instead every
one who worked for the institutions, from the 
directorgeneral down to the doorman, chauffeur 
or technician, was classified as an official 
(Beamte) (8).

On the basis of the Staff Regulations, the staff of the 
administration were now classified into four catego

(6)  Edmund P. Wellenstein to Ivo Dubois, 16 January 2006; Ivo Dubois 
to Catherine Day, 5 January 2006, p. 7.

(7)  Ivo Dubois to Catherine Day, 5 January 2006, p. 7.
(8)  Ibid.
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ries (A to D) covering a total of 22 grades. Officials 
would receive a pension after 33 years of service.

But it was not just a question of finding and ap
pointing candidates. This was the height of the 
Cold War, and candidates had to be beyond re
proach. This was not such a problem in the case 
of candidates plucked from the Council of Eur ope 
or the High Authority as it was for officials coming 
from the national administrations. Secur ity checks 
had to be carried out with these administrations. 
The EEC Commission complained that this could 
take months, but the delays were even longer in 
the case of candidates from outside the public sec
tor. Were these checks really necessary or was this 
just paranoia about ‘the Red menace’? It is very 
hard to say. It is impossible to generalise from the 
isolated examples cited by Pierre Duchâteau, most 
of which concerned German officials who had 
been imprisoned by the Russians during the war 
and on whom the Russians exerted pressure (1).

But the communist threat was not the only reason 
for vigilance. The war had only recently ended 
and, as Bino Olivi remarked, memories of the war 
period were still very fresh in the minds of the 
French (2). Elaborating on this point, Jean Degimbe 
commented that the question of who did what in 
Germany still touched a raw nerve  (3). It was not 
just the psychological aspect of throwing together 
the occupied and the occupiers; the position of 
the Italians was ambiguous, as was that of   
exVichy officials, while the Germans suffered 
from a guilt complex, according to Daniel Car
don (4). The question of who did what under the 
Nazi regime was obviously important, not just on 
moral grounds but also because the European in
stitutions could not run the risk of embarrassment 
by tolerating the presence among their officials of 
people with guilty secrets in their past. Unlike the 
High Authority, which provoked a scandal by ac
cepting Speer’s former associate and honorary 
SSer, KarlMaria Hettlage, Adenauer’s State Secre

(1)  Interview with Pierre Duchâteau, 22 December 2003.
(2)  Interview with Bino Olivi, 9 February 2004.
(3)  Interview with Jean Degimbe, 15 December 2003.
(4)  Interview with Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer, 12 November 2003.

tary for Finance, as one of its members from 1962 
up to the merger (5), the EEC Commission let 
through only a few isolated undesirables and got 
rid of them as soon as the truth came out.

In order to incorporate into the new system the 
staff of the Communities who were already in 
service on 1 July 1962, an integration procedure 
was applied to all staff of the ‘new Communities’ 
who had been recruited on a provisional basis 
pending the entry into force of the Staff Regula
tions. This implicitly resolved the cases of delays 
or difficulties related to the security checks to 
which the EEC Commission attached particular 
importance. Once they got the green light, the 
staff became established officials with retroactive 
effect. This system could produce anomalies: staff 
who might have been positively assessed on the 
basis of the work they had done might receive an 
unfavourable recommendation from the integra
tion committee which could lead to a salary cut!

By the spring of 1961 most of the recruitment had 
been completed (6) and it was time to prepare the 
next stage: setting up the programme of internal 
competitions. However, some time was to elapse 
before these got under way.

All of this took place without any systematic con
sultation with the staff. The Commissioners were 
divided on the issue. As a result, a staff commit
tee was set up and occasionally consulted, but up 
until 1967 it was only able to voice its opinions in 
informal meetings.

The administrative machinery

As we have seen, setting the machinery in motion 
was no easy matter, and maintaining the dynamic 

(5)  See in particular the organ of the Belgian Socialist Party, Le Peuple, 
26 and 27–28 October 1962, reporting the information published 
by La voix internationale de la Résistance. See also Carbonnel, M., 
‘KarlMaria Hettlage (1902–1995): Un expert au service de l’Europe 
et de l’Allemagne’, Journal of European Integration History, Vol. 12, 
No 1, 2006, pp. 67–85.

(6)  HAEU, FMM 3, Rapport sur l’organisation des services de la  
Commission de la Communauté Économique Européenne, (1961), 
partie IX, p. 3.



229Chapter 11 — The administration

proved equally difficult. In his role of liaising be
tween the Commissioner and the administration 
under his command (1), the directorgeneral, who 
was often poorly prepared for leading very large 
teams (2), was, of course, perfectly free to take 
the initiative of convening his colleagues, but 
equally he could choose not to do so. In other 
words, everything depended on the man himself 
— and at this stage there were still very few 
women.

In an administration of the sort that was created in 
1958, the Executive Secretary planned to play a 
leading role, particularly in relation to the direct
orsgeneral. Of course, the directorsgeneral were 
in contact with their Commissioner or his cabinet, 
which consisted of a very small number of  people. 
But formally they had no contact with their fellow 
directorsgeneral, largely because of the structure 
imposed by Hallstein. Noël took the initiative of 
bringing them together. His aim was to pass on 
information but also to gather information for 
himself. He would explain what the College of 
Commissioners had decided, had given its inter
pretation of developments and had answered the 
questions put. He thus ensured that a sense of 
collective responsibility prevailed at the level of 
the directorsgeneral. But it was an uphill struggle. 
He sensed a certain reticence on the part of these 
senior officials (3). A polite way of saying that, by 
casting himself in the role of coordinator, as we 
would now describe it, he was in danger of tread
ing on people’s toes. But, despite their heavy 
workload, the directorsgeneral assiduously at
tended these meetings over the years.

The assistants: a different atmosphere

During the meetings with the assistants, which he 
started in 1959 and which were held in his office, 
the Executive Secretary did the same thing as 
with the ‘bosses’. What was different, however, 

(1)  Interview with Jean Chapperon, 23 January 2004.
(2)  Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer to Jacqueline Lastenouse, 4 January 

2006, p. 1.
(3)  Interview with Jean Chapperon, 23 January 2004.

was the ambiance. The atmosphere was described 
as friendly, unrestrained and confidential, which 
is not to say that Noël could not be firm and as
sertive at times (4). With his pedagogical bent and 
occasional flashes of humour (5), Noël would ad
dress the assistants and listen to them. He was 
trying to ensure proper coordination (6), which 
was felt to be essential between such officials, 
who came from every background, had different 
cultures and different working methods (7). The 
concern for cohesion and information was palp
able, all the more so as Noël and his small staff 
also used these meetings to learn more about 
what was happening in the departments. As the 
assistant to the DirectorGeneral of the Legal 
Service put it: ‘We would tell Noël and his col
leagues what we had done that week in the Legal 
Service and the others reported on their direct
oratesgeneral. For us assistants, it was useful  
because we didn’t have any information other 
than what reached us through our director 
gen eral.’ (8)

(4)  Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarani Azzi, 6 February 2004.
(5)  Ibid.
(6)  Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.
(7)  Interview with JeanJacques BeuveMéry, 3 March 2004.
(8)  Interviewed in June 2004.

French gallantry in the meetings  
of the chefs de cabinet

‘The chefs de cabinet were very misogynous and I 
did not feel very comfortable. Women at that time 
counted for nothing. I remember a comment by 
the Director of the Legal Service during one of 
these meetings of the chefs de cabinet. They were 
talking about the composition of some depart‑
ment and someone said: “Yes there’s Mr A, and 
Mr B and Miss C” and he replied “Oh yes, but a 
woman, she doesn’t count.” In front of me!’

Recollections of a female graduate of the HEC in Paris 
attending one of her first meetings in the Commission, 

having started her career in the banking sector. 
(Interviewed in January 2004)
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The important role of financial control, as 
recalled by its first Director‑General

‘[...] There was an accounting system in the  
Directorate‑General for Personnel and Administra‑
tion, but there was no financial control. There was 
just an audit. There were no checks on sound finan‑
cial management or regularity in the sense of com‑
pliance with the terms of the budget. Let me  
explain.

(When I became Director‑General,) I found 300 
staff at Ispra who had been in regular employment 
for years but without being included in the organ‑
isation chart. They were paid from the appropria‑
tions designated for spare parts, claiming that they 
manufactured spare parts in Ispra’s workshops. 
This was the sort of fraud I came up against. [...] 
The Directorate‑General for Press and Information 
employed [...] a number of staff far in excess of its 
organisation chart who were paid from appropria‑
tions for consultants. I don’t know what their exact 
title was. This was perhaps one of the first clashes.

In my first year I refused to sign hundreds of au‑
thorisations. I would not authorise the list for pay‑
ing these appaltati, as they were called in Ispra. 
The administration also did more or less what it 
pleased. One day Mr Schwenck, who was in 
charge of the administration, came to me with an 
authorisation for paying the removal expenses of a 
secretary who was leaving Luxembourg for Brus‑
sels; these included the costs of exhuming her late 
husband’s body from the cemetery in Luxem‑
bourg, transporting his coffin and burying him 
again in Brussels. That’s what I call marital fidelity! 
It was hard to object. But it was the sort of admin‑
istration that did whatever it pleased. I wouldn’t 
call it corruption, but it was typical.’

Interview with Hubert Ehring, 4 June 2004.

These meetings of the assistants, which were not 
minuted, ‘were sacrosanct because they set the 
tone Noël wanted, which then spread through all 
the directoratesgeneral’ (1). A policy some re
ferred to as ‘rule by the mayors of the palace’ (2), 
which also explains why ‘everyone would talk to 
him, from the President and the Commissioners 
down to the lowliest official’ (3).

Noël therefore coordinated from below what went 
on up on high.

Meetings of the chefs de cabinet

Faced with a huge increase in the number of dos
siers and hence of items (some of them very 
 minor) on the Commission’s weekly agenda, the 
Commission decided in July 1960 to have greater 
recourse to the written procedure, which could 
be combined with preparatory work by the chefs 
de cabinet (4), when it came to matters which did 
not require the attention of all of the Commis
sioners.

Seizing this opportunity, Noël took the initiative, 
with the support of the Commissioners, of con
vening the chefs de cabinet (5). The Deputy Dir
ectorGeneral of the Legal Service was also in
vited. Members of the Press and Information 
Service would occasionally attend too and report 
on the latest developments on a particular issue, 
as would the Spokesman or one of his depu
ties (6). These meetings were informal before the 
merger but were institutionalised thereafter. 
Whatever their status, these meetings were highly 
important, bringing together as they did a group 
of young men who were particularly brilliant, as 
their subsequent careers would demonstrate, and 
above all dedicated to the general interest of the 
Commission and to European integration, some

(1)  Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.
(2)  Ibid.
(3)  Interview with Giuseppe Ciavarani Azzi, 6 February 2004.
(4)  PV 112, EEC Commission, 18 July 1960, VI, p. 6.
(5)  PV 192, EEC Commission, 4 July 1962. 
(6)  Interviews with Pierre Cros, 8 December 2003, and Paul Collowald, 

2 December 2003.

thing which could not always be said of certain 
directorsgeneral or indeed certain members of 
the Commission (7). It was hardly surprising, ac
cording to Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer, that the 

(7)  Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer to Jacqueline Lastenouse, 4 January 
2006, p. 2.
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chefs de cabinet had a decisive influence on the 
management of the Commission and were to play 
a crucial role in bringing about the merger (1).

These meetings were a way of exchanging infor
mation and, above all, of settling disputes and 
hence working out a consensus, which was all 
the more necessary given von der Groeben’s ten
dency in the early years to rant about the delays 
in providing the German versions of the prepara
tory documents for decisions.

The system devised by Noël for communicating 
with both the Commissioners and the director
atesgeneral was a remarkable interface but, of 
course, the administration consisted of more than 
just directorsgeneral and their assistants, on the 
one hand, and Commissioners and their cabinets, 
on the other. Two matters, at least, needed atten
tion: the nationality of officials and other staff, 
and the vexed question of languages.

Nationality of staff

Just over a year before the merger an analysis of 
the nationality of officials outside the joint serv
ices revealed that the Belgians led the field. They 
were very closely followed by the Germans. Then 
came the French and Italians, almost on a par 
with each other. The Dutch were underrepresent
ed and the Luxembourgers brought up the rear.

However, the overall picture requires some quali
fication. When the figures are broken down by 
category, including linguists, it becomes clear that 
the Belgians occupied the C grade positions and, 
together with the Italians, the D grades, while the 
French led the field in the A grades and the Ger
mans in the B grades and also, significantly, 
among the linguists.

In the joint services the Germans were heavily 
represented and the Belgians still outnumbered 
the French and the Italians.

(1) Ibid.

Concern about the balance (or rather imbalance) 
between the nationalities was apparent from the 
fact that DG IX (Administration) quickly com
piled statistics (first manually and then using the 
new technologies that were emerging) on the 
staff serving in the Commission and the EEC 
branch of the joint services. They were produced 
monthly and provided a scoreboard showing the 
absolute number of officials and other agents by 
nationality and, in an accompanying column, the 
percentage this represented. If a nationality ap
peared to be underrepresented in categories A 
or B a Commissioner faced with confirming an 
appointment or endorsing a promotion might 
take offence. While the Luxembourger occasion
ally expressed his disappointment, the Italians in 
particular were capable of leaping to the defence 
of their national interest. Commission meetings 
may not exactly have deteriorated into a slanging 
match, but there were times when the exchanges 
were far from civil. In 1966, for example, Carlo 
Facini was appointed Director of the Budget and 
Financial Control, a directorate which was to  
enjoy autonomy from DG IX. The Luxembourger, 
Lambert Schaus, unkindly nicknamed by some ‘le 
petit Schaus’, strongly objected, asking whether 
the candidate owed his appointment to the fact 
that his fatherinlaw was an Italian government 
minister or to the good offices of Confindustria, 
the Italian employers’ association. The mood was 
tense (2).

Of course, the complicated balancing act was in
spired by a desire for fairness. But it would be 
naïve to ignore the role of power and influence. 
DG VIII, for example, was said to be a French 
stronghold. It had a French Commissioner and its 
directorgeneral was German, but the French 
were very prominent in the other departments 
too and the European Development Fund was 
almost entirely under French influence (3). The 
situation also bothered the Belgian government, 

(2)  BA, WH 1265, fiche 1, Note to Walter Hallstein, 4 May 1966.
(3)  BA, WH 1261, fiche 2, Note from Antoon Smulders to Walter  

Hallstein, 27 March 1963.
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which made its concerns known (1). Power and 
influence? When Britain first applied to join, the 
prospect of one day having a British director 
general at the head of DG VIII was a significant 
consideration (2).

Given that the question of nationality was not 
taken lightly, particularly because of languages, it 
comes as no surprise to learn that senior German 
officials were given regular briefings, while one 
commentator recalls that in September 1958 Mar
jolin invited all the French officials to the cafe
teria to hear him deliver a speech opposing the 
return of General de Gaulle. The initiative was 
very badly received by the French officials (3).

Languages

From the moment the High Authority was set up, 
the proposed language regime differed from that 
of the other major international organisations.  A 
protocol was adopted on the basis of a draft pro
duced by a committee of lawyers. It provided for 
four official languages (German, French, Italian 
and Dutch) but left the practical arrangements to 
the rules of procedure and to custom and prac
tice (4).

In theory, the four official languages were also 
the working languages. In January 1958 the first 
regulation adopted by the Councils of Ministers 
of the new Communities was devoted to the lan
guage regime. It drew heavily on the High Au
thority’s protocol. There was no doubt that French 
would be easily the most widely used working 
language. After all, the Treaties had been drafted 
in French, the cities that hosted the EEC Commis
sion’s departments were predominantly French
speaking, and ‘the Germans, in any case, did not 

(1)  BA, WH 1261, fiche 3, Note on the visit of the Belgian Permanent 
Representative, 7 May 1963.

(2)  BA, WH 1261, fiche 1, Berndt von Staden to Walter Hallstein, 5 June 
1962.

(3)  Interview with Manuel Santarelli, 4 March 2004.
(4)  CEAB 2 144, Protocole sur le régime linguistique de la CECA,  

24 July 1952.

psychologically have a right to use their language. 
It was not appropriate to speak German’ (5).

Several commentators confirmed that Hallstein 
spoke excellent French, chaired the Commission 
meetings in French and switched to German only 
rarely in order to explain highly technical ques
tions. Others, like von der Groeben, deliberately 
used their mother tongue for less legitimate rea
sons; obviously, regardless of their nationality, 
not all officials and other staff necessarily spoke 
a second language. A prime example being the 
French, ‘the only monoglots in the Commis
sion’ (6). This is probably going too far. Among 
the Germans the situation varied widely, from 
those with no knowledge or a passing know
ledge of French to those with a good command 
of the language. This led to problems. Quite apart 
from von der Groeben’s criticisms, the use of 
French caused serious problems of translation 
and interpreting, although the same could be said 
of the reverse situation, when staff were working 
out of German. As everyone knows, words do 
not necessarily have the same meaning in all lan
guages. Some people felt they were witnessing 
the birth of a European language, a progressive 
mix of idioms and national cultural traditions 
which in time would lead to the formation of a 
corps of officials with its own jargon (7), but the 
general feeling was that, if the institution were to 
work properly, it would have to build up a team 
of highly qualified linguists.

Translation and interpretation

Translating and interpreting are two very dif
ferent jobs.

The translation service consisted of four language 
sections, one for each language, each containing 
three or four translators, one reviser and a secre
tary. In the early days the translations were dic

(5)  Interview with Norbert Kohlhase, 26 May 2004.
(6)  Interview with PaulHenri Buchet, 20 January 2004.
(7)  Interview with Marcell von Donat, 18 February 2004.



233Chapter 11 — The administration

One of the stages involved in a recruitment competition is the oral test. Candidates have to face a selection board and show what 
they are capable of. Here, candidate interpreters (facing us) are being evaluated by Commission officials (seen from behind).

 

tated to a typist, sent to the reviser, returned to 
the translator with any corrections and then sent 
back to the requesting department. The Dicta
phone was then introduced and gradually re
placed the old method.

There was something monastic about the work. 
Translators had their little rooms furnished with a 
chair and a desk. Their equipment consisted of a 
few dictionaries, a telephone and, presently, a 
Dictaphone. There were a number of colourful 
characters in the service. The head of the French 
section, Daniel Berbille, was outstanding. Origin

ally from the Basque region, he came from the 
ECSC and was highly gifted. His speciality was 
the President’s speeches, which he translated im
peccably, with a very faithful rendering of the 
text. Others were less competent. The selection 
procedure became ever more rigorous and stand
ards rose. At the same time, the specific nature of 
the subject areas covered by the Commission 
called for a great deal of work on the terminology 
and linguistic sensitivity of the four languages. At 
the end of the 1960s, when part of the service 
had been installed in Luxembourg, the basis was 
laid for a common terminology bank. The High 
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Authority had promoted the creation of a system 
called Dicautom, the brainchild of Albert  
Bachrach, whereby the translator could consult 
an electronic dictionary. This was the prototype 
of what was to become the Eurodicautom termin
ology database, which has been adapted with 
 every enlargement.

In terms of staff numbers, the number of posts 
actually filled was for years lower than the num
ber provided for in the organisation chart. For 
example, in October 1963 the staff establishment 
plan provided for 137 posts, but only 101 of these 
were filled. In 1966 there were 110 vacant posts 
out of a total of 284.

Overall, the figures increased very significantly 
after the merger. Taking the translation and inter

pretation services together, the number of posts 
rose from 467 in 1968 to 561 in 1972 and 707 in 
1973, after enlargement. Provision for this had 
been made in advance, and considerable effort 
was devoted to translating the text of the Treaties 
and secondary legislation into English, Danish 
and Norwegian. Finally, a new role emerged for 
‘lawyerlinguists’, who were responsible for en
suring the consistency of Community acts in all 
the different language versions.

The role of the interpretation service was to fa
cilitate verbal exchanges in meetings, regardless 
of the language skills of the participants. Here, 
too, there was plenty of work to be done. It was 
not a matter of just providing interpretation for 
Commission meetings, a responsibility which fell 
to Renée Van Hoof, an emblematic figure in the 
history of the EEC Commission and later the Sin
gle Commission. It was just as much about ensur
ing the smooth running of the increasingly nu
merous meetings of national experts from the 
Member States and other countries. The figures 
speak volumes. In October 1963 there were only 
22 serving interpreters out of the 67 provided for 
in the organisation chart. Of these 22 people, four 
were Swiss and one Austrian. The interpretation 
service, like its translation equivalent (which con
tained eight Britons and one stateless person) 
had to turn to nationals of nonmember coun
tries.

The growth of the interpretation service was 
quantitatively and qualitatively important. De
mand grew. And Renée Van Hoof came to dom
inate the service over the years. Despite her evi
dent qualities, she came up against the glass 
ceiling. Clearly, it was no easy matter being a 
woman in the 1960s, and the fact that the organ
isation employed many female interpreters made 
no difference. In fact, quite the contrary.

Making improvements

Clearly, many people involved in the birth and 
development of the EEC Commission wanted this 

‘Women in the kitchen’

Renée Haferkamp Van Hoof recounts the following 
telling anecdote about her first meeting with Albert 
Coppé:

‘When I was presented to him, he said, “What are 
you doing here?” I replied that I had been recruited 
as a conference interpreter. “But, my dear, your  
place is in the kitchen,” he retorted. An unbelievable 
response.

I met him again at the European Movement when he 
was President of Honour. I said to him, Monsieur 
Coppé, I’m pleased to see you again even if my recol-
lection of you is not the warmest. You told me when 
I was 24 that my place was in the kitchen.

He responded immediately, “Madame, don’t you 
think everyone should get a second chance?”

“But of course,” I replied.

And we’ve worked well together ever since.’

Recollection by Renée Haferkamp, in Tindemans, L. and 
Cardon de Lichtbuer, D. (eds.), Albert Coppé, Garant, 

Antwerp Apeldoorn, 2006, pp. 34–35. 
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to be an efficient, rational and skilled process. 
The willpower of Hallstein and Noël alone was 
not enough. Others had to pull their weight too, 
helping to create a strong institutional identity. 
An illustration of this was the Commission’s deci
sion at the end of 1960 to launch a job descrip
tion survey with the help of a private firm.

This seemed to be a good moment. Most of the 
recruitment had been completed. The results 
would carry all the more weight as a result. They 
were examined by a committee on rationalisation 
consisting of Bobba, VerLoren van Themaat and 
Ortoli, assisted by officials of DG IX’s organisa
tion department. The outcome, the Rapport sur 
l’organisation des services de la Commission de la 
Communauté Économique Européenne (known 
as the Ortoli Report), contained various general 
and specific conclusions. We shall consider only 
the general ones here.

The Commission’s successes had all been achieved 
in ‘the small number of collective operations 
which gave an impetus to the common market 
[...] and in managing the tasks circumscribed by a 
timetable and resting on binding clauses in the 
Treaty’. These successes all relate to the same 
types of problem ‘they were important, urgent, 
the aims were clear, and they were sure to result 
in a decision, there were clear guidelines and the 

Commission was in control’. In this area the Com
mission justifiably gave the impression of speed 
and coherence in its work (1).

By contrast, where there were no clear orders, 
there was a feeling of ‘drift’ that was, if not gen
eral, at least widespread. These departments had 
slipped into ‘the international routine, organising 
themselves around studies, operating like the 
secretariat of a meeting of six States’. This had 
regrettable consequences: low morale, pointless 
work, slowness and indifference. This demoral
ised officials who had entered the Community 
administration with the aim of building Europe 
and the illusion of building it fast (2). Three rec
ommendations were made to remedy this state of 
affairs: remove staff who were underperforming, 
redistribute certain tasks and refocus activity.

The report served its purpose. Reforms were suc
cessfully introduced. But just when the EEC Com
mission seemed to have put its house in order, 
the Council decided on 24 September 1963 to 
start the preparations for the merger, now that 
British membership was no longer on the cards.

(1)  HAEU, FMM 3, Rapport sur l’organisation des services de la  
Commission de la Communauté Économique Européenne, (1961), 
partie A, p. 2.

(2)  Ibid. p. 4.

‘There are objective reasons for the drift which 
will make it very difficult to eliminate the problem 
altogether. We know what they are: a degree of 
inertia typical of multilingual organisations, where 
differences in training lead to difficulties of 
amalgamation; the nature of the Commission’s 
powers, which are powers of initiative rather than 
decision or management; the nature of the 
institution in that the type of responsibility that 
exists, collective down to the smallest detail, 
unduly extends the direct competence of the 
Commission, and the Commission, for all its high 
calibre, has only a limited capacity to give 

direction and provide leadership and it reserves 
this capacity for the major issues; finally, what we 
might call the rotation of problems, the 
piecemeal mobilisation of the administration from 
one period to the next, and a failure in many 
cases to follow up policymaking and negotiating 
tasks with management tasks.’

HAEU, FMM 3, [F.‑X. Ortoli],  
Rapport sur l’organisation des services de la Commission 

de la Communauté Économique Européenne, (1961), 
1ère partie, p. 3. 

(Translated from the French)

Reasons for the ‘drift’ in certain Commission departments in 1960
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From merger to enlargement

Noël began working on the merger in October 
1963. In July 1964 he was instructed to carry out 
in a strictly personal capacity a preparatory study 
with a view to reorganising the services, in con
junction with Wellenstein, the SecretaryGeneral 
of the High Authority, and GuazzugliMarini, the 
Executive Secretary of the EAEC Commission.  
Although the final report was dated 1 July 1967, 
it was the culmination of a long period of reflec
tion about what was a major decision.

It would be impossible to analyse this 150page 
report in detail here. But a number of points 
should be mentioned because they concern im
portant pointers for future developments.

The number of directoratesgeneral doubled, while 
the joint services ceased to exist in their previous 
form and were incorporated into the new institu
tion. The Press and Information Service became 
DG X, with the Statistical Office and the Legal 
Service remaining as special cases. The Spokes
man and his deputy acquired a larger staff.

Four Euratom departments and one ECSC depart
ment were not directly affected by the merger. 
The Supply Agency, which was legally and finan
cially autonomous, remained in existence. The 
Safeguards Directorate, which monitored the use 
of nuclear material, and the Security Office, which 
was responsible for preventing the disclosure of 
data that might be detrimental to the defence  
interests of one or more Member States, were  
directly answerable to the Commission and the 
President respectively. This provoked some hilar
ity at a time when Europeans were fascinated 
with the exploits of James Bond.

Euratom’s Dissemination of Knowledge DG be
came DG XIII, and the ECSC’s Credit and Invest
ment DG became DG XVIII. Both remained in 
Luxembourg.

For the rest, certain existing DGs, such as DG VI 
(Agriculture) and DG VIII (Overseas Develop

ment), were hardly affected by the merger and 
others experienced limited changes. The main 
exceptions were the financial and economic DGs, 
namely DGs II, III and IV (1).

New DGs were set up largely because responsi
bilities were reassigned or in order to stimulate 
developments that were already well under way, 
as in the case of the DirectorateGeneral for  
Regional Policy (DG XVI).

One area of Euratom which employed a particu
larly large number of officials and local staff was 
its Research and Education DG. When the staff of 
the four research establishments are included, this 
sector accounted for a total of 2 500 officials and 
600 local staff. The creation of the new DG XV 
did not resolve the matter of the sheer number of 
officials. This continued to cause problems in the 
ensuing years, which were marked by recurrent 
industrial unrest, particularly in Ispra, in Italy. This 
also shows that the merger seems to have been a 
more traumatic experience for many officials from 
the EAEC Commission than for the ECSC.

Apart from the changes in the organisation chart, 
the merger also encouraged a new approach and 
the adoption of new measures to improve the 
procedures for preparing proposals for submis
sion to the Commission. This was all the more 
necessary given that the Commission would now 
have 14 members and its deliberations would 
necessarily be more drawn out (2). The written 
procedure was therefore used to settle everyday 
or minor problems, while the meeting of chefs de 
cabinet, which had become a regular feature of 
Tuesday mornings and was chaired by the Secre
taryGeneral, was used to deal with matters of 
medium importance. At the same time, the mem
bers’ private offices (cabinets) expanded their 
membership, supposedly to be drawn from the 
DGs but certain exceptions were made.

(1)  Rapport du Secrétaire général de la Haute Autorité et des Secrétaires 
exécutifs des Commissions de la CEE et d’Euratom sur l’organisation 
des services de la Commission des Communautés européennes, 
SEC(67) 3001, 1 July 1967, p. 11.

(2)  Ibid.
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Noël wanted to increase the role of the Secretar
iatGeneral in order to help settle differences be
tween departments. This called for organisational 
measures: setting up permanent interdepartmen
tal committees, chaired by the lead DG and 
served by the SecretariatGeneral. Proper man
agement committees were also set up within the 
Commission to run activities affecting several de
partments (1). Other examples, such as the pro
posal to attach the Press and Information Service 
and/or the Spokesman’s Service to the Secretar
iatGeneral, show that Noël regarded the merger 
as a good opportunity for carrying out reforms. 
The prevailing impression was that Noël, while 

(1) Ibid., p. 12.

encouraging the work of horizontal services, was 
keen to secure the future of the SecretariatGen
eral. Commissions would come and go, but it 
would endure. However, as Edmund Wellenstein 
points out, ‘I never saw any permanent inter
departmental committee in operation’ or a ‘genu
ine management committee to run activities af
fecting several departments’ (2).

Quite apart from these considerations, the merger 
posed certain purely administrative challenges 
and raised certain psychological issues. It was no 
mean feat. On 13 July 1967 Jean Rey addressed 

(2)  Written recollections of Edmund P. Wellenstein to Ivo Dubois,  
16 January 2006.

Aladdin represents the ‘typical’ civil servant in the Commission Courrier du personnel, pictures sometimes speaking louder 
than words. The cartoonist satirises the post‑merger staff rationalisation. In 1958 staff had to be found, but in 1967 cuts 

have to be made: one in four will probably have to go. The measures thought up to help resolve the crisis include Articles 
41 and 50 of the Staff Regulations, whereby, provided certain conditions are met, an official can leave the Commission and 

be paid an allowance when a restructuring operation is launched.
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his officials: ‘We must not stitch together or  
simply maintain three separate administrations 
[...]. On the contrary, we must merge them, fusing 
those departments that have to work together, 
leaving separate those that have to remain sep
arate [...] but, clearly, we have to rethink our ad
ministration so that it becomes a single adminis
tration.’ (1)

This declaration of intent was not enough to re
assure the staff. The business of transferring offi
cials from Luxembourg to Brussels and vice versa 
and the individual problems that arose as a result 
of differences between the grades of officials 
from the different executives would take up the 
second half of 1967 and all of the following 
year (2). There was a real risk that the Commis
sion would be able to work on little else apart 
from the merger — or takeover, as the other two 
executives saw it (3).

The work was completed more or less according 
to the timetable set by the three SecretariesGen
eral or Executive Secretaries. The real problem 
was the rationalisation associated with the revision 
of the Staff Regulations. The negotiations with the 
Staff Committee internally and Coreper externally, 
and the ‘wait and see’ attitude of the European 
 Parliament’s Committee on Administration and 
Budgets dragged the proceedings out over many 
months. The Staff Regulations were adopted in 
February 1968, pending a review planned for the 
end of that year. However, the organisation charts 
and rationalisation of the administration were the 
subject of several stormy Commission meetings. 
The Council stood its ground: cuts had to be made 
in staff numbers. Of course, this was partly in
spired by the desire for rationalisation, but, as il
lustrated in the chapters on policy, a determination 
on the part of France in particular to bring the 
Commission to heel also played a part.

(1)  AULB, 126 PP, dossier VI.36.
(2)  Report of the SecretaryGeneral of the High Authority and the  

Executive Secretaries, op. cit., p. 14.
(3)  Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.

The adoption of the establishment plan by the 
Commission on 23 January 1968 was far from pain
less. The sharp cuts in the number of posts had to 
be achieved by natural wastage; in other words, 
staff who left would not be replaced. But this was 
not enough, and redundancies could not be avoid
ed. Von der Groeben, supported pos sibly by Hell
wig or Sassen, rounded on his fellow Commission
ers and the President: the problems were being 
placed before the Commission much too late, leav
ing time for nothing more than an emergency de
bate, but above all the procedure adopted was all 
wrong. The Commission found itself negotiating 
with the Council from a position of weakness, 
armed with only feeble arguments, whereas it 
ought to have defined the tasks to be performed, 
and their respective importance, and calculated the 
corresponding staff requirements beforehand. It 
would then have had a solid basis on which to 
enter into the discussions with the Council.

Events proved von der Groeben right. Despite 
the very firm position taken by Levi Sandri in 
Coreper and the urgent efforts by the Commis
sioners to impress upon their national govern
ments the impossibility of further staff reductions, 
nothing could be done. Some Commissioners 
probably compared Coreper to Moloch, imagin
ing that a few more sacrifices would be made and 
then the score would be settled. The Commission 
ultimately confirmed that there would be no re
dundancies for officials below grade A3, but it 
left the door open to all who wanted to resign, 
provided that this did not jeopardise the working 
of the administration. There were a total of 254 
voluntary departures, and 488 people changed 
their place of work.

To complete the arrangements, the Commission 
officially appointed the directorsgeneral in March 
1968, and Noël assumed his position as Secre
taryGeneral. Other appointments followed in the 
period up to June. Two strict rules were applied: 
officials were to remain in their original depart
ment for as long as possible, and the transfers 
were made without promotion. Lastly, although 
this question was not directly linked to rationali
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sation, Coreper proved very parsimonious as re
gards any salary increase. The rise that was fi
nally agreed was modest and was not retroactive. 
The Commission was diplomatic about the out
come: ‘this decision will bring only limited satis
faction to staff [...]’ (1).

This period of unrest was also marked by ten
sions between the Commission and the Staff 
Committees of the three executives, which re
signed on 15 February 1968. This minor crisis 
was resolved in April with the adoption of the 
rules of procedure of the new Staff Committee 
and the election of its members.

Lastly, Levi Sandri asked to be relieved of the re
sponsibility for personnel and administration in July 
1968, citing pressure of work in his social affairs 
portfolio. Nobody was deceived by this excuse; the  
Commissioner had had enough. In the end, a com 
 
 

(1)  PV 18, EC Commission, 20 May 1968, 1, XIV, p. 17.

promise was reached: the Italian kept personnel 
and Albert Coppé took over administration.

As Raymond Barre put it, 1968 had indeed been 
a dreadful year (2). And not just because of the 
events of May. Or perhaps it would be better to 
borrow Marcell von Donat’s description and refer 
to it as ‘chaotisch’ (3).

No sooner had conditions in the Commission im
proved in 1969, than a new dossier — enlarge
ment — appeared on the horizon, and the Sum
mit in The Hague chose this moment to tackle a 
series of sensitive issues which included own  
resources.

At the same time, the Commission underwent 
further reforms of its administrative structure by 
incorporating certain departments into existing 
DGs or regrouping DGs.

Michel duMoulin

(2)  Amouroux, H., Monsieur Barre, Robert Laffont, Paris, 1986, p. 98.
(3)  Interview with Marcell von Donat, 18 February 2004. 

The administration consisted of four categories (A to D) covering a total of 22 grades.  
After the merger this category‑based structure became more pronounced, especially where ex‑Euratom staff were 

concerned, for they were less used to this kind of hierarchy. The cartoonist, a Commission official, suggests that the motto 
for D staff should be ‘modesty in dignity’ and for C staff it should be ‘the Community interest comes before our own 

interest’. Categories A and B are at the top of the hierarchy. Grades A1 to A5, the managerial posts, are open ‘by invitation 
only’, whereas the ‘intermediate’ Grades A6 to B1 are ‘by order of merit’.
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Chapter 12

Like strangers in the city? 
European officials in Brussels

The structure and organisation of the work of a 
civil service, and the way in which they evolve, 
make up one aspect of a reality which includes 
another, equally important aspect, namely the 
way in which men and women personify what 
the public has long known by the blanket expres
sion ‘the common market’.

At the beginning of 1958, as we saw in the previ
ous chapter, everything was still to do. The two 
Commissions, provisionally established in Brus
sels in offices which were scattered across the 
city, had each to implement a different Treaty. At 
the risk of oversimplification, Euratom seemed 
more fragile but younger than the EEC Commis
sion. More fragile because the creation of a ‘com
munity’ in the nuclear sector was at the time a 
response to considerations that were, above all, 
political and contradictory. Wanted by Monnet 
and promoted by France, the EAEC seems, with 
the benefit of hindsight, to have been condemned 
from the start to miss out on the extraordinary 
potential of the Treaty that set it up (1). At the 
time, these visions of the future were inspiring 
and attracted public support. The future belonged 

(1)  Interview with Ivo Dubois, 22 December 2003.

to the atom. After all, the coal mines were des
tined to close and the 1956 Suez crisis had ex
posed the weakness of the West with regard to 
oil.

Euratom’s intention was to recruit highcalibre 
staff: nuclear researchers and experts in the sup
ply of fissile materials, nuclear safeguards and 
health protection. Some of those who joined the 
EAEC came from the embryonic nuclear industry 
or specialist national institutions such as the Com
missariat à l’énergie atomique (French Atomic 
Energy Agency) or the Centre d’études nuclé
aires/Studiecentrum voor Kernenergie (Belgian 
Nuclear Research Centre). Others were engineers, 
fresh from university. Their training, if not actu
ally in nuclear physics, was scientific. They were 
ideally suited to the task and eager to embark on 
this new adventure (2). Is that why the profile of 
Euratom staff was younger and more dynamic? 
There are those who think so (3). The disappoint
ment that quickly set in, as described in the chap
ter on research (4), was all the greater because, 
initially, the climate in Europe at the end of the 

(2)  Interview with Manfredo Macioti, 6 July 2005.
(3)  Interview with Ivo Dubois, 22 December 2003.
(4)  See the chapter on research, pp. 491–495.
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1950s was profoundly influenced by the hope 
that scientific and technological progress would 
take mankind forward to greater things. Ten years 
later the situation had changed radically. By the 
time of the merger, Euratom was in the grip of 
profound disillusionment, which, on top of the 
problems inherent in any largescale administra
tive restructuring, explains a great deal.

The EAEC Commission was therefore developing 
a separate culture at the same time as the EEC 
Commission was searching for a culture of its 
own, and in January 1958 almost the only source 
of inspiration — whether or not one chose to fol
low it — was the experience of the ECSC High 
Authority, now a little peeved that it was no  
longer the sole embodiment of the European  
pro ject.

The situation we must try to describe was there
fore more complex than it might appear at first 
sight. In a relatively short time, Brussels had at
tracted a substantial number of young and not
soyoung men (there were strikingly few women) 
from six countries that the last war had brought 
to the brink of ruin. These ‘Europeans’ were join
ing institutions with different tasks. As with any 
new project, achieving these tasks was a chal
lenge. Although the degree of success depended 
on the qualifications, motivation and courage of 
all levels of the hierarchy, it was also affected by 
the general working environment and organisa
tion, not to mention everyday life. It was not easy 
for an official who was not Belgian to find his 
feet in a living environment, Brussels, and in a 
working environment, an institution where every
thing had to be built up from scratch, which re
quired him to leave his personal and professional 
roots behind.

Not for the first time and certainly not for the last, 
Brussels in 1958 was a vast building site. Impos
ing building works were being completed ready 
for the World Fair, which opened in the Heysel 
park in April. The ECSC also had a pavilion there. 
Most of the new European officials joined the 42 
million visitors to the World Fair during its brief 

sixmonth existence. The impression created by 
the Belgian capital was deceptive. In normal 
times, its pace was less hurried, more sedate. 
Some would say more boring. The fact was that 
postwar reconstruction was at its height in Bel
gium and in Brussels at that time. The ‘golden 
sixties’ were just around the corner. Unemploy
ment was negligible, public services were ex
panding rapidly, the generous social security sys
tem provided a high standard of protection. 
Values were bourgeois, the pillars on which soci
ety was built were catholic, liberal and socialist. 
This division into pillars began at school. The 
Church, the Congo, the King, the Société  Générale 
de Belgique and one or two other institutions still 
constituted an ‘obstinately traditional structure in 
the style of “old Europe”’ (1). A sort of ‘old cha
teau and its accoutrements from a bygone age’ (2), 
rather like ValDuchesse, where young officials 
starting out on their career at the Economic and 
Social Committee before moving on to the Com
mission of the Communities (after 1967) cut their 
teeth in working conditions which no doubt 
make them smile today but, at the time, felt as if 
they were stepping through a lookingglass into 
another age (3).

The men and women who arrived in Brussels in 
steadily increasing numbers from the beginning 
of 1958, including a number of translators from 
Switzerland, have a story to tell. In other words, 
they inspired a long list of questions and the an
swers to these questions often differed depend
ing on whom we asked.

Who were these officials? Where did they come 
from? Why had they come? How many were 
there? How were they recruited? What became of 
their initial enthusiasm? How did their careers de
velop? What was their experience of relationships 
between the different nationalities in the work
place and outside? How did they organise them

(1)  Fox, R. C., Le Château des Belges — Un peuple se retrouve, Duculot, 
Brussels, 1997, p. 27.

(2)  Ibid.
(3)  Interview with Guy Vanhaeverbeke and Lydia Vanhaeverbeke,  

25 February 2004.
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Expo 58 was inaugurated on 17 April 1958 and had received 42 million visitors by the time it 
closed on 19 October. Surveying the nations for a more human world, the exhibition, as King 

Baudouin said in his inaugural address, was to ‘prompt a spirit of cooperation and peace’ since 
‘civilisation cannot be built up on technical achievements alone. If it is to be a factor for progress, 

it needs us to work at the same time on our ethical conceptions, our desire to make a 
constructive effort together’. A message which the ECSC pavilion also sets out to illustrate.

(Poster by Bernard Villemot for the Brussels Universal Exhibition, 1958)
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selves to defend their interests? What was their 
reaction to the various crises of the 1960s? These 
are some of the questions; the answers given pro
vide only a rough sketch of the overall picture.

Going to Brussels — a difficult decision!

Most of the original senior officials or members 
of the Commissioners’ staff came from national 
civil services or were on permanent loan from 
existing European institutions such as the ECSC 
High Authority or the ECSC Court of Justice. 
‘Nearly all the rest had been civil servants before 
they arrived as chefs de cabinet. I was probably 
the only one, or almost, who hadn’t,’ says Fer
nand Braun (1). ‘Where is Le Monde’s former 
Strasbourg correspondent?’ asked Marjolin, who 
was looking for a spokesman. ‘He’s with Grabbier 
at the High Authority,’ came the reply, and it 
would be many long weeks before he could be 
poached away from Luxembourg (2). Other ECSC 
officials felt the wind of change and rushed to 
join the new Community executives.

Each Member of the Commission, in consultation 
with his home country’s foreign ministry or eco
nomics ministry or both, drew up a list of poten
tial national candidates for the top jobs in the 
embryonic administration and invited applica
tions for the less important positions. The infor
mation was circulated first of all within the Mem
ber States’ civil services, and this had a major 
influence on initial recruitment to the new Com
missions. Far fewer senior officials were recruited 
from industry or the trade union movement than 
had been the case with the ECSC High Authority 
in 1952.

This should be seen in context. International or
ganisations were few and far between. With the 
exception of diplomats and miners, very few 
people went abroad to work, especially as there 
was no employment shortage, except in southern 

(1)  Interview with Fernand Braun, 8 December 2003.
(2)  Interview with Paul Collowald, 2 December 2003.

Italy. Seeking one’s fortune in Brussels was there
fore not an economic necessity. Moreover, the 
prospect of leaving their roots held little appeal 
for those who came from the most farflung re
gions. Why leave your home to go to a distant, 
cold, dark, damp, rainy country where they can’t 
cook spaghetti, where tomatoes are sold individ
ually like Fabergé eggs and where there’s no gar
lic and no artichokes (3) is what many Italians 
asked themselves. You had to really believe in 
what you were doing [...], you had to want to get 
to know other people, to enter a Tower of Babel 
where they might not speak your language, 
where you would come up against different  
nationalities, ways of life, attitudes, etc. (4)

Whether they worked in a ministry or in a bank, 
their colleagues, and indeed their families, found 
their decision difficult to understand. Europe was 
an adventure, it was not dependable like the 
bank, the Bar, the Council of State or the Finance 
Inspectorate. Europe was a ‘Trip to the Moon’, to 
quote the title of a book presented to a future 
Commission employee by his former col
leagues (5). Europe was a place of banishment, 
far from the political and administrative contacts 
which were essential for a national career. Grant
ed, there was a structure in Brussels but it was 
still embryonic. According to a senior official 
from Germany, it did not guarantee stable em
ployment like a job in the German civil service (6). 
Besides, who of those recruited could claim to 
want a career in Europe? The ship had left port. 
Some would stay aboard, others would leave. It 
was, after all, a time of new beginnings. As a gen
eral rule, those who came to Brussels did so with 
the intention of doing a good job, whether or not 
they were firm supporters of the European cause, 
since even those who were not particularly com
mitted generally proved to be open to other cul
tures and had as a common point of reference 
the memory of the Second World War.

(3)  Interview with Marcello Burattini, 18 February 2004.
(4)  Ibid.
(5)  Interview with Yves Desbois, 3 December 2003.
(6)  Interview with Axel Herbst, 25 May 2004.
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Brussels or bust

‘One day I was stopped at the French border by a 
customs official who opened the boot of my car 
and saw an old boat pump. He asked me to accom‑
pany him into the customs post, where a very pleas‑
ant duty officer was waiting. “Forgive me, sir,” he 
said, “you see, I would very much like a job with the 
common market. You told my colleague that you 
work there and, as I am looking for a job, I’ve asked 
all my officers to stop people like you in the hope 
that they will be able to help me!”’

Anecdote recounted by Georges Rencki  
in a note of 15 January 2006. 
(Translated from the French)

‘Never again!’

The scars of the Second World War were still 
fresh. It had left its mark on that generation which 
had ‘gone to the 1914–18 War as a twinkle in 
their father’s eye and had a frontrow seat for the 
Second World War’ (1). Soldiers, POWs and mem
bers of the Resistance had left part of themselves 
behind in the war. Their deepest conviction was 
that it must never happen again. Very quickly, 
usually but not always before they took up their 
duties in Brussels, they realised that they were 
working on a project that could outlaw war. One 
of those who was there at the time commented 
that the European motivation of German col
leagues who had been in the forces between 
1939 and 1945 was also to be found in their own 
past, and he went on to say that people did not 
become militant Europeans without a reference 
to, or a reaction against, that earlier era (2). The 
same was true of the younger staff, as confirmed 
by a former official from Germany, who said: ‘We 
had emerged from this experience deeply marked 
by the war but not having to apologise wherever 
we went. At 17, we were “morally intact” despite 
the experience’ (3). In fact, these converts were 
all the more committed because they had opted 
for Europe. It was a sort of knockon effect. With 
their plan for a Coal and Steel Community,  Monnet 
and Schuman had set in train a process whereby 
the former combatants, ‘winners’ and ‘losers’, 
were placed on an equal footing. It was a bold 
gesture and it is difficult today to gauge just how 
ambitious and profoundly significant it was, par
ticularly as it was not merely a formal gesture but 
a fundamental principle on which the structure of 
the Community and, ultimately, the daily lives of 
the officials in Brussels were based.

Nevertheless, the war was everpresent, if only in 
the background. It was seldom, if ever, discussed. 
However, Georges Berthoin recalls discussing the 
matter and feels that it is important to remember 

(1)  Interview with Claude Brus, 5 December 2003.
(2)  Interview with Frans De Koster, 14 November 2004.
(3)  Interview with Norbert Kohlhase, 26 May 2004.

it today. ‘Do we forgive? Do we forget? I was one 
of those, and it is easy to agree, who said that we 
couldn’t forget. We couldn’t forgive [...]. Most of 
the French or Dutch who were there were people 
who had suffered personally from the German 
occupation [...]. We said, “We can’t forgive, we 
can’t forget, but we have the great good fortune 
— and we were all young — that we can build 
the future together”’ (4). Others felt the same (5). 
That was the most important thing for them.

Among the rumours, slander and concealment, 
there were nevertheless a small number of cases 
of European officials with a ‘murky’ past which 
occasionally surfaced. Mansholt apparently dis
missed on the spot, as an example to others, an 
official who had played a role in the rationing 
that the people of Brussels faced during the war. 
A very small number of those interviewed also 
expressed surprise at the backgrounds of some of 
the Italian senior officials who had been diplo
mats in Berlin before the war.

Many reasons for working for Europe

Michel Albert told us that, for a young man like 
himself, the hope that the European ideal embodied 

(4)  Interview with Georges Berthoin, 31 January 2004.
(5)  Interview with PaulHenri Buchet, 20 January 2004.
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was something very special compared with the 
misfortunes of his childhood, the defeat, the 
memory of the war, and so on (1).

The opportunity to ‘do something’ for the newly 
emerging Europe while in a rich cultural and pro
fessional environment, coupled with excellent 
material conditions (comfortable salary, wide 
choice of housing, etc.), played a role in the 
choice of what was not yet a career but simply a 
job, varying in importance depending on the  
individual’s grade.

Prior to taking up their duties, a small but very 
active minority of officials had been involved in 
movements promoting European unity, such as 
the European Movement, EuropaUnion or the 
Campagnes européennes de la jeunesse.

They threw themselves with passion into a career 
in Europe and some of them continued their 
campaigning activities at the same time. A Euro
pean section of the Union of European Federal
ists was thus set up in Brussels. Rudolf Dumont 
du Voitel said that in his day there were about  
30 officials who agreed to incorporate into the 
work of the Community and vice versa ideas 
which had originated with EuropaUnion as pro
posals and suggestions (2).

For others, ‘enthusiasm for Europe did not come 
at once but developed over the years. By the end 
of the 1960s, let’s say, I was completely European, 
enthusiastic and convinced of the need for and 
the usefulness of even the purely procedural in
struments provided by the Treaty [...] This enthu
siasm for Europe was created on the spot, on the 
job. And I still feel it! I am still convinced even 
now that the system that was set up is a good 
system, despite the problems in the sector for 
which I was particularly responsible’ (3).

(1)  Interview with Michel Albert, 18 December 2003.
(2)  Interview with Rudolf Dumont du Voitel, 1 December 2003.
(3)  Interview with Nicola Bellieni, 19 December 2003.

‘I did it,’ says Jean Durieux, ‘because I made a 
much better living than in Belgium. I had three 
children, I had to build a house, my job was great, 
I met some amazing people, people such as I’d 
never met in the Belgian civil service. My col
leagues were really of a calibre you seldom find 
in the Belgian civil service. [...] It was tremen
dously enriching. People from different cultures 
lived and worked alongside each other. It was 
one of the first things I noticed’ (4).

However, limiting ourselves to these reasons 
gives rather an incomplete picture and the wide 
range of individual situations provides plenty of 
other examples.

At 39, Berndt von Staden knew nothing about 
European integration. He worked for the German 
Foreign Office in the East–West relations depart
ment, and in particular on the Soviet desk. The 
two areas were highly compartmentalised. For 
health reasons, he asked to return to Brussels, 
where he had started his career at the Federal 
Republic’s Embassy. When his request was re
fused, he claims to have left his job (5).

Von Staden’s boss, his head of division in Brus
sels, was JeanFrançois Deniau. He was 30. Hav
ing followed the ValDuchesse negotiations as a 
member of the staff of several ministers, includ
ing Maurice BourgèsMaunoury, French Prime 
Minister from June to November 1957, he chose 
the following year to respond to an appeal from 
Marjolin rather than join the cabinet of Antoine 
Pinay, General de Gaulle’s Finance Minister. ‘In 
Paris I was finished!’ he wrote (6).

It was quite usual for individuals not to under
stand the decisions of friends and colleagues. 
Henri Étienne, a Luxembourger, was ‘practically 
recruited off the street’. ‘A friend of mine who 
was a director in Brussels said “Wouldn’t you like 

(4)  Interview with Jean Durieux, 3 March 2004.
(5)  von Staden, B., Ende und Anfang — Erinnerungen 1939–1963, 

IPa, Vaihingen/Enz, 2001, p. 176.
(6)  Deniau, J.Fr., Mémoires de 7 vies — 2. Croire et Oser, Plon, Paris, 

1997, p. 183.
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to join us?” “Yes, I don’t mind,” I said. I was free, 
I was single. Everyone said “You’re completely 
mad to go to the EEC.” Because at that time the 
only thing that was taken seriously was Euratom. 
The common market was just a pile of papers 
that no one had ever read. I’d never read the 
Treaty.’ (1)

Another young Belgian was under 30 when he 
was recruited in December 1958 by Émile Noël. 
A doctor of law with a degree in political sci 
ences, he had been Political Secretary, Private 
Secretary in other words, to the Belgian Foreign 
Trade Minister Hendrik Fayat until May 1958.  
Following the change of government he found 
himself with no prospects other than the Bar. 
However, through the contacts he had made 
while working for the minister, he was able to let 
Jean Rey’s entourage know that he was looking 
for a job with the EEC Commission (2).

Then there was the young Italian chemical engin
eer who worked at the Patent Office in Rome. His 
sister had married a senior Italian official with the 
High Authority. While visiting them, he heard 
about the opportunities on offer in Brussels and 
decided to try his luck (3).

Another young man, a German lawyer, had ob
tained a doctorate in a topic relating to industrial 
property. He worked as a lawyer and parttime 
assistant to Professor Ullmer in Munich, who en
couraged him to reply to an offer from Brussels 
for a lawyer dealing with the approximation of 
laws. The chain of contacts worked well.  
Hallstein rang the State Secretary for Justice in 
Bonn, who rang Ullmer, who said that his proté
gé would do very nicely. The young man, who 
had little taste for a career as a lawyer and want
ed to leave the Bavarian capital, told himself it 
was now or never (4).

(1)  Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.
(2)  UCL, GEHEC, Interview with Frans De Koster by Christine Machiels, 

12 December 2001. 
(3)  Interview with Manfredo Macioti, 6 July 2005.
(4)  Interview with Franz Froschmaier, 19 January 2004.

This case is typical of the role played from the 
outset by the university network, both in the very 
early days and later. The College of Europe, the 
Strasbourg Institut des hautes études euro
péennes, the Centre européen universitaire in 
Nancy and other institutions were specialising in 
training highcalibre young people in European  
affairs. In other universities too, teaching staff 
who were aware of the importance of what was 
at stake were giving encouragement to young 
gradu ates.

Universities were not only a rich breedingground 
for the talent recruited by the Community institu
tions, they were also a natural pool of potential 
young trainees, or stagiaires. Some did not stay in 
the institution beyond the end of their training 
period, which really was a total immersion in Eur
ope, but others were offered temporary contracts, 
which could be renewed until such a time as 
their hitherto precarious situation could be regu
larised. Some senior officials, including direc
torsgeneral, used to scout for talented young
sters and use their influence to have them re
cruited.

However, it was not only academics and men 
who joined the embryonic European civil service. 
Women were recruited to what might be called 
subordinate posts. Let us not forget that in sev
eral countries women were still far from equal to 
men, particularly from the legal point of view. 
Although less important than in the past, the 
golden rule for women was still the three Cs: chil
dren, church and cooking. Nevertheless, some of 
the women who joined the EEC Commission, 
whether as secretaries or graduates, became an 
essential part of the machinery, not least because 
of their ability to find pragmatic solutions where 
some men clung to the rules.

The circumstances which led people to choose to 
come to Brussels were therefore many and var
ied, although we can attempt to identify certain 
national strategies and profiles.
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In search of national strategies  
and profiles

In the case of officials from Germany, it is essen
tial to make a distinction between two gener
ations. The first is made up of the senior officials, 
recruited initially for their experience and be
cause they had a past officially ‘unblemished’ by 
any active collaboration with the National Social

ist Party. They did not all come on their own ini
tiative. They came out of a sense of duty or be
cause they were pushed into it. At that time, 
anyone with an important position in the German 
federal administration did not want to be ban
ished to Brussels. It did not help their career and 
they sometimes felt, usually wrongly, that they 
would encounter hostility. They feared that the 
open or unspoken question about what they had 
done between 1938 and 1945 would be constant
ly hanging over them. It also seemed tactless to 
speak their own language. As a result, many of
ficials jumped the Community ship at the earliest 
opportunity.

The profile of the next generation and the role 
they played are quite different from those of their 
elders. With their training, and in some cases 
their first working experience, in international or 
European affairs, they had come to Luxembourg 
or Brussels by choice. Younger than their prede
cessors, but marked nonetheless by the horrors 
of the Second World War, they had realised the 
importance of the European dynamic. By helping 
to build a new Europe and being treated as equals 
by their colleagues, they were setting themselves 
free from a generation which still bore the stigma 
of the war.

It seems too that the German government played 
a not inconsiderable role in the selection, and 
even promotion, of officials within the European 
Commissions. As early as 1958, the German For
eign Office asked President Hallstein’s Private Of
fice for a list of all German staff recruited by the 
Commission. Some witnesses insist that Bonn 
made a preliminary selection of applications with 
the aim of deliberately allowing the best candi
dates to leave for Brussels and then controlling 
their careers in collusion with the President’s of
fice. This was made all the easier by the fact that 
among the few powers Hallstein had was ultim
ate control of personnel management.

The Italians in Brussels were also divided into 
two groups. The first was made up of Agrade 
officials recruited in Italy. Eyewitness accounts 

Karel Van Miert, a member of the Commission 
from 1989 to 1999, took his first steps in the 
institution as a stagiaire in 1967. As a student 
at the Centre européen universitaire in Nancy, 
he had met Émile Noël, who was lecturing 
there and who offered him a six‑month period 
of in‑service training (known as a stage) with 
the Secretariat‑General. Karel Van Miert 
remembers this time as a valuable experience 
which taught him a great deal about the 
European institutions. He was able to attend a 
wide range of important meetings, including 
the weekly meetings with the directors‑
general. Occasionally he would accompany 
Émile Noël to the Council or to Coreper. The 
training was very general. Van Miert was not 
the only one to attend all these meetings, a 
number of other stagiaires were also allowed to 
do so. At the time, stagiaires really did feel like 
part of the family.

There were about 80 stagiaires, and it was 
quite a close‑knit group. Everyone knew 
everyone else. The stagiaires also put a great 
deal of effort into organising leisure activities 
on top of their apprenticeship within the 
Commission’s departments — kayaking on the 
Lesse, a trip to Holland, etc. Karel Van Miert 
recalls that the stage was not confined to 
work, there was more to it than that.

Interview with Karel Van Miert, 19 August 2005.

J.C.

Stagiaires were part of the family
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A debate gets under way in the readers’ letters columns of the Courrier du personnel  
about working hours and the continuous working day.  

A group of female officials bringing up children also make their voices heard.

... to all those of you who know that the current working hours are impossible, but perhaps have never thought about what 
it is really like for a woman who is both an official and a mother trying to juggle her private and professional life:

Typical day of a woman who is both an official and a mother
6:30: get up, shower and dress, prepare the children’s breakfast, change, wash and dress the baby, supervise the older 

children, make packed lunches for school or prepare part of the evening meal; 7:30: breakfast; 8:00: leave the house and 
take the children to school; 8:30: arrive at the office and get straight down to work; 13:30: lunch break: free time (too 

much or too little ...); 14:30: back into a heavy work programme; 18:30 or 18:45: this is when a female official’s second 
day’s work begins; 19:15: quick trip to the shops for a few essentials; — then go home to tackle: preparing supper, checking 

the children’s homework, giving the younger children their baths or supervising the older ones, giving the smaller children 
their supper and putting them to bed; 20:00: supper for the rest of the family; 20:30: put the older children to bed — 
washing up; 21:00: long list of essential jobs ranging from ironing, washing, housework and mending to accounts and 
paperwork; 22:30: she has the whole night ahead of her to improve her mind, catch up on the latest political events or 

— to relax and ... SLEEP; — all that’s left: Saturday and Sunday

HAVE PITY ON HER — SURELY YOU MUST WANT TO HELP HER?
If so ... reduce her working hours!

Signed: a group of women who are both officials and mothers
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seem to suggest that the best candidates did not 
really come forward in the beginning. Italians 
with a job in the civil service in Italy were even 
more reluctant than the Germans to come to 
work in Brussels. Senior officials of Italian nation
ality were as hard to find as Commissioners, let 
alone a President, but the recruitment of younger 
officials and Bgrades was not so difficult.

On the other hand, the Italians, along with the 
Belgians, were heavily represented among the 
messengers and drivers. Originating in the very 
large Italian community in Belgium, mainly to be 
found in Wallonia, they spoke French in addition 
to their own language. Following a familiar pat
tern, the first to arrive created family groups in 
the broadest sense of the term: brothers, uncles, 
cousins, all came north one after the other. Then 
there was the Italian mamma with her culinary 
skills. Brussels had been home to a number of 
highquality Italian restaurants since before the 
First World War, and now the arrival of the Euro
pean executives had encouraged the opening of 
small trattorias where the cuisine was simple and 
appetising, the atmosphere welcoming. Some of 
these places soon became rallying points, not 
only for officials but for journalists too. In the 
early days — for the practice was soon banned 
— some messengers would disappear mysteri
ously in the middle of the day to help mamma, 
who could not do everything by herself (1).

As repeatedly pointed out at meetings of the EEC 
Commission, and the Euratom Commission for 
that matter, the balance of nationalities in senior 
positions was often unfavourable to the Italians 
and the Luxembourgers. This was the result as 
much of the mediocre calibre of the candidates 
as of the lack of influence of the Luxembourg 
and Italian Commissioners in the EEC Commis
sion. The latter spent more time organising the 
recruitment of lowergrade staff to satisfy the ex
pectations of friends back home. For senior posts, 
they often recommended ‘worthy’ compatriots, 

(1)  Interview with Margot DelfosseFrey, 25 October 2004.

whereas the French and the Dutch put forward 
experienced people. It was an uneven contest.

The Luxembourgers, few in number, had to fight 
hard. It was not until 1973 that Luxembourg got 
its first directorgeneral post. This omission could, 
of course, be attributed to a lack of real support 
within the institutions for nationals of the Grand 
Duchy, but this would be to overlook the fact that 
Luxembourg, as a member of both European and 
international institutions, did not have an inex
haustible supply of topflight candidates. This 
was unfortunate since, as a general rule, Luxem
bourgers, who were obliged to study at foreign 
universities, were greatly appreciated within the 
Community administration for their excellent 
command of French and German and their sense 
of proportion.

With a few exceptions, the Belgians did not shine 
in managerial posts in the early years. Selection 
and recruitment left much to be desired. Jean Rey 
and his cabinet took little interest and some of 
the choices made occasionally proved to have 
been unwise. Nevertheless, Belgians with univer
sity training were much appreciated. However, 
they tended to be promoted more slowly than 
officials of other nationalities and there were a 
large number of Belgians in middleranking 
posts.

The early senior officials of Dutch nationality 
were known in particular for their competence 
and discretion. In contrast to their colleagues of 
other nationalities, they were obliged, on taking 
up their duties, to sever all ties with their national 
administration. They could not, therefore, be  
‘se conded’ to the European institutions.

From the outset, the senior French officials   
chosen by Robert Marjolin were highly qualified 
civil servants, mostly graduates of the grandes 
écoles and the great institutions of the Republic, 
and utterly committed to the European cause. 
Most accounts, from all nationalities, agree. The 
French had one advantage, of course — they 
could work in their own language. But that was 
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not all. Marjolin had an intuitive ability to spot 
good candidates. For him, there was only one 
criterion for recruitment or promotion: ability first 
and last. The decisive influence of France at that 
time was very largely founded on its choice of 
people. Like his colleague von der Groeben, Mar
jolin also managed to persuade Hallstein to ap
point brilliant youngsters to positions of respon
sibility. It was an uphill struggle in the beginning. 
Some of the Germans, and Belgians too, accus
tomed to age taking priority, were shocked. When 
von der Groeben wanted to appoint Albrecht as 
his chef de cabinet, he was told by Hallstein that 
it could not be done, that he was too young. But, 
little by little, Hallstein was eventually won over 
by the quality and efficiency of the candidates 
— not that the role of the Executive Secretary and 
later the SecretaryGeneral, as well as of certain 
directorsgeneral, did not prove to be very impor
tant on quite a few occasions.

The Staff Regulations, a legal 
document serving a permanent civil 
service

The introduction of the Staff Regulations, and 
hence the establishment of a genuinely perman
ent European civil service, is provided for in the 
Treaties of Rome, although, as a minor point of 
interest, they are said to have been added after 
the Treaties had been formally signed. As Hubert 
Ehring, Head of the Council Legal Service at the 
time, explains: ‘I attended the signing of a Treaty 
which still included blank pages. [...] It was only 
after the signing that they filled in the blanks with 
the Staff Regulations, Privileges and Immunities, 
things like that. [...] It’s an interesting fact. It’s not 
a State secret.’ (1)

However, in comparison with the Coal and Steel 
Community, the new Communities had lost some 
of their autonomy on administrative matters. It 
would now be the Council which, at the end of 
the procedure and on a proposal from the Com

(1)  Interview with Hubert Ehring, 4 June 2004.

mission, would determine not only the number 
of staff but also their salaries and would deal with 
questions arising in relation to the Staff Regula
tions. There was no equivalent in Brussels of the 
socalled Commission of the four Presidents (the 
Presidents of the Court of Justice, the High Au
thority, the Joint Assembly and the Council), with 
its supranational overtones, which had existed in 
Luxembourg.

The EEC Commission and the Council which had 
set up a Staff Regulations Committee or Working 
Party, and the EAEC Commission for that matter, 
spent the first few months, indeed the first few 
years, humming and hawing about the question 
of salaries and the Community tax. The EEC Com
mission felt that net salaries should be sufficient 
to attract highcalibre staff, more generous than 
those paid by the European intergovernmental 
organisations and preferably equivalent to those 
paid by the High Authority (2). But the pioneers 
of the Communitiesbased Europe had set the bar 
very high and by the end of the 1950s some gov
ernments were extremely reluctant to adopt the 
same salary scale, although in fact during the 
early years — and in the absence of any deci
sions to the contrary — it was that scale that was 
used as a point of reference. As regards the Com
munity tax, the Commissions were in favour of a 
genuine tax with a rate that varied according to 
salary. However, they vigorously opposed the 
 introduction of a retroactive tax.

As regards the Staff Regulations proper, the EEC 
Commission, like the Euratom Commission, came 
down in favour of a single set of rules for all three 
Communities (3). It decided to adopt as a work
ing basis the existing ECSC Staff Regulations (4) 
with as few changes as possible. However, it did 
introduce a distinction in the texts between offi
cials, who were employed on a permanent basis 
and occupied a post in the establishment plan, 
and other servants, who consisted of temporary 

(2)  PV spéc. 41, the EEC Commission, 10 December 1958, Item VIII, 
pp. 3–4.

(3)  PV 49, EEC Commission, 11 December 1958, Item IVa, pp. 3–4.
(4)  PV 38, EEC Commission, 19–20 November 1958, Item VIII, p. 9.
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and auxiliary staff, local staff, experts, etc. (1). It 
was also in favour of filling vacant posts by giving 
priority to the promotion or transfer of Commis
sion employees (2) and supported the principle 
of paying pensions out of the Community bud
get (3), whereas, under the ECSC rules, pensions 
were financed with the aid of a pension fund.

The French were initially opposed to a permanent 
civil service. They felt that European officials 
should remain in close contact with their national 
administrations. The Dutch, on the other hand, 
advocated setting up a genuinely independent 
civil service. Consequently, since the temporary 
arrangements could not go on for ever, Albert 
Borschette, the Luxembourg Permanent Repre
sentative, was given the task in October 1961 of 
looking into ways of bringing about an agreement 
between the EEC and EAEC Councils and the 
ECSC Commission of the four Presidents. A shrewd 
negotiator, he brought all his skills to bear to rec
oncile the different positions. He knew that a staff 
rotation system would damage the newly created 
institutions but realised too that it would be diffi
cult to sever all ties between the national and the 
Community authorities. Fortunately, he had the 
confidence of most of the players, including  
Walter Hallstein, President of the Commission, 
who felt that the Commission should trust   
Mr Borschette’s judgment since he was familiar 
with the Commissions’ concerns and the needs of 
Community staff and should give him a free hand 
in the negotiations he was about to undertake (4). 
For once, the auspices were favourable; the Staff 
Regulations of Officials of the European Commu
nities were adopted on 18 December 1961 and 
entered into force on 1 January of the following 
year. The Staff Regulations were a single docu
ment. However, they included certain provisions 
which were specific to the officials of each execu
tive. These provisions were standardised as part 

(1)  PV 99, EEC Commission, 29–30 March 1960, Item IV, pp. 6–9  
and PV spéc. 99, EEC Commission, 29–30 March 1960, Item IV, 
pp. 3–4.

(2)  Ibid.
(3)  Ibid.
(4)  PV 160, EEC Commission, 12 and 13 October 1961, Item VII.2, p. 8.

of the revision exercise which took place in 1968 
following the merger of the executives.

The EEC Commission was sometimes reluctant to 
make changes to the Staff Regulations. It did not 
want to play into the hands of the Council since 
the Council was able, by unanimous vote, to 
amend any Commission proposal in this area. 
This was a real danger since some Member States 
wanted the institutions to recruit staff on the basis 
of lists of candidates drawn up by the Member 
States, for example (5).

Some claim that the Germans had a major influ
ence, from the President’s cabinet to the head of 
the Staff Regulations division, while others main
tain that the Staff Regulations owe a great deal to 
Émile Noël. However, the 1962 Staff Regulations 
were very similar to the earlier ECSC Staff Regula
tions, which were originally intended to be truly 
unique and multinational. In Luxembourg, 
 Monnet, as was his wont, invited the first rappor
teurs, Paul Finet, a member of the High Authority, 
and Jacques Rueff, a judge at the Court of Justice, 
together with their colleagues, to meet him one 
evening to discuss the texts and, ultimately, to 
influence their political content. He was taking a 
longterm view: ‘The Staff Regulations of officials 
of the [ECSC] Community should be concerned 
less with resolving the shortterm problems of 
managing the staff of the ECSC institutions than 
with laying down the rules for the creation of a 
body of officials to serve all the European institu
tions.’ (6) The early versions of the Staff Regula
tions were regarded in some quarters as too rigid, 
however, and it was not until the new President 
of the High Authority, René Mayer, submitted a 
much more flexible, more ‘administrative’, text 
which respected the autonomy of the individual 
institutions that the ECSC Staff Regulations were 
adopted on 28 January 1956. The final version of 
this text had been produced by the departments 
of the High Authority under the supervision of 

(5)  Interview with Yves Desbois, 3 December 2003.
(6)  HAEC, CEAB 3 415, Report by Paul Finet and Jacques Rueff on 

progress on drafting the Staff Regulations, 30 September 1954, 
p. 3.
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André Rossi, a close colleague of René Mayer and 
future Member of the European Parliament. The 
French influence was therefore undeniable and, 
in the view of people who had spent their entire 
career implementing the articles of the Staff Regu
lations, many of these articles had their origins in 
Belgian and French law.

From his appointment until his death, and some
times even beyond (through survivors’ pensions, 
allowances for handicapped children, etc.), the 
life of the European civil servant was governed 
by the Staff Regulations. They differed from the 
various national rules in the major respect that 
they were based on a broader legal framework 
which included, for example, their own pension 
scheme and health insurance scheme distinct 
from those of their place of employment; in the 
Member States such texts were normally separate 
legal documents. The aim was indeed to create 
an elite civil service independent of the Member 
States. ‘We had more or less drifted into the idea 
of Staff Regulations “by analogy” and out of a 
desire to create a situation which was closer to 
that in the national administrations than to that in 
international organisations. We considered that a 
supranational civil service was, in fact, a sort of 
national civil service whose nationality was  
“supranational”’, wrote Jacques Rueff in 1953 (1). 
‘It was a gem [...]. It was a genuine model. [...] It 
really set the European public service apart, a 
body with rights but also with duties’ (2). How
ever, this did not mean that career structures 
which were well designed but badly implement
ed, for example, could not be criticised (3).

Between 1958 and 1962 staff were recruited on 
fixedterm contracts. Each member of staff re
ceived a contract in the form of a letter of recruit
ment, known at the time as a lettre de Bruxelles. 
For the rest, they had to manage as best they 
could with the resources available, not least as 

(1)  Remarks by Jacques Rueff, Judge at the Court of Justice (HAEC, 
CEAB 12 73, Record of the ‘Staff Regulations’ meeting, 28 October 
1953, p. 49).

(2)  Interview with Claude Brus, 5 December 2003.
(3)  Ibid.

regards the payment of salaries. Those who were 
there at the time remember it very well. ‘Our sal
aries were paid at a little window manned by the 
famous Mr Leistikow, who gave us our money.  
I can’t even remember in which year I opened  
a bank account.’ (4) At Euratom, ‘the same task 
was performed by the unfailingly pleasant   
Mr Guillemin’, insisted Ivo Dubois (5). And Jacques 
Ferrandi recounts: ‘In Brussels, in the early days, 
nobody had a flat. We were all in hotels. I remem
ber one amusing detail. None of us had a bank 
account in Brussels. We got around the problem 
in rather a novel way. At the entrance to the Com
mission’s meeting room there was a Belgian offi
cial called Mr Cheval — not a name you forget 
— who had at his feet a huge metal trunk full of 
notes from the six Member States [...]. Every one 
of us, members of the Commission and chefs de 
cabinet, would take from the trunk whatever we 
needed. We merely signed a piece of paper that 
Cheval kept safe and the amount was then de
ducted from our monthly salary, of course.’ (6)

The staff mobilise, organise  
and unionise!

Paradoxically, both at the High Authority in 1956 
and the ‘common market’ Commission in 1962, 
the Staff Regulations led to the formation of trade 
unions even though they recognised neither the 
right of association for officials (7) nor the right to 
strike. A trade union presence was established as 
a result of the first elections to the Staff Commit
tee and to the other committees set up under the 
Staff Regulations, although the number of actual 
members remained small. One of the pioneers of 
the FFPE (Fédération de la fonction publique  
européenne, or European Civil Service Federa
tion) recalled that the elections were fought in a 
way which, if not exactly bitter, was nevertheless 
lively (8).

(4)  Interview with Ursula Thiele, 20 October 2004.
(5)  Email from Ivo Dubois to Michel Dumoulin, 23 February 2006.
(6)  Interview with Jacques Ferrandi, 28 May 2004.
(7)  Not included in the Staff Regulations until 1972 (Article 24a).
(8)  Interview with PaulHenri Buchet, 20 January 2004.
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Even before the Staff Regulations were adopted, 
Horst Siebel was encouraged by the DirectorGen
eral for Administration and Personnel of the EAEC 
Commission to set up a staff organisation (1). At 
the EEC Commission, as the number of staff was 
increasing rapidly, there were those who felt the 
need to join forces to help this or that colleague 
who was having problems with his superiors or 
to ensure that the staff could be consulted on 
decisions which concerned them. In the begin
ning, this was done on an informal basis via a 
staff association but it quickly became clear that, 
in order to take effective action — particularly in 
relation to the Council, which was responsible for 
salaries, staff numbers and the Staff Regulations 
— it was necessary to establish structured trade 
unions. As a general rule, it was people with ex
perience of trade union activity at national level 
who became involved in the setting up of the 
staff associations of European officials following 
traditional national divisions. By the end of the 
first year, two trends had emerged, one more left 
wing which would become the Union Syndicale 
and would join the International Confederation 
of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU) and the other more 
catholic in outlook, the Alliance, which would 
become the Syndicat des fonctionnaires inter
nationaux européens (SFIE) and would join the 
International Federation of Christian Trade Unions 
(CISC). The Fédération de la fonction publique 
européenne (FFPE), which was more like a pro
fessional organisation or a German civil service 
association, claimed to be neutral but in the be
ginning was made up primarily of liberals. The 
driving force behind it was a largerthanlife fig
ure who is still remembered by many of the old 
guard, Theodor Holtz, ‘big Theodor’, the ‘phan
tom translator’, well connected and always hard 
at work running the federation and defending the 
staff. Another figure who is still remembered is 
Arlette Grynberg, who was ever willing to take to 
the barricades on behalf of the Union syndicale.

In fact, in the early days European officials had lit
tle inclination to join a trade union. They enjoyed a 

(1)  Letter from Ivo Dubois to Michel Dumoulin, 18 July 2005.

relatively high standard of living, they were com
mitted to their work, which they found absorbing, 
and they were swept along by the European pro
ject. However, as European integration faltered and 
occasionally stalled, the morale of the staff  
wavered, and this, coupled with seemingly endless 
discussions on salary adjustments and uncertainty 
surrounding certain categories of research staff at 
Euratom, strengthened the role of the trade unions, 
which held all the seats on the Staff Committee.

In some cases, both the High Authority and the 
members of the socalled ‘Brussels’ Commissions 
tacitly supported the wouldbe strikers as the ac
tion was directed against the budgetary authority, 
namely the Council. Stoppages, supported by vir
tually all the staff, were held in April 1964, Febru
ary 1965 and March 1966. Émile Noël, although 
he requisitioned essential staff to maintain a min
imum service, backed the strike — to the great 
surprise, not to say displeasure, of certain direct
orsgeneral. So, according to one account, ‘Noël, 
who had called a meeting of directorsgeneral 
— this was after 1967 — asked his colleagues to 
donate to the strike fund a proportion of their 
salary corresponding to the number of strike days 
as an expression of solidarity since it was impos
sible for a directorgeneral to take part in a strike. 
I don’t think many colleagues did so.’ (2)

Likewise, Fritz Hellwig, VicePresident of the 
Commission, and a number of Members of Parlia
ment took part in the first Extraordinary General 
Assembly of Community staff, held on 17 Decem
ber 1968 in the Salle de la Madeleine in Brussels 
following the failure by the Council to adopt a 
decision on the Joint Research Centre (3).

The union action ranged from the goodnatured 
— like the picnic at the foot of the Berlaymont 
building to protest at working conditions in the 
new complex — to the more resolute, when the 
interpreters boycotted the interpreting booths in 
the same building. Negotiations, too, could be 

(2)  Interview with Hubert Ehring, 4 June 2004.
(3)  Courrier du personnel, No 48, 13 January 1969, p. 6.
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Staff fairly quickly begin to complain about working conditions in Berlaymont: the lifts are unsafe or too slow,  
there are no opening windows, the airconditioning system is inefficient, there are rumours about excessive CO2 

concentrations, the interpreters have to work in the basement [...] they fear they will have to spend their lives underground 
and never see daylight. (Interview with Anne Maria ten Geuzendam, 17 December 2004)

(Demonstration by officials in Brussels)
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bitter, like the wage negotiations, or more dra
matic, as at Ispra, where staff held hunger strikes 
and occupied buildings.

Ups and downs of the embryonic 
European civil service

In the early 1960s, says Robert Marjolin, although 
the material circumstances of Community officials 
were satisfactory, the air of uncertainty surround
ing their future status did little to create a good 
working atmosphere (1). Although there was not 
yet any real unrest, some of the administrative 
provisions adopted at that time would have dam
aging consequences when the initial momentum 
of European integration began to wane.

In January 1962, for example, Jean Rey observed 
that the overburdening of certain sectors of the 
Commission administration had become a real 
problem, while at the same time some officials 
seemed to be permanently underemployed (2).

In 1969 a relatively large survey based on anonym
ous replies from 412 members of staff showed 
that 96 % of those who replied felt that there was 
real discontent among European officials in Brus
sels. It found that this discontent was widespread 
among all categories and ought to be taken ser
iously. In some cases it was severe. In all cases it 
was worrying, particularly since it was the young
er officials who seemed to be most affected. The 
dissatisfaction was due in large part to the per
ception by officials of deficiencies in the admin
istration, and especially in personnel policy — 
recruitment, promotion, organisation of 
departments, increased bureaucracy and hierar
chical rigidity. It was also the result of awareness 
on the part of these officials that the political in
tegration of Europe had stagnated, and had even 
taken a step backwards, in recent years. But this 
did not seem to be the principal cause of the 

(1)  AULB, 126 PP, VI.34, Memorandum from Robert Marjolin  
concerning the restructuring of the Commission’s administration, 
19 February 1960, p. 1.

(2)  AULB, 126 PP, VI.34, Memorandum from Jean Rey to the Presidents 
and Members of the Commission, 13 January 1962, p. 4.

malaise (3). Nonetheless, the vast majority of the 
staff still placed great importance on their work, 
the purpose it served and especially the inter
national nature of interpersonal relationships (4).

A farsighted Michel Gaudet observed at the time 
that political disenchantment made people more 
sensitive to administrative shortcomings and dif
ficulties while administrative irritations which it 
was possible to live with at the height of the 
storm led to annoyance when the restoration of 
calm allowed time to think about them (5).

From the French veto to the 
Luxembourg compromise

General de Gaulle’s press conference on 14 Janu
ary 1963, which de facto put an end to enlarge
ment negotiations with the United Kingdom, was 
the first real blow, and according to some the 
most severe blow, to the morale of the Communi
ties’ staff. ‘At that time — I remember it very well 
— morale in the Commission’s departments was 
at its lowest ebb [...]. I’m not saying that the crisis 
was caused by the rejection of British accession. 
It was the way in which it was done and also the 
more general climate at that time. On the whole, 
the Commission’s departments felt that it was a 
good thing that the negotiations had failed at that 
time [...]. In addition, Walter Hallstein’s relation
ship with Chancellor Adenauer had already 
cooled. It was difficult for him to restore the con
fidence of his troops.’ (6)

The ‘empty chair’ policy created a new crisis to 
which reactions in the administration varied. For 
some, it was obvious that a solution would be 
found — the show would go on (7). For others it 
was a time of intense anxiety, with some officials 

(3)  HAEU, JG 224, Les fonctionnaires européens et leur situation,  
Recherches communautaires européennes, p. 2.

(4)  Ibid., p. 3.
(5)  HAEU, JG 224, Report by Michel Gaudet, Le fonctionnaire euro

péen et les problèmes psychosociologiques des grandes organisa
tions, p. 4.

(6)  Interview with Frans De Koster, 14 November 2004.
(7)  Interview with Marcello Burattini, 18 February 2004.
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Rappelle‑toi Europa

Il pleuvait sans cesse sur Bruxelles ce jour‑là

Et tu marchais souriante

Épanouie, ravie, ruisselante

Sous la pluie

Rappelle‑toi Europa

Il pleuvait sans cesse sur Bruxelles

Et je t’ai croisée rue de la Loi

Tu souriais

Et moi je souriais de même

Rappelle‑toi Europa

Toi que je ne connaissais pas

Toi qui ne me connaissais pas

Rappelle‑toi

Rappelle‑toi quand même ce jour là

N’oublie pas

Un directeur au Berlaymont s’abritait

Et il a crié ton nom

Europa

Et tu as couru vers lui sous la pluie

Ruisselante, ravie, épanouie

Et il t’a parlé du ‘Feoga’

Rappelle‑toi cela Europa

Et ne m’en veux pas si je te tutoie

Je dis tu à tous ceux qui s’aiment

Même si je ne les connais pas

Rappelle‑toi Europa

N’oublie pas

Cette pluie sage et heureuse

Sur ton visage heureux

Sur cette ville adipeuse

Cette pluie sur le Conseil

Sur la Commission

Sur le taxi d’en bas

Oh! Europa

Quelles conneries ces réunions

Qu’es‑tu devenue maintenant

Sous cette pluie de décisions

De papiers et de règlements

Et celui qui te serrait dans ses bras

Amoureusement, le Président

Est‑il mort ou disparu ou bien encore vivant

Oh! Europa

Il pleut sans cesse sur Bruxelles

Comme il pleuvait avant

Mais ce n’est plus pareil et tout est abîmé

C’est une pluie d’incohérence terrible et désolée

Ce n’est même plus l’orage

Des discours et des communiqués

Tout simplement des nuages

Qui viennent de chez les Anglais

Des anglais qui rouspètent

Et vont crier au loin

Au loin très loin de Bruxelles

Vers le grand large

Europa Europa

Pour qu’il n’en reste rien

Pierre Cros — Brussels, (Courrier du personnel,  
No 99, 29 January 1970, pp. 13–14.)

EUROPA
Poem written by a Commission official
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genuinely fearing for the survival of the Commu
nities and hence for their jobs. ‘It was a very dif
ficult time which affected us a lot, including pro
fessionally, since for years afterwards we were 
just marking time. And that’s not much fun, espe
cially at the age we were then — between 30 and 
40. I recall that that was the time when I ser
iously considered the possibility of giving up on 
the Commission and going home’ (1), said an Ital
ian official. ‘We had the feeling at the Commis
sion that we were all going home’ (2) declared 
another. Some officials even considered halting 
the construction of their new houses (3). But, ‘in 
spite of all that,’ said a German official, ‘it was 
interesting, and the more severe the crisis and the 
greater the fear that it was all going wrong, the 
more interesting it was.’ (4) The officials closed 
ranks to counter the lack of good faith on the 
part of some governments, France in particular.

The Luxembourg compromise left the ‘old guard’ 
feeling betrayed. There was a genuine rift, and 
the Commission, in an attempt to achieve its ob
jectives, had to tread carefully, sacrificing sound 
personnel management in the process. ‘In some 
cases, in fact, even recruitment and the careers of 
officials, particularly in the higher grades, became 
bargaining counters, part of the negotiations.’ (5) 
As this report makes clear, certain ‘coalitions’ 
within the Commission were able to keep ‘weak’ 
officials of certain nationalities in key posts (6).

Merger — an unavoidable but difficult 
transition

In July 1967 the Single Commission was given the 
onerous task of organising the merger of the ad
ministrations. Fortunately, the ground had been 
discreetly prepared by the Executive Secretaries 

(1)  Interview with a former Italian official, January 2004.
(2)  Interview with Paolo Clarotti, 28 November 2004.
(3)  Interview with ClausDieter Ehlermann, 29 January 2004.
(4)  Interview with Marcell von Donat, 18 February 2004.
(5)  HAEU, JG 224, Report by Enrico Angelini, Le fonctionnaire euro

péen et les problèmes psychosociologiques des grandes organisa
tions, pp. 2–3.

(6)  Ibid.

and SecretariesGeneral of the different execu
tives. It was a vast undertaking which had direct 
implications for the lives of the officials of the 
various institutions, in particular those of the 
High Authority, the Euratom Commission and the 
European Investment Bank. Although only 10 % 
of staff were actually to be reassigned, it was a 
time of real anxiety. Officials were left wondering 
where they would be working in future, what the 
timetable for any change would be, and whether 
there would be compensation or changes to the 
Staff Regulations, given the differences between 
the rules for the ECSC and those for the EEC. The 
lack of information meant that rumours were rife 
within the departments.

People were not at all happy about the merger of 
the executives (7). Among some categories of of
ficial a feeling of rivalry grew up where once they 
had felt they were building Europe together (8). 
‘They were fighting over chairs because there 
wouldn’t necessarily be two chairs in one office. 
If they were the same grade, they had to have 
chairs of the same quality or there would be  
trouble’ (9), observed a former official dryly.  
‘I was aware of quite a few little dramas going on 
around me — people who were being forced to 
leave or to do something else which didn’t al
ways interest them.’ (10)

The staff of the European Atomic Energy Commu
nity were dispersed across the various departments 
and were not at all happy about it (11). As one for
mer official said, ‘It was rather a sad state of affairs; 
the ECSC and EAEC people felt that they had been 
“swallowed up” by the EEC under the efficient 
leadership of Émile Noël, popular and admired as 
he might have been in other quarters.’ (12)

For this official, originally from the ECSC, the 
merger was a time of insecurity. Many officials 

(7) Interview with PaulHenri Buchet, 20 January 2004.
(8) Ibid.
(9) Ibid.
(10) Ibid.
(11) Ibid.
(12) Letter from Ivo Dubois to Michel Dumoulin, 18 July 2005.
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had expected to work for the High Authority  
until they retired, since the lifetime of the Treaty of 
Paris was 50 years. The situation was chaotic (1) 
and people feared for their jobs (2). Some left the 
High Authority as quickly as they could: ‘I phoned 
the newly appointed DirectorGeneral in the Re
gional Policy DG in Brussels and asked if I could 
join him. He said yes, so I gathered up all my 
clothes in Luxembourg, took my secretary with 
me, and we simply went to Brussels’ (3). Some 
ECSC officials who had been there from the start 
would find it hard to leave the Grand Duchy, but 
the merger was the result of unavoidable institu
tional change. ‘We knew too that life was not 
over for us. We could see that the High Authority 
was moribund. That’s why we all wanted to join 
the Commission quickly. We were still officials in 
Luxembourg but we were already buying plots of 
land in Brussels’ (4). Nevertheless, for the rest of 
their careers they would continue to harbour a 
certain nostalgia for the Place de Metz and the 
working methods established by Jean Monnet 
and his colleagues. The administration in Luxem
bourg was not huge and hierarchical, it had a 
family atmosphere. Former officials report that 
every morning they would encounter the bishop, 
who eventually took to greeting them each day. 
They would walk to the office with a member of 
the High Authority whom they met in the street 
and who also used to walk to work. Accustomed 
to living and working together in an environment 
that some might consider provincial, they contin
ued to meet in Brussels and established a circle 
of friends firmly rooted in Brussels communi
tybased life there. ‘Our friendships were all with 
people we had known in Luxembourg. They con
tinued in Brussels. We were all getting married at 
the same time, we were having children at the 
same time. [...] And now (in retirement), we are 
calling each other again.’ (5) Some people, 
though, had difficulty fitting into the structure of 
the merged administration and left the Communi

(1)  Interview with Marcell von Donat, 18 February 2004.
(2)  Ibid.
(3)  Ibid.
(4)  Ibid.
(5)  Ibid.

ties altogether. JacquesRené Rabier recalls that in 
the early days in Luxembourg there were ‘mis
sionaries’ and ‘adventurers’. It was the latter who 
now, one by one, moved on to pastures new, like 
Michel Bonnemaison.

The Hague: a new optimism

In January 1970, in his New Year message to staff, 
the President of the Commission, Jean Rey, was 
aware of the situation but could see a glimmer of 
hope. General de Gaulle was gone and the re
sults of the conference in The Hague looked 
promising. ‘An air of pessimism seems to hang 
like a cloud over everybody and everything. The 
Community’s grand venture goes on, with little 
sign of progress and with no creative satisfaction 
for those who have made the task their own. But 
just as 1969 was drawing to a close, something 
changed. The mists of uncertainty and unease are 
lifting. 1970 is dawning to a bright future.’ (6)

At the mercy of the vagaries of European integra
tion, the Communities’ staff became aware that 
their objective was more remote than they had 
thought and that they were in fact facing a long
term challenge. It would be an unremitting battle. 
They would have to be on their guard and re
main faithful to their convictions and to their faith 
in Europe. Every day the battle had to be fought 
and won. This was the dominant impression of 
600 colleagues who wanted to show by their 
presence in The Hague that it was possible to be 
a European official and to believe in Europe  
sincerely and unreservedly (7).

The balance of nationalities  
and its effects

Article 27 of the Staff Regulations provides that 
officials must be recruited on the broadest  

(6)  Message from the President of the Commission, Courrier du  
personnel, No 96, 7 January 1970, p. 4.

(7)  Courrier du personnel, No 96, 7 January 1970, p. 15.
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possible geographical basis. However, since the 
establishment of the High Authority, it had been 
common practice to distribute senior posts espe
cially according to rules which were both flexible 
and unwritten (1). Thus the formulation of deci
sions relating to the balance of nationalities re
mained intentionally vague. Unlike the High Au
thority and the Commission of the common 
market, which used to examine the question only 
when a member — usually an Italian — com
plained of an imbalance, the Euratom Commis
sion considered this balance to be essential and 
therefore discussed it openly.

(1)  CEAB 2 713, Minutes of an informal meeting between the members 
of the High Authority, 5 December 1952, Item 6.

As early as 1958, the EEC Commission had de
cided that Germany, France, Italy and the whole 
of Benelux would have 25 % of posts each (2). 
The original aim was to establish an integrated 
multinational administration, with staff of every 
nationality in every department. As Michel Gaudet 
explained to his colleagues, a dossier had to trav
el up through the hierarchy, via officials of differ
ent cultures, so at the end of the day it was a 
good document, a balanced document which 
took account of the sensitivities and traditions of 
the different countries (3).

Unfortunately, once this balance had been 
achieved, it was sacrosanct. The situation became 
entrenched, at the expense of a fair promotion 
system: ‘The Commission had a real nationality 
list for filling directorgeneral, director and head 
of division posts in the establishment plan. There 
was practically a national flag on every job. 
Changing the nationality of a post was an ex
tremely sensitive business [...]. This system slowed 
down the promotion of many a good official [...]. 
To have a successful career it was helpful to have 
the right nationality at the right time’ (4). The 
ECSC Commission was in a similar situation.

Consequently, careers were not linear. Officials 
had to be able to accept a change of directorate, 
or even directorategeneral. Commission officials 
advanced crabwise — never in a straight line. For 
some, passionate about and expert in their field, 
there was no question of changing, for others it 
was the best way of advancing their career. In 
both cases, a sense of bitterness remained, though 
some felt it more than others.

What is more, the system known as ‘parachuting’, 
whereby members of the Commissioners’ private 
offices (cabinets) were found permanent jobs in 
important posts, heightened this sense of injust
ice. That the pressures were enormous (5) and 

(2)  PV 10, EAEC Commission, 23 April 1958, item 3.
(3)  Interview with JeanJacques BeuveMéry, 3 March 2004.
(4)  Interview with Frans De Koster, 14 November 2004.
(5)  Interview with Yves Desbois, 3 December 2003.

Staff policy or staff without a policy?

‘The serious flaws in staff policy have been 
common knowledge since the publication of 
the “Round table report”. Seldom has a report 
produced by a working party been read so 
avidly by the staff — especially one that is  
50 pages long. We did not expect this lucid 
analysis. Perhaps the fact that it exists at all is a 
good sign. Be that as it may, it highlights a 
flaw which I feel is as serious, relatively 
speaking, as the decline in the European ideal 
in recent years: the disenchantment of the staff 
in the face of an impenetrable bureaucracy, its 
feeling of being left to its own devices. 
Paternalism almost starts to look attractive. 
Balancing acts and legal smoke and mirrors are 
no substitute for a staff policy. This is the main 
lesson of this report, a lesson we must on no 
account forget during this restructuring, which 
I for one prefer to call a tidying‑up operation.’

Guggenbuhl, D., Courrier du personnel,  
No 123, 17 July 1970, p. 24.  
(Translated from the French)
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the influence of the cabinets was ‘a scourge’ (1) is 
confirmed by former officials. In the early years, 
however, the scale of the phenomenon remained 
fairly modest because, under Hallstein’s influ
ence, the cabinets were made up of no more than 
two or three people, even though a good many 
directorsgeneral learnt the ropes, as it were, as a 
member of the Commission’s immediate circle.

But then there was also the daytoday work 
which had to be done, and which provided a 
source of motivation (2). European officials were 
very close to the decisionmaking process. They 
experienced it directly, for example in the Coun
cil of Ministers; they had to argue their case, de
fend themselves, go on the offensive, work out 
compromises, and so on (3). It was a fascinating 
job. In the early years, a young administrator was 
doing virtually the same job as a director, or even 
a directorgeneral, would do in years to come. 
Naturally, it was very rewarding.

Work, leisure and solidarity

People worked very late. It was not unusual to 
spend one’s evenings at the office. The example 
was set at the highest level. Hallstein and Noël 
lived in and for the Commission: ‘I saw Hallstein 
three or four times and it was always at 10 o’clock 
at night’ (4); ‘he had a bed in his office’ (5); ‘(in 
the SecretariatGeneral) you had to keep up; if 
you once fell behind, you were lost.’ (6) And it 
was true, particularly in the early days, for a large 
number of administrators and their assistants. The 
working hours were often impossible for the staff 
in the upper echelons of the administration and 
for those who were involved in trade negotia
tions, for example. They threw themselves into 
their work with a passion, often at the expense of 
their family life — if they had one, and that is a 

(1)  Interview with Claude Brus, 5 December 2003.
(2)  Interview with Frans De Koster, 14 November 2004.
(3)  Interview with Marcell von Donat, 18 February 2004.
(4)  Interview with PaulHenri Buchet, 20 January 2004.
(5)  Ibid.
(6)  Interview with Frans De Koster, 14 November 2004.

valid question. The Commission ran on French 
time. The working day began at about nine, with 
a long lunch break from 1 p.m. until 2.30 p.m. 
— in the days of the High Authority this was to 
allow staff to go home for lunch — and ended 
officially at about 6 p.m., although in reality it 
was often an hour or two later. The Cortenberg 
selfservice restaurant was open in the evenings. 
The lights went out in some windows in Berlay
mont much later. Noël often left the building, ac
companied by his faithful secretary, between 
10 p.m. and 11 p.m.

Under the circumstances, there was not much 
time for leisure activities (7). According to some 
French officials, there was not a lot to do in Brus
sels after 8 p.m. in those days. ‘When we went 
out there was no one around. Everything was 
shut.’ Consequently, the Eurocrats in exile in the 
Belgian capital had to make their own entertain
ment. In the beginning, they used to meet pri
vately for a drink in multinational groups — old 
‘colonials’ from DirectorateGeneral for Develop
ment or old ‘railwaymen’ from the Directorate
General for Transport. Once the activities began 
to include families — dinners or parties, for ex
ample — they preferred to meet in groups of the 
same nationality or, more precisely, of the same 
language. Although virtually all Community offi
cials spoke a second language, their spouses  
often spoke only one and social life necessarily 
included spouses (8). This was particularly true of 
the Germans. Berndt von Staden was led to won
der whether the Germans’ tendency to keep to 
themselves was the result of memories of the re
cent past or of traditional German provincial
ism (9).

Far from their families but also from their local 
parish, devout officials very quickly formed reli
gious groups. The German Protestant and Cath
olic communities opened their doors to their fel
lowcountrymen, while the Foyer catholique 

(7)  Ibid.
(8)  Interview with Marcello Burattini, 18 February 2004.
(9)  Von Staden, B., op. cit., p. 187.
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européen (European Catholic Centre), set up in 
the early 1960s on the initiative of Catholic offi
cials, brought together French, Belgian and Ital
ian officials through its pastoral activities. Its role 
within the Catholic community that was working 
for the European institutions was very broad. It 
was more than just a congregation, it was a fam
ily — a highly dynamic family, offering in add
ition to philosophical and spiritual choices a 
place where people could meet or hold discus
sions, parties or conferences.

As the months went by, the ranks of officials 
working for the new Communities swelled and, 
often at the instigation of unmarried members, 
they began to set up sports clubs and other 
groups of their own. These proved to be a real 
melting pot in which the European identity of the 
Communities’ staff was forged. ‘The point of con
tact was no longer nationality but leisure inter
ests, and sport is a great cohesive force, a great 
bond.’ (1) In their lunch break, in the evening or 
at the weekend, officials would meet around a 
table, a judo mat or a football pitch. The Courrier 
du personnel of the day provides an insight into 
the exploits of the Eurobasket Club, winner in 
1969 of the Robert Schuman Challenge Cup, the 
atmosphere surrounding Community derby be
tween FC Euratom and Marcom (the telegraphic 
address of the common market) or, for motor 
sports fans, the peregrinations of the Scuderia 
 Europa car rally. Volleyball, basketball, skating, 
yoga, riding, dancing, tennis, not to mention 
stamp collecting, drama, music and photography 
— the activities offered were many and various. 
In Luxembourg, the Cercle sportif Richard Merten 
was the home of the main sports clubs organised 
for and by officials from 1958 onwards. In Brus
sels, the aim of the Club carrefour européen, for 
example, was to organise the leisure activities of 
young and notsoyoung European officials, in
cluding staff from embassies and permanent rep
resentations, and it hosted dances, parties, exhib
itions and a film club, among other things. Until 
1967 it held its events at the Foyer européen in 

(1)  Interview with Clément André, 9 February 2004.

the rue du Marais (close to rue Neuve and the 
Development DG). Arts and crafts enthusiasts, on 
the other hand, patronised another club, the Atel
ier européen. In 1969, following the merger of 
the administrations and the ‘voluntary’ or ‘com
pulsory’ transfer of several hundred people, a 
number of officials took the initiative of organ
ising a welcome and support group known as Am 
itiés européennes. Its first tasks were to provide a 
welcome for new arrivals, to find friendly meet
ing places for unmarried staff, to encourage the 
Europeans to get to know each other better and 
to establish a local support structure, in the vari
ous municipalities and districts of Brussels. By 
1970 the group had 100 members and it opened 

‘On my first evening I left the office  
at 11 o’clock’

‘The phone call came on 4 May (1958). I arrived 
in Brussels on the evening of 18 May and the fol‑
lowing morning I started work. It was all very for‑
mal. I was sent to rue Belliard, where I was told 
that I would be working for Walter Hallstein’s 
press officer, Mr von Stülpnagel [...]. He wrote the 
Presi dent’s speeches. When I first arrived, it was all 
very temporary. There were two Dutchmen who 
looked after the money. They gave me a form 
which said that I had been recruited as a C3, I 
would be earning 8 300 Belgian francs plus daily 
allowances, I was entitled to a trip home once a 
fortnight, I could buy myself a train ticket and I 
was urgently awaited in a particular office. When I 
arrived in the office, Mr von Stülpnagel [...] said: 
“I must dictate something to you at once.” He 
didn’t ask me any questions, he just said “This is 
so urgent, this speech must be finished this even‑
ing.” I left the office at 11 o’clock that first even‑
ing. At about 8 pm he asked me if I couldn’t type 
faster. I’d already done 31 pages or more and it 
was not possible. At 10.30 he called in another 
secretary from Hallstein’s cabinet to dictate more 
letters. It was like that for the first six months. 
There was no fixed timetable but we didn’t mind. 
It was fascinating.’

Interview with Ursula Thiele, 20 October 2004.
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The cafeteria is a place where officials from different directorates‑general can meet and chat in a relaxed atmosphere.  
On 12 June 1972 a new cafeteria, the ‘Rotonde’ with space for 400 people, is inaugurated in Berlaymont at the same time 

as a self‑service restaurant and a meditation centre. 
(Cafeteria of the European Commission)
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its doors to all Europeans who did not belong to 
the Communities but who shared the same spirit 
of European solidarity (1).

This spirit of solidarity was also turned outwards, 
with the creation of bodies such as the Associa
tion Europe/TiersMonde, launched on the initia
tive of staff members in DG Development. The 
aim of this body was to make the staff of the Euro
pean institutions more aware of the problems of 
the Third World and to forge direct links with 
Third World communities, particularly through 
practical aid (2). By March 1968 the association 
had 250 members, with each of them undertak
ing to pay over to it 1 000th of their monthly sal
ary; it organised tombolas and sold greetings 
cards at Christmas and New Year. It continued to 
be very active, supporting projects such as the 
setting up of facilities for raising layinghens in 
India or the provision of study grants for students 
in Cameroon (3).

By the end of the 1960s a large number of offi
cials were supporting charitable organisations. 
They wanted to do something worthwhile. Con
trary to what some people thought, they were, 
for the most part, well aware that they were priv
ileged and privilege brought certain obligations. 
‘We have been given so much and now it is our 
turn to give. Europe’s wealth must not make us 
into a closed and privileged victors’ club. We 
must not forget the misfortunes of the Third 
World or, on our own doorstep, the dispossessed 
of the Marolles. We must not become “glorified” 
migrant workers and, leaving aside our material 
comforts, we must not overwhelm with our 
knowledge those less knowledgeable than our
selves. Let us sometimes look beyond the job to 
see the man beneath. [...] Of course, European 
officials, already under pressure as a result of 
leaving their roots and of the contrast, not to say 
clash, of cultures may well be tempted to seek to 
avoid that tension, essential nevertheless, gener

(1)  Courrier du personnel, No 99, 15 January 1970, p. 9.
(2)  Courrier du personnel, No 20, 15 May 1968, p. 16.
(3)  Courrier du personnel, No 91, 21 November 1969, pp. 15–16.

ated by the pricking of a conscience which never 
sleeps.’ (4)

For some, this was carried over into the realities 
of the administration of the Communities in the 
form of a militancy which went beyond the mere 
financing of charitable projects. There was a de
sire to implement policy measures, even if they 
did not, strictly speaking, fall within the remit of 
the Communities. It was against this background 
that Albert Coppé, a member of the Single Com
mission, met Fr Wresinski, the founder of the 
ATD Fourth World Movement, at the instigation 
of officials who were concerned about the prob
lems of the Fourth World and underprivileged 
children. This marked the beginning of a new 
dynamic which a few years later led to the first 
European Commission poverty relief pro
gramme.

A small group of officials committed both to Eur
ope and to the furtherance of social justice found 
inspiration at that time in the personalist move
ment, which originated in France between the 
wars. Although Emmanuel Mounier, the founder 
of the movement, did not develop a specific the
ory on Europe, through his thought and actions 
he was instrumental in giving it a soul, in the 
words of Jacques Delors. Some, like Jacques
René Rabier, worked after the war on the maga
zine Esprit; others took part, and in some cases 
still do, in the activities of the Jean Moulin Club, 
 Citoyen 60 or the popular education movement 
Vie nouvelle, while still others, the younger ones 
in many cases, were simply under the spell of a 
philosophy to which they could rally. At the be
ginning of the 21st century Michel Albert, Michel 
Camdessus and Jean Boissonnat declared, in ac
cordance with their Catholic and humanist trad
itions, that the development of the individual oc
curred in a complete relationship with others, 
based on responsibility and giving. The conse
quence for society as a whole was that peace 

(4)  André, C., ‘Le fonctionnaire européen au travail’, Courrier du  
personnel, No 107, 1 April 1970, p. 22.
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The Informaphone is a phone‑based internal 
information service inaugurated on 1 July 1971 

by Albert Coppé, who launched it. The three‑
minute tape‑recorded message begins with the 
words: ‘Ici, l’Informaphone. Service information 

du personnel’, followed by the date and ‘Voilà 
les informations de la journée’. As the success 

of the Informaphone grows, a second 
telephone line is added and languages other 
than French are offered. In 1971 the record 

number of daily callers — 1 350 — is reached. 
The Informaphone also offers interviews with 
Commissioners, directors‑general and so on. 

Every Wednesday evening Émile Noël records a 
report on the day’s Commission meeting, so 

that everybody is informed by Thursday 
morning.
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could not be real without social justice (1), thus 
confirming their positions taken in the 1960s.

The European School: a unique  
cultural achievement

In the early days the Commission recruited ex
patriate administrators, people with a certain 
amount of experience. As a result, it was not long 
before the question arose as to how to educate their 
children. Alongside the education provided by the 
Belgian school system, Brussels in 1958 already 
boasted a lycée français, a German school and an 
international school. However, these did not meet 
the specific needs of all the staff of the new Com
munities, particularly as they were aware of the 
Luxembourg experiment, often cited as exemplary.

On the initiative of parents working for the Euro
pean Coal and Steel Community, the first Euro
pean School (consisting of a kindergarten and a 
primary section) had been opened in Luxem
bourg in 1953. It had received the blessing of 
Jean Monnet and PaulHenri Spaak, the Presi
dents of the High Authority and of the Joint As
sembly respectively, and financial support from 
the ECSC institutions and the Luxembourg gov
ernment. From the legal point of view, however, 
it was a private initiative run by a nonprofit or
ganisation set up for the purpose under Luxem
bourg law, the Association des intérêts éducatifs 
et familiaux des fonctionnaires de la Communau
té. The experiment was so successful that a sec
ondary school — set up with the support of the 
Member States’ governments — was opened in 
the autumn of 1954. To complete the creation of 
this unique educational system and ensure the 
recognition of the schoolleaving certificate and 
access to higher education, a convention defining 
the statute of the European School was signed in 
April 1957 and the European baccalauréat was 
introduced a few months later. Two men fought 
to keep this initiative alive, Marcel Decombis, a 

(1)  Albert, M., Boissonnat, J. and Condessus, M., Notre foi dans ce  
siècle, Arlea, Paris, 2002, p. 198.

member of Jean Monnet’s cabinet, who initiated 
the idea and subsequently became the first head
master of the European School in Luxembourg, 
and Albert Van Houtte, the Registrar at the Court 
of Justice and Chairman of the above association, 
who through their perseverance and diplomacy 
succeeded in convincing the Member States’ dele
gates of the need for a specific and completely 
new statute. Paradoxically, the European School 
had its own legal personality. It was not in the 
strict sense an institution of the Communities, but 
an institution of the Member States. It was the 
first official intergovernmental school.

It was originally divided into four language sec
tions — German, French, Italian and Dutch — in 
order to provide children with a basic education 
in their mother tongue while following the same 
curriculum and timetable. It emphasised the 
learning of a ‘vehicular’ or common language — 
either German or French — in which primary 
 pupils were taught the socalled ‘European hours’ 
(including music, handicrafts and physical educa
tion), where the different sections were mixed 
together, and in which secondary pupils took ac
tual classes, such as history and/or geography.

On the eve of the entry into force of the new 
Treaties, the structure was already in existence. 
All that was needed was to adapt it to the situ
ation in Brussels. President Hallstein was aware 
of this fact and in May 1958 contacted the repre
sentative of the Board of Governors of the Euro
pean Schools, Albert Van Houtte. ‘It is also the 
wish of our Commission,’ he said, ‘that its officials 
should have the opportunity to place their chil
dren in a common school where the ethos strong
ly encourages mutual understanding and there
fore the aims set by the European governments 
when establishing the Communities.’ (2)

However, the French government was not con
vinced. It feared that the new school would com
pete with the existing lycée français in Brussels 

(2)  BAC 118/1986 2166/1, Letters from Walter Hallstein to Albert Van 
Houtte, 23 May 1958 and undated.
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and in particular it had reservations, as always, 
concerning any move which might reinforce the 
position of Brussels as the de facto seat of the 
new executives. In January 1960 JacquesRené 
Rabier and Albert Van Houtte decided that they 

needed the backing of Jean Monnet, as the French 
government had declared that there was no ques
tion of financing a European School in places 
where there was already a lycée français, for ex
ample in Brussels. In other words, ‘foreigners’ 

The Brussels (now Brussels I) European School is inaugurated in September 1958, originally in a house in the rue du Trône/
Troonstraat before moving the following year to the former Devis family residence in Uccle. The words of Jean Monnet 

expressing the essential aims of the European Schools have been sealed, in parchment, into the foundation stones of all the 
Schools: ‘Educated side by side, untroubled from infancy by divisive prejudices, acquainted with all that is great and good in 

different cultures, it will be borne in upon them as they mature that they belong together. Without ceasing to look to their 
own lands with love and pride, they will become in mind Europeans, schooled and ready to complete and consolidate the 

work of their fathers before them so as to bring into being a united and thriving Europe.’
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would just have to come and immerse themselves 
in French culture in French schools (1), and both 
the Germans and the Belgians seemed likely to 
back the French position.

However, there was no denying the success of 
the Luxembourg ‘Schuman Plan’ school, as it was 
known, and it was clear that this was the way 
ahead. The first classes opened in Brussels in 
September 1958. The Belgian government was in 
favour of the scheme and even offered to make 
the ValDuchesse site available for the future 
school, but it was decided to opt for a provi
sional site on the rue du Trône, close to the 
Quartier Léopold station — now the Gare du 
Luxembourg — before the final move to a site in 
Uccle, flanking the Chaussée de Waterloo, in 
1959.

The Statute of the European School, signed in 
Luxembourg on 12 April 1957, made no provi
sion for the settingup of schools outside the 
Grand Duchy, however, and a supplementary 
protocol was required. Signed in 1962, it entered 
into force only after completion of the deposit of 
the instruments of ratification in December 1975. 
The Statute, which had for a long time been ‘non
contractual’, stated that ‘for the education and in
struction together of children of the staff of the 
European Communities, establishments bearing 
the name “European Schools” may be set up on 
the territory of the contracting parties’ and, in a 
new departure, ‘other children, irrespective of 
their nationality, may also be admitted to them’ (2). 
The principle of a social mix was therefore ac
cepted, although as early as 1962 a commentator 
pointed out that the European School entailed 
the risk that the children, who would receive an 
excellent education, might unwittingly have in
stilled in them the notion that they belonged to a 
special and pampered group, a ‘Eurocrat’ elite (3), 
even though a real effort was being made to open 

(1)  FJME, AMK, V 33/5/60, Letter from JacquesRené Rabier to Jean 
Monnet, 8 January 1960.

(2)  Article 1 of the Protocol on the settingup of European Schools.
(3)  Trouw, 27 November 1962, quoted in Scholae Europaea Luxem

burgensis 1953–1963, Luxembourg, 1963, p. 66.

the school to local children and the school 
brought together the children of officials of all 
grades. Jean Monnet and Albert Coppé, for ex
ample, had sent some of their children to the Euro 
pean School in Luxembourg and others would do 
the same in Brussels.

The existence of a European School was particu
larly important where parents had no real alter
native. The Euratom Commission accordingly in
sisted that sister establishments be set up at the 
places of employment of Community staff, lead
ing to the creation of the European Schools at 
Varese, close to the Ispra Centre (1960), Mol/Geel 
in Belgium (1960), Karlsruhe in Germany (1962) 
and Bergen in the Netherlands (1963). According 
to Ivo Dubois, the two Commissions had every 
respect for these establishments, which were es
sential for the recruitment of staff, especially to 
the Joint Research Centres; they accordingly paid 
that part of the running costs of the schools not 
covered in the annual budget by the equivalent 
of the national salaries which the Member States, 
who provided teaching staff on secondment, paid 
as their contribution to the budget of the school, 
the teachers receiving a ‘European salary’ set out 
in specific rules. The representatives of the Com
missions were given one seat on the Board of 
each school. They were responsible for ensuring 
sound financial discipline. Discussions with the 
representative of the Board of Governors, Albert 
Van Houtte, who defended ‘his’ European School 
tooth and nail, could be hard work (4).

In Brussels, staff who — at the outset, at least — 
planned to return home after a few years or who 
wanted a ‘national’ education for their children 
would sometimes put them in the lycée français, 
the German school or the Juliana School; others, 
preferring to integrate into their host country,  
enrolled their children in Belgian schools.

Firsthand accounts suggest that, while the Euro
pean School experience was unique, it was also 
as a result somewhat different from the national 

(4)  Email from Ivo Dubois to the author, 23 February 2006.
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education systems. One parent says that he was 
satisfied because he expected no more from the 
European School than it was able to provide (1); 
even though the aim of the school was to prepare 
pupils as effectively as possible for higher educa
tion in their countries of origin, it might not have 
been the best preparation for university in France. 
At the European School the emphasis was more 
on the ability to communicate, for example 
through language teaching.

The development of this specialised school struc
ture proved to be a constant academic challenge, 
given the need to coordinate ageold traditions of 
schooling and find a sort of common denomin
ator, which called for understanding and conces
sions on all sides (2). It was the first real attempt 
at integrated education at European level. It was 
not only the educational approach, but also the 
fact that the pupils were of different nationalities 
and the teachers, the inspectors and, of course, 
the parents were from different cultural and lin
guistic backgrounds, that made the European 
School into the cradle of an emerging European 
identity.

But beyond the common misconception of tiny 
tots of all nationalities singing ‘Frère Jacques’ in 
four languages, the standard also varied, as in 
other school systems, according to the period, 
the people and the establishment. While the Lux
embourg experience continued to be remem
bered as outstanding, the Brussels school, though 
carrying on the same educational traditions, 
quickly found itself having to cope with a larger 
number of students and an increase in the num
ber of language sections, which led in turn to 
fewer contacts between the sections. The chemis
try between the various players (pupils, teachers, 
inspectors and parents) from the six founding 
Member States often worked, but we should not 
deceive ourselves about the many problems 
which could occasionally have an impact on re

(1)  Interview with JeanClaude Séché, 8 June 2004.
(2)  Bourrinet, H., ‘L’École européenne [...] vue par les professeurs’, in 

Scholae Europaea Luxemburgensis 1953–1963, Luxembourg, 1963, 
p. 83.

sults and teaching standards. Sometimes, as in 
Karlsruhe in 1968, there were problems recruiting 
teaching staff and, according to the parents, the 
pupils suffered as a result of the inconsistencies 
of an education provided, within a single lan
guage section, by teachers and inspectors em
ployed by two different governments, Belgian 
and French (3). In fact, strictly speaking, there 
was not a French section at all but a FrancoBel
gian section, just as there was a BelgoDutch sec
tion. The selection of teaching staff by the na
tional ministries of education and the — sometimes 
too frequent — rotation of these staff also had a 
somewhat damaging effect on teaching, as a Par
liamentary report pointed out at the time (4).

In Brussels, to overcome the fact that the school 
was a long way from the European quarter and 
poorly served by public transport, the parents 
gradually set up a private bus service to collect 
pupils from different parts of the city.

A former pupil confirms the paradoxical absence 
of lessons on European integration and the Com
munities (5). Indeed, for many years pupils fol
lowed syllabuses based on national curricula in 
which ‘Europe’ played only a minor role. Fortu
nately, the children met fellowpupils of different 
nationalities in language classes, at playtime and 
on school trips. Although such meetings were 
beneficial, they could occasionally be difficult as 
children are not always kind. But, in the end, na
tional prejudices became blurred; children are 
more openminded. They were able to really get 
to know fellowpupils of other nationalities and 
communicate with them in their own or a com
mon language. It was not much but it was more 
than one might have hoped for.

While the children went to school, their parents 
too were completing their education. A consider

(3)  Courrier du personnel, No 20, 15 May 1968, pp. 3–5.
(4)  Merten, H., Rapport parlementaire sur les écoles européennes et leur 

développement, Documents de séances 1966–1967, Document 
No 8, 7 March 1966.

(5)  Benoit, P., ‘L’École européenne [...] vue par les anciens élèves’, in 
Scholae Europaea Luxemburgensis 1953–1963, Luxembourg, 1963, 
p. 101.
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‘The Department of State hereby awards a United 
States Government Grant for the purpose of 
enabling you to participate in the Mutual 
Education and Cultural Exchange program (1).’ 
These words, from the Office of European 
Programs, marked the beginning for EEC officials, 
including Émile Noël and Bino Olivi, of a unique 
experience — a two‑month study visit to the 
United States laden with information visits and 
meetings — thanks to a leaders’ grant. It was an 
opportunity offered to people with a promising 
future (2) and to young people in the 
administrations and professional organisations 
who were considered by ambassadors anywhere 
in the world to have the makings of a future 
leader (3).

Camille Becker explained the decision‑making 
process for leaders’ grants. The US ambassadors 
would choose graduates who had already made a 
promising start in their careers and who were 
expected to rise quickly through the ranks. If 
Washington approved of the choice, the 
ambassadors would be given perhaps six leaders’ 
grants. Mr Schaetzel, head of the US Mission to 
the Communities, had 7, 8, 9, 10 leaders’ grants 
and would ask his colleagues which of the 
Commission, Council and European Parliament 
officials he should choose (4). The Office of 
Cultural Exchange of the Leaders and Specialists 
Division of the Department of State (5), with 
organisational assistance from a non‑profit 

association, the Government Affairs Institute (6), 
then took charge of organising the trip.

As regards the itinerary, Guy Vanhaeverbeke 
explained that the successful candidate chose the 
theme of the visit. It then had to be accepted (7). 
Indeed, the US Mission in Brussels insisted that 
the grant recipients should provide it with details 
of the places they wished to go and the people 
they wished to meet (8). The Government Affairs 
Institute also gave advice to successful candidates 
on drawing up their itinerary (9). Daniel Cardon 
de Lichtbuer, for example, was interested in the 
Californian administration (10). Émile Noël, on the 
other hand, visited the Massachusets Institute of 
Technology and established contacts with 
academic circles (11). Fernand Braun studied 
Boeing and met one of the founders of GATT, Bill 
Clayton (12).

This type of exchange reflected not only the 
importance of the Community for the United 
States but also served quite specific objectives. In 
addition to establishing contacts or friendships 
between the US and European ‘elites’, John 
Tuthill, the US Representative to the 
Communities, told Émile Noël that ‘We hope that 
it will enable you to become better acquainted 
with our institutions and the ways of life of our 
people. (I express the hope) that your experience 
will contribute to strengthening the mutual 
understanding between the people of the United 
States and the people of the European 

Discovering the United States — Leaders’ grants  
to promote transatlantic relations 

(1)  HAEU, EN 1584, Copy for grantee, US Department of State, 20 July 
1965.

(2)  Interview with Fernand Braun, 8 December 2003.
(3)  Interview with Guy Vanhaeverbeke, 25 February 2004.
(4)  Interview with Camille Becker, 4 March 2004.
(5)  HAEU, EN 1584, United States Mission to the European Communi

ties, memorandum for participants in the US State Department’s 
Leader Program, attached to a letter from John W. Tuthill, US Rep
resentative to the European Communities, to Émile Noël, dated 27 
July 1965; HAEU, EN 1661, Letter from Émile Noël to Hans Tabor, 
dated 2 August 1965.

(6) HAEU, EN 1660, Letter from Leonard Tennyson to Émile Noël, 
dated 13 July 1965.

(7) Interview with Guy Vanhaeverbeke, 25 February 2004.
(8) HAEU, EN 1669, Letter from Émile Noël to an unidentified cor

respondant, 23 July 1965.
(9) HAEU, EN 1661, Letter from Émile Noël to Hans Tabor, dated  

2 August 1965.
(10) Interview with Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer, 12 November 2003.
(11) HAEU, EN 1660, Letter from Émile Noël to Thomas W. Fina,  

17 August 1965.
(12) Interview with Fernand Braun, 8 December 2003.
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able number of European officials apparently 
benefited from leaders’ grants from the American 
institution. A twomonth stay was offered to 
promising young graduates. It gave Community 
officials the opportunity to familiarise themselves 
with the American perspective on their area of 
activity within the EEC or Euratom Commissions. 
A specialist in combating cartels could learn 
about US antitrust laws, for example, including 
raids on companies (3). Someone else might re
new his interest in regional policy (4). The field of 
study was broad, the benefits unquestionable and 
the importance of this network of special con
tacts for relations between the USA and the Euro
pean Communities considerable.

Making Europe work in daily life;  
the secret of a new solidarity

‘Institutions are more important than men [...]. 
But some men have the power to transform and 
enrich what institutions pass on to succeeding 
generations’ (5). This extract from Jean Monnet’s 
Memoirs acknowledges the importance of indi
vidual players but also their transience. And yet, 
without individuals to create them, develop them, 
to breathe life into them and give them a soul, 

there would have been no institutions. ‘It was a 
European attitude, the fruit of working together 
and above all of having to reach a common con
clusion after long discussion and widespread 
consultations’ (8), declared the father of the 
Schuman Plan. At work, at play and in the class
rooms of the European School a common spirit 
developed, marked by a shared determination to 
succeed in the European project, and new ties 
were forged in defiance of national prejudices. 
Were these the beginnings of a real European 
identity? It certainly seemed so in Luxembourg in 
the days of the High Authority. It was probably 
the same in Brussels, too — the old guard re
member it that way — but it was less apparent. 
The city was larger and the rapid increase in staff 
allowed a number of cliques to remain in place. 
In time, a certain spirit, albeit different from the 
pioneering spirit of the early days, spread through 
the Communities’ corridors. Even in 1970, when 
a feeling of malaise had descended on the Com
mission, the international and multicultural char
acter of the institution was never really in doubt. 
On the contrary, it was a real source of commit
ment.

In the words of Walter Hallstein, it was within the 
institutions, through the frequent, almost daily, 

Communities’ (1). On the European side, Ivo 
Dubois felt that the United States was trying to 
‘pick our minds’ to win Europe over to the 
American cause (2). In the view of Émile Noël, the 
prime objective was to obtain an overall view of 
US foreign policy. With his special interest in 
European and US problems, he wanted to extend 
his knowledge and understanding of the global 

approach to problems of a world power like the 
United States (6). For Heinrich von Moltke, the 
leaders’ grant was a stroke of genius and the 
impression the trip made on him is with him 
still (7).

C.S.

(1) HAEU, EN 1584, Letter from John W. Tuthill to Émile Noël, dated 
27 July 1965.

(2)  Interview with Ivo Dubois, 22 December 2003.
(3)  Interview with Jacques Vandamme, 21 January 2004.
(4)  Interview with Paul Romus, 20 January 2004.
(5)  Monnet, J., Memoirs, Collins, London, 1978, p. 471.

(6)  AUHE, EN 1584, Émile Noël, Objectifs généraux du voyage, 6 July 
1965.

(7)  Interview with Heinrich von Moltke, 22 January 2004
(8)  Ibid., p. 377.
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contacts between leading figures of all the Mem
ber States, that the European spirit essential to 
the success of the Community developed and the 
growth of the European awareness so vital for the 
current generation occurred. By making Europe 
work, the officials and business leaders of the Six

were able to see the deeper reasons for the Com
munity and the fundamental solidarity which 
bound the Member States together (1).

Michel duMoulin,  
wiTh The collaBoraTion of YVes conrad

(1)  Hallstein, W., ‘L’évolution des Communautés européennes’,  
Annuaire européen, 1958, Title VI, p. 10.
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Chapter 13

The question of location

The minutes of the first meeting of the EEC Com
mission, which was held at the Château of Val
Duchesse on 16 January 1958, record that, after a 
lengthy debate on which city should be the  venue 
for Commission meetings, the members of the 
College adopted the formula put forward by 
 Marjolin: meetings would take place in Brussels 
when the services of the Interim Committee were 
required and in Luxembourg when those of the 
High Authority were called upon (1).

From the very outset, Hallstein had drawn a very 
clear distinction between the designation of a 
place of work for the Commission, which the 
Commission itself should determine, and the lo
cation of the Community’s seat, which was a mat
ter for the Council of Ministers (2).

First, therefore, the delicate issue of the seat was 
raised, or rather revived. In 1952, the designation 
of Luxembourg as the seat for the High Authority 
had already been discussed at the end of a meet
ing of the ministers of the Six, which verged on 
the surreal. The Belgian Minister for Foreign Af

(1)  Minutes of the EEC Commission’s 1st meeting, 16 January 1958, 
Item X, p. 6.

(2)  Ibid., p. 5.

fairs, Paul van Zeeland, constrained by domestic 
considerations, had been obliged to defend Liège 
as a candidate. His colleagues had favoured Brus
sels, which had many advantages in terms of geo
graphical position, communications, infrastruc
ture and services. Van Zeeland had fought tooth 
and nail against the Brussels bid! Luxembourg’s 
minister, the jovial, canny Joseph Bech, had made 
the best of the situation and, in order to break the 
deadlock, had proposed Luxembourg as the seat 
for the High Authority, on a provisional basis ...

The intention had been that the decision of 1952 
would be renegotiated soon afterwards, but it 
was not seriously raised again until 1958 — al
though plenty of people had had afterthoughts. 
Some contemplated the idea of multiple loca
tions, others a single seat. 

The seat of the EEC and Euratom 
institutions

The sensitive issue of where the new institutions 
should be located was broached neither at the 
ValDuchesse negotiations nor in the interim  
period, for fear of disrupting the ratification  
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process. Officially there was, therefore, a total 
blackout on the subject until the beginning of 
December 1957 and as a result there was barely 
a month left before the Treaties came into force. 
An informal meeting did take place unofficially 
after a NATO meeting on 20 December in Paris, 
but all they managed to decide was to meet again 
at the same place on 6 and 7 January 1958.

Heading for the inevitable status quo

When the Paris negotiations began on 6 January, 
no official candidates were presented, although 
candidates did exist: Brussels, Strasbourg, Turin, 
Milan, Monza and Stresa. Luxembourg, which 
wanted to keep the ECSC at any cost, was, how
ever, unwilling to accept all the institutions: pub
lic opinion was afraid there would be a massive 
influx of foreigners which would overwhelm the 
small country. It would, therefore, become a can
didate only if discussions definitely pointed to
wards the designation of a single seat and hence 
the loss of the High Authority. One final city did 
make an impressive bid: Paris, or rather Chantilly, 
which lies some 40 kilometres north of the French 
capital in the department of Oise. Here the French 
authorities were willing to build from scratch the 
whole infrastructure necessary for a European 
district.

For two days the negotiations marked time. Every
one agreed on the principle of a single seat, but 
as soon as they tried to apply it no one could 
agree. On the one hand a single seat could not be 
created overnight and on the other it would mean 
one side got everything and the rest nothing.

The Paris Conference ended in a failure barely 
mitigated by the appointment of the members 
and Presidents of the Commissions. The institu
tions could therefore begin work, but in which 
city? The ministers, as we have seen, had decided 
that the EEC and Euratom Commission meetings 
would alternate between Luxembourg and Brus
sels. The final press release referred more spe
cifically to ValDuchesse rather than Brussels.  

The Common Assembly would hold its meetings 
in Strasbourg. As for the Council of Ministers, it 
would be convened on the initiative of the pre
siding country. For the first six months of 1958, 
Belgium held the presidency. This situation, 
which favoured Brussels somewhat, was to con
tinue until 1 June 1958, the date on which the 
ministers were to meet again to discuss the ques
tion of the seat. They were to be helped by a 
group of town planning experts who had been 
given the task of deciding between the candidate 
cities on nonpolitical grounds. At the same time, 
the Presidents of the institutions were also to give 
their views. 

The day after the Paris Conference, the Luxem
bourg government realised that it was losing 
ground to Brussels. It therefore decided to offi
cially present Luxembourg as a candidate for the 
single seat. This created yet one more stumbling 
block in the negotiations due to take place on  
1 June. Until that time, the two cities which shared 
the Commissions would do everything possible 
to accommodate the Communities’ needs and 
consolidate what they had just accomplished. 

In the meantime, however, on 11 February 1958, 
the Six reached an unofficial agreement. On the 
assumption that once the final seat was agreed 
on it would take at least two years for the build
ings to be built, they decided that Brussels would 
house — at least for the next two years — the 
Secretariats of the Councils of Ministers and the 
Commissions of the common market and Eur
atom. The decision was of course welcomed in 
Belgium, particularly as the Six no longer talked 
about ValDuchesse but about Brussels.

Slightly later than scheduled, the opinions re
quested in Paris at the start of January began to 
filter through from May onwards. Although the 
committee of experts had obviously tried to avoid 
offending anyone’s sensibilities, its results were 
not unfavourable to Brussels. Unlike the other 
candidates, Brussels had a large number of ad
vantages: its central geographical position, a de
veloped communications network, the status of 
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Results of the survey on the location of the future capital of Europe 
carried out by Union Paneuropéenne among members of Parliament from the six Member States.

(Richard de Coudenhove‑Kalergi, Quelle sera la capitale de l’Europe?, 12 May 1958.)

For immediate publication   Union Paneuropéenne
Monday, 12 May 1958  2 Leimenstrasse, Basle

Where will the capital of Europe be?
On the eve of the vote by the European Assembly on the location of the future capital of Europe, Union Paneuropéenne is 

publishing the final results of its parliamentary survey on the subject. Union Paneuropéenne questioned 2 996 Members of 
Parliament from the six countries of the European Common Market.

The 768 replies received are broken down as follows:

Members of 
Parliament

Paris Brussels Strasbourg Luxembourg Other cities Total

German
Belgian
French
Italian

Luxembourg
Dutch

36
–

171
52

–
9

44
123

3
15

–
58

88
–

80
14

–
16

14
–
–
4

12
4

4
–
5

15
–
1

186
123
259
100

12
88

Total 268 243 198 34 25 768

Milan – 9 I, Turin – 2 I, Rome – 2 I, Stresa – 2 I,
Nice – 2 F, Lyon – 1 F, Dijon – 1 F, Fontainebleau – 1 F,

Vienna (Austria) – 3 G, Saarbrücken – 1 G, Rotterdam – 1 N.

Richard de Coudenhove‑Kalergi
President of Union Paneuropéenne
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an international metropolis for more than a cen
tury, a building stock with interesting prospects 
for Europe, the sociocultural infrastructure of a 
capital city, and a sociological environment fa
vourable to the European idea. The Presidents of 
the three European Commissions also viewed 
Brussels quite favourably, especially Walter  
Hallstein:

‘When studying the various bids for the seat,  
I have been guided by the idea that, as far as pos
sible, the choice must not depend on any consid
eration of prestige and that a balance must be 
maintained within the Community. This is why I 

do not think any of the three big Community 
countries should be chosen. Of the cities pro
posed, Brussels meets particularly well the re
quirements that a city must satisfy to become the 
seat of all the European institutions, from the 
point of view of geographical position, ease of 
access, and the immediate availability of office 
space and living accommodation’ (1).

As for the Assembly, after a complicated vote, it 
gave further support to the Brussels bid, but in a 
less demonstrative, more equivocal manner.

On 1 July 1958, the ministers met. However, Italy, 
which was in the midst of a serious government 
crisis, did not send a representative to the meet
ing. It was therefore impossible to decide on the 
seat, as unanimity was required. The question 
was, thus, deferred. In the meantime the existing 
situation persisted, and Brussels continued to do 
everything to ensure that the institutions operated 
smoothly there. Maintenance of the status quo 
was clearly in its favour.

At the end of 1958, the executives of the EEC and 
Euratom no longer met anywhere other than in 
Brussels — thereby waiving the principle of alter
nating with Luxembourg (2). The Assembly met 
in Strasbourg and its Secretariat was well estab
lished in Luxembourg, but for the sake of simpli
city its committees worked alongside the Com
missions in Brussels.

This split between three cities appeared to suit 
the Member States and the European executives. 
Only the Assembly was inconvenienced, since it 
was divided between three nerve centres. It was, 
moreover, the Assembly that regularly raised the 
issue. In May 1959, it passed the following resolu
tion: ‘Noting that the governments have not yet 
decided where the single seat for the Community 
institutions should be located, the Parliamentary 

When the EEC Commission moved to the 
avenue de la Joyeuse Entrée, Jean Rey was 
reported to have had difficulty making his 
colleagues, who were unfamiliar with the 
constitutional charters of Brabant, understand 
that their new address was not ‘l’Entrée 
joyeuse’ and that it had nothing to do with la 
Belgique joyeuse, which at the time was the 
venue for another kind of activity (1).  
La Belgique joyeuse was the name given at 
Expo 58 to a very small village consisting of 
reconstructed facades typical of 16th and 17th 
century Belgian architecture and a series of 
bars, restaurants and other places of festivity. 
The Joyeuse Entrée referred to the charter by 
which the new sovereign of Brabant confirmed 
the privileges granted to his subjects at the 
time of his inauguration — his ‘joyous entry’ 
into Brussels. It defined not only the mutual 
obligations of sovereign and subject but also 
the latter’s freedoms and served as a 
constitutional reference work.

According to M. Lethé, L’Europe à Bruxelles dans les 
années 1960: le pourquoi? et le comment?,  

UCL, Louvain‑la‑Neuve, 2003  
(History degree dissertation), p. 133.

Joyeuse Entrée and Belgique joyeuse

(1)  ‘Monsieur Rey nous parle du Marché commun’ (Mr Rey tells us about the 
Common Market), Le Soir, 27 April 1958. (Translation)

(2)  Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Brussels (AMAEB), file 
6641 1.G.2.

(3)  However, two meetings took place in Strasbourg at the Maison de 
l’Europe on 22 and 23 October 1958 and 16 and 17 December 
1958.
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The Commission moves into the Joyeuse Entrée building in July 1958. An extension on the avenue de Cortenberg/
Kortenberglaan is added. The Commission also has 100 offices in the rue du Marais/Broekstraat. In April 1959 two 

directorates‑general are transferred to the avenue de Brocqueville/Brocquevillelaan.
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Assembly, of the opinion that this is seriously det
rimental to the activity which the European Par
liamentary Assembly has the obligation and right 
to carry out, [...] requests the Committee of Chair
men (of each Parliamentary Committee) to ap
point a delegation to submit the present reso
lution to the governments of the six Member 
States and to state firmly that if, after a reasonable 
period of time, they have not taken any decision 
regarding the seat of the Assembly, the Assembly 
will decide on the venue for its partsessions and 
how they are organised, so that it always has 
available the premises it requires both to hold 
Assembly and committee meetings and to pro
vide permanent, suitable accommodation for its 
Secretariat.’ (1)

However, the Assembly was ignored and it put its 
threat into action. Subsequent attempts to put the 
question back on the agenda of ministerial meet
ings came to nothing. The provisional situation 
dragged on until the merger.

The merger of the executives and the 
seat of the Single Commission

The merger of the executives inevitably meant 
changes to their geographical location. The main 
issue lay in the choice between Luxembourg and 
Brussels. The problem of the European Parlia
ment in Strasbourg ought really to have been no 
more than a side issue in the final settlement, but 
in the end, Parliament became the very nub of 
the problem, used as bargaining fodder in the 
tradeoffs between Brussels and Luxembourg.

The Luxembourg capital had a lot to lose. The 
most important executive body was now that of 
the EEC in Brussels and as a result the High Au
thority had become a less significant institution 
which no longer had the status it had enjoyed in 
the process of European integration prior to 1958. 
Brussels was therefore the centre of gravity and if 
a move was necessary, logically it would be in that 

(1)  AMAEB, file 6641 1.G.2. (Translation)

direction. Aware of the irreversibility of this situ
ation, the Luxembourg authorities gradually stopped 
calling for the ECSC to be kept in Luxembourg.  
Belgian diplomacy prevailed and Luxembourg  
now concentrated on gaining compensation.

Luxembourg wanted compensation for two types 
of loss: material damage and prestige. In losing 
the ECSC High Authority, it would also lose 1 100 
officials who, together with their families, worked, 
lived and consumed locally. The High Authority 
had also enhanced the prestige of the Grand 
Duchy’s capital and given it a place on the inter
national stage, increasing this small country’s 
standing. To make up for this loss, the presence 
of one particular institution appeared to be ap
propriate: the European Parliament. Parliament 
held its partsessions in Strasbourg, but its Secre
tariat was located in Luxembourg. Bringing them 
together would be the ideal solution. Obviously, 
however, such a solution would not be to the lik
ing of Strasbourg and the French government.

When the negotiations on the merger of the ex
ecutive bodies began on 20 September 1963, the 
problem the ministers of the Six had to tackle was 
particularly complex. By now, practically no one 
envisaged a single seat for the Council, the Com
mission and the Assembly. Moreover, only Luxem
bourg, Brussels and Strasbourg were still in the 
running, although no official decision had ever 
ruled out the other cities considered in 1958.

Not surprisingly, Strasbourg rejected Luxem
bourg’s proposal outright. Another solution had 
therefore to be found — a task to which Coreper 
applied itself energetically. It made a series of 
proposals meeting Luxembourg’s desire to main
tain its moral rights — i.e. preserving its prestige 
— and the material benefits resulting from the 
presence of the High Authority. At the Council of 
Ministers meeting in February 1964, Coreper pro
posed that Luxembourg should keep the Court of 
Justice and the Assembly’s Secretariat and that the 
European Investment Bank and a series of other 
institutions of lesser importance should also be 
located there. Luxembourg rejected the proposal, 
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Brussels, 30 September 1964, Berlaymont under construction. It is built wing by wing. Originally scheduled for 1964, the 
first wing is completed only in 1967. The Directorate‑General for Agriculture settles in there.
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its representative making it amply clear that such 
an offer was beneath it (1). For Luxembourg, only 
the partsessions of the Assembly could be seen 
as reasonable compensation.

A new idea then started to gain credence in some 
diplomatic circles: that of a twocentred seat. If a 
single seat was not possible, they had to aim for 
as little dispersal as possible and the institutions 
had, at the very least, to be grouped logically. 
One city could, therefore, house all the executive 
bodies and another one the supervisory, judicial 
and parliamentary bodies. No one contested 
Brussels’ suitability as the executive centre. In
deed, this was already a fait accompli. As for the 
other centre, Luxembourg was emerging as the 
most likely candidate, but France was, of course, 
opposed to this.

It was at this point that the Parliamentary Assem
bly, weary of fruitless negotiations and tired of 
being pushed around without being consulted, 
decided to take things into its own hands. As we 
have seen, in 1959 it had issued a serious warn
ing to the ministers. On 13 September 1964, on 
the basis of the principle agreed in January 1958 
that there should be a single seat, it threatened to 
decide itself where it would meet. Given that the 
institutions were centred around Brussels, it was 
there that it would aim for if it were put under 
pressure.

However, at the same time another solution was 
emerging in Coreper: this consisted of splitting 
either the Assembly’s partsessions between Stras
bourg and Luxembourg or the meetings of the 
Council of Ministers between Brussels and Lux
embourg — or both. Unofficially, this solution 
seemed to appeal to Luxembourg’s representa
tives. However, officially they continued to de
mand all of Parliament’s partsessions. For its part 
France still opposed a division, while Belgium 
reluctantly accepted the principle of conceding 

(1)  CEAB 2 2775, AFPAP dispatches on the meeting of the Council of 
Ministers of 24 February 1964; collected by the Commission of the 
European Communities, 25–26 February 1964.

some of the Council of Ministers meetings, as the 
Belgian Coreper representative said to his minis
ter: ‘The Belgian delegation finds itself obliged — 
as otherwise it would be accused of defending its 
own selfinterest — to agree to sacrifices which 
go no way towards reaching a sound decision. 
[...] The solution — now proposed in order to ac
commodate France’s calculated intransigence 
concerning Strasbourg and Parliament’s prefer
ences runs counter to the Communities’ inter
ests.’ (2)

Nevertheless, Parliament’s action took shape on the 
basis of Coreper’s suggestion. The Assembly finally 
gave its verdict in November, following a close vote: 
74 of the 142 members of the European Parliament 
stated their preference to remain in Strasbourg ra
ther than travelling between Strasbourg and Luxem
bourg. It is worth noting that the Brussels option 
was not even mentioned in the resolution, other
wise it would probably have won.

However, the confused, rushed nature of the vote 
considerably undermined the position of Parlia
ment, whose resolution was in no way binding. 
Admittedly, the ministers could not disregard its 
opinion and the proposal to divide partsessions 
between Luxembourg and Strasbourg was there
fore scrapped, to the great annoyance of the Lux
embourg delegation. However, from then on the 
ministers were able to work without the prospect 
of a hostile vote from Parliament. One source of 
irritation had been removed.

At the same time, however, a possible solution 
had also disappeared. There was only one option 
left: to divide meetings of the Council between 
Brussels and Luxembourg. This was unaccept
able for the Luxembourgers, who did not con
sider this adequate political compensation. They 
reached stalemate.

For over a month the situation remained at a 
standstill. It was not until January 1965 that 

(2)  AMAEB, file 6641 1.G.2, document A.Q.QC.12/8.694, serial No 620. 
(Translation)
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Coreper put forward a new proposal, which was 
quite similar to the previous ones. However, the 
Belgian delegation added a touch which accentu
ated the policy angle: ‘The best solution would 
most probably be to seek an organic and oper
ational presentation that would be clearly per
ceived as favourable to Luxembourg in terms of 
its European role’ (1). 

(1)  AMAEB, file 6641 1.G.2, document C.QC.12/9.841, serial No 40. 
(Translation)

It was little more than a question of presentation. 
The European bodies located in Luxembourg 
would be grouped according to specific fields of 
policy. Grouped around the financial pole there 
would be the EIB, the European Development 
Fund and other financial institutions to be created 
in the future. Council meetings of European Fi
nance Ministers could also be held in Luxem
bourg. The same principle would apply to legal 
matters, based around the Court of Justice.

The ‘Quartier Schuman’/‘Schumanwijk’ signpost goes up at the entrance to rue Juste Lipse. The Schuman district, where the 
European institutions are located, is in the heart of Brussels, between the Cinquantenaire Park and the Royal Park.
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This new proposal meant that an agreement 
could be reached at the meeting of the Council of 
Ministers on 1 and 2 March 1965. A month later, 
the Six signed the Merger Treaty, which stated 
that Luxembourg, Strasbourg and Brussels re
mained the provisional working places of the 
Community institutions. Brussels was to be the 
seat of the European Commission. Parliament 
was to have its seat in Strasbourg but its Secre
tariat would be located in Luxembourg, while the 
Council’s seat would be in Brussels but it would 
automatically hold its April, June and October 
meetings in Luxembourg.

The main victim of the agreement was definitely 
the European Parliament. It ended up scattered 
around, with its partsessions in Strasbourg, its 
Secretariat in Luxembourg and its committee 
meetings in Brussels. The Commission of the Euro 
pean Communities, on the other hand, came off 
best, with everything in Brussels. Until the end of 
the 1980s — notwithstanding a few adjustments 
in the interim — the Community institutions con
tinued to be divided in this provisional manner.  
It was not until 1992, at the Edinburgh Summit, 
that the question of the seats was settled once 
and for all.

The Six had wasted precious time over this issue. 
It had taken seven years — from 1958 to 1965 — 
for a decision to be made, and even then it was 
only provisionally. Throughout that time, Euro
pean integration had been unable to make any 
steady progress, the various Member States being 
constantly sidetracked by practical issues and 
matters of prestige. Even back in January 1958, 
the day after the Paris Conference, the Brussels 
daily newspaper, Le Soir, was well aware of the 
extent of the problem. At the time it had pro
posed a solution which, in the end, was very 
close to that adopted in March 1965:

‘True, rationally speaking, it would be preferable 
for all the institutions to be concentrated in one 
place. Surely the solution would therefore be to 
find a fair balance between the need for ration
alisation and the requirements of national pres

tige? Such a solution does not look impossible. 
Apart from the central administrations of the 
three Communities, which practically have to be 
located in the same place, there is a whole series 
of European institutions (the Court of Justice, the 
Assembly, the Bank, technical bodies, etc.) which 
could be spread around without doing serious 
damage.

The advantages of such a dispersal would consid
erably outweigh the minor inconveniences. First, 
the city housing the European Commissions 
would no longer be unique — an honour too 
great in the present climate, given the sensitivities 
of the parties concerned.

Furthermore, such a solution would share out the 
cake, a method not that morally wrong if — as is 
the case — very respectable acquired rights exist. 
[...] There would certainly be no great harm done 
if the Assembly of the Six continued to meet in 
the Alsatian capital. And it would be no more 
damaging if, in exchange for the ECSC High Au
thority, Luxembourg obtained various institutions 
of similar status and material significance.

This appears to be the direction in which we 
should be moving to break the deadlock. Other
wise it could last forever and compromise the 
very future of Europe’s revival.’ (1) 

Brussels welcomes Europe

Brussels already enjoyed a central position on the 
international stage. Since the end of the 19th cen
tury it had been famous for its economic and in
dustrial dynamism, the political ideas that had 
found currency there, the number of artists choos
ing to live there, the intellectual activity of its sci
entific institutions and, already, the number of 
international congresses and conferences taking 
place there. This activity, overflowing in all fields, 
diminished considerably as a result of the First 
World War. However, it soon picked up again 

(1)  Le Soir, 14 January 1958. (Translation)
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 afterwards, moving into the tertiary sector: bank
ers, businessmen and traders met in Brussels, 
where they had all the infrastructure they needed.

On this basis and strengthened by the surreal ex
perience of 1952, the Belgian government imme
diately accepted the Brussels bid in October 1957 
and undertook to present and defend it visàvis 
the other Member States. It decided to do its ut
most to ensure the bid’s success. Unfortunately 
for it, the problem was much greater in 1958; 
Luxembourg and Strasbourg had already accom
modated some institutions for several years. They 
therefore already had their noses in front.

The Belgian State possessed a number of sites 
where large buildings could be accommodated if 
there was to be a single seat. The press cited sev
eral, but those in which the authorities were real
ly interested were the Heysel plateau, where the 
Universal Exhibition was taking place, and the 
plaine des Manœuvres, formerly a military train

ing area. However, even if the governments of 
the Six decided that the institutions would be lo
cated in Brussels, it would be impossible for 
practical reasons to construct a European quarter 
in one of these places immediately. The Belgian 
government therefore opted to rent enormous 
buildings which were already or almost complet
ed, which it did even prior to the meeting of  
6 and 7 January 1958.

It was these buildings, not far from the rue de la 
Loi roundabout (the future rondpoint Schuman), 
that the EEC and Euratom Commissions were to 
occupy from January 1958. Ten floors were avail
able immediately, providing a total of 203 offices. 
A building was also in the throes of completion 
just a few hundred metres away. From May 1958, 
the eight floors of that building housed the EEC 
Commission departments and the first building 
was left for the Euratom Commission. By June 
1958, two new buildings would provide over  

The Belgian State is looking out for land in Brussels where the European institutions can be housed. It opts for the property 
owned by the Canonesses of Saint Augustine, where there are two hectares on which to construct a building for the 

Commission with a minimum of compulsory purchases. The Berlaymont convent, day school and boarding school then 
move to Waterloo, but the name is left attached to both sites. The Ladies of Berlaymont had settled in the centre of Brussels 
in 1624 and moved to the Minimes and rue aux Laines district in 1808, from where they had been forced to leave in 1864, 

when the Palais de justice (Law Courts) was being built. That was when they moved to the rue de la Loi/Wetstraat.
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advantageous when the Six had to decide on the 
final seat of the institutions.

Very soon the departments in Brussels were short 
of space. From the outset it had been planned 
that the number of officials would grow rapidly, 
but the proportions surprised both the European 
and Belgian authorities. The Belgian State there
fore had to find office space that could satisfy the 
Communities. From April 1958 it rented two new 
buildings, which were distant both from each 
other and from the rue de la Loi roundabout. Dis
tance was a permanent hindrance to the smooth 
functioning of the institutions. It gave rise to con
siderable travel costs and waste of time. The Bel
gian State was very much aware of this. Despite 

400 offices, a figure that would reach 1 000 by 
the end of the year.

The most economical solution for the European 
Communities would have been to buy these 
buildings immediately. However, since the ques
tion of the seat had not been resolved, they could 
not make a commitment in favour of one city or 
the other city. They could not even rent a build
ing, as a decision could be taken at any time and 
they could find themselves obliged to break a 
series of leases. The solution adopted for these 
buildings and for a good number of subsequent 
ones was that the Belgian State bought or rented 
the buildings and then let or sublet them to the 
Communities. This required a considerable out
lay on the part of the Belgian State. However, to 
the minds of its leaders, these sacrifices would be 

The ECSC was represented at the 1958 Universal 
and International Exhibition in Brussels in a 
structure made entirely of glass and steel (see  
p. 529), suspended on a set of six pillars 
symbolising the six Member States of the 
Community. Although the pavilion had been 
designed as a temporary building, which its 
owners were contractually obliged to demolish at 
the end of the Expo, a number of projects were 
considered for its subsequent use. The Belgian 
government first envisaged incorporating the 
pavilion in a university complex for science and 
technology in the Heysel district, but this plan 
never materialised. The High Authority, for its 
part, thought of offering it to the EEC as a 
meeting and congress centre. The institutional 
section of the pavilion would be converted into a 
European hemicycle to solve the problem of a 
seat for the European Assembly. Although the 
Heysel site was a long way from the centre of 
Brussels, this was offset by the fact that access to 
it was easy and there were good parking facilities. 
The refurbishment of the ECSC pavilion would 
provide a solution to the shortage of office space 

for the Communities in Brussels and constitute a 
further point in favour of the Belgian capital as 
the seat of the institutions.

However, all these projects required financial 
investment — particularly to ensure the durability 
of the building, something in which neither the 
Belgian authorities nor the European institutions 
appeared to be interested. The sole remaining 
possibility was that the High Authority should 
itself make the investments — an idea quickly 
dismissed since ‘the ECSC would have no direct 
interest in the use of the refurbished pavilion.’ (1)

The High Authority finally decided to have the 
pavilion dismantled on 6 May 1959, as the 
deadline for demolition could be postponed no 
further.

N. W.

According to V. Hellemans, La CECA à l’Exposition 
universelle et internationale de Bruxelles 1958, UCL, 

Louvain‑la‑Neuve, 1995 (History degree dissertation), 
pp. 132–142.

The ECSC pavilion at Expo 58  
as seat of the European Parliamentary Assembly?

(1)  CEAB 3 1160, letter from Joseph Dinjaert to Albert Wehrer, 6 May 1959.
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the apparent satisfaction of the European admin
istrative departments, which was probably due to 
the fact that the buildings were very comfortable 
inside, in June 1958 it began to look for a large 
area that could suit the new institutions and in
formed the President of the EEC Commission that 
it was ready to have an administrative complex 
built. The reply was cautious. Once again, the 
Commission was faced with the precarious na
ture of the status of Brussels as the seat of the 
institutions.

Belgium went to great lengths to prove itself and 
stand out among the candidate cities. Obviously 
it would welcome the goahead from the Com
mission for the institutions to be grouped together 
in one specific place: this would increase the 
chances of Brussels becoming the final seat. That 

was why, despite the ambivalent response of the 
European leaders, the Belgian authorities went 
ahead and looked for land not far from the rue de 
la Loi roundabout. Five of Brussels’ eight ‘Euro
pean’ buildings were already located in this dis
trict. Moreover, most European officials lived in 
the eastern and southeastern communes of Brus
sels, in other words the city’s wealthiest and most 
comfortable districts. It was therefore logical for 
the complex to be built in that area.

Less than a hundred metres from the roundabout 
lay a twohectare property belonging to the Sis
ters of Berlaymont which housed an educational 
establishment. In December 1958, the State ex
pressed its interest in buying the property and 
after several months of negotiations a transaction 
was signed in May 1960.

Construction of the Berlaymont building, designed by the architect Lucien De Vestel. In conjunction with Jean Gilson and 
Jean and André Polak. This cross‑shaped building of 13 storeys consists of four wings of different dimensions, standing on 
pillars. While it is being built, the Belgian government makes a number of other changes to the area — the rue de la Loi is 

widened, two road tunnels and a tunnel for the Metro are built and an old railway station is reopened.



The European Commission 1958–72 — History and Memories of an Institution286

The Belgian authorities did not wait until they 
were actually owners of the property before com
missioning studies on the future building. A com
mittee was formed at the beginning of 1959 to 
draw up the plans for the future Berlaymont com
plex. Its remit was to prepare for the construction 
of a prestigious building that could accommodate 
all the European departments but which could, if 
necessary, be rapidly converted to house a na
tional administrative body. The Belgian State  
thus committed itself to a massive investment 
without really knowing what was going to happen.

The enthusiasm and enormous publicity sur
rounding the Berlaymont building soon turned 
sour. It rapidly became clear that the building 
would not be completed according to the sched
ule set out in the Belgian government’s three
stage plan. According to the plan, the first stage 
was to be completed between March and No
vember 1961. It was not started until February 
1961 and even then only the contracts for the 
initial excavations were awarded. Actual work 
did not begin until the end of April. Not surpris
ingly, the Belgian government had to field a ser
ies of urgent enquiries over the summer of 1961 
from the Communities, which wanted precise de
tails about the completion dates of each stage of 
the Berlaymont. In fact, the Belgian State was 
short of funds. It had to resort to external finan
cing and the conclusion of the agreements took 
time. Once again, it went to extreme lengths for 
Europe and did not falter at the idea of getting 
into debt. Nevertheless, such delays clearly did 
not impress its European partners nor, indeed, 
the institutions themselves.

By April 1962, however, the State had found a 
private partner for constructing the complex. 

 According to the estimates, the first wing could 
be available by around May 1964. However, this 
did not take into account the lack of coordination 
between the Berlaymont building site and adja
cent works concerning the railways and public 
transport. Yet another delay was announced. In 
the end it was not until 1 February 1967 that  
the first wing of the Berlaymont was completed. 
The first officials moved in there in August. In  
the months that followed and up to the end of 
1969, the offices in the four wings of the building 
were gradually completed and occupied by 
4 000 officials. The Commission had finally 
moved in.

But what about the other institutions in Brussels? 
Originally it had been planned that the Berlay
mont would accommodate all the Commission’s 
officials and the Secretariat of the Council of Min
isters. With the increase in the number of offi
cials, however, an alternative solution had to be 
found quickly. The problem was that, even be
fore it was completed, the Berlaymont had ac
quired international recognition and both institu
tions wanted to benefit from this. Lengthy, 
laborious negotiations began, during which the 
possibility was considered of sharing the building 
but keeping the two institutions totally separate 
from each other — at great expense. It was fi
nally decided that the Commission would have 
exclusive use of the Berlaymont and the Belgian 
State would have another building built opposite 
the rue de la Loi for the Council of Ministers. The 
Commission had won. As for the Council of Min
isters, it had to wait over 20 years more before it 
could move into the Justus Lipsius building.

Michel duMoulin and MaTThieu leThé



Part Two 
The Commission  
and its policies



Scene from the 1951 film Le banquet des fraudeurs (Smugglers’ Ball), directed by Henri Storck (screenplay and dialogue 
by Charles Spaak). In real life the three frontiers in question are the point where the municipalities of Vaals (in the Dutch 
province of Limburg), Plombières (in the province of Liège, Belgium) and Aachen (Germany) intersect. In the film this 
becomes the imaginary village of Dorpveld.

The film had its first showing in Brussels on 5 April 1952 and opened in Paris on 9 July. The leading roles were played 
by Françoise Rosay, Jean-Pierre Kérien, Christiane Lénier, Paul Frankeur and Raymond Pellegrin.

Storck spoke at length about the film’s origins and the reasons behind it and described how it evolved from a documentary 
to a piece of fiction: ‘It was the directors of the Marshall Plan’s film department who suggested in 1949–50 that I make 
a documentary about the birth of Benelux [...]. I was lucky enough to persuade [...] Charles Spaak to take part in the project 
[...]. We contacted the Benelux committees in Belgium, and their chairman, Mr Van Dorpe, agreed to produce the film, 
together with the European Cultural Centre in Geneva, which was run by Denis de Rougemont [who] [...] put us in touch 
with the President of the European Union of Federalists, Dr Eugen Kogon, in Frankfurt [...]. In order to produce the film, 
Dr Kogon set up [...] a production society [...] called Europafilm [...].’

Storck and Charles Spaak conducted detailed research among the Dutch and Belgian political, economic and social milieus 
involved in the Benelux experiment, but they were left with the problem of how to present these problems, and particularly 
the economic issues, in a fictional film. As Henri Storck explained: ‘We were really stuck when, quite by chance, we 
discovered on our travels that there actually was a village which had three border posts with all the usual features: barriers 
across the road, passport controls, customs officers [...]. And there were three different worlds living side by side in this 
village: the workers, the customs officers and the smugglers [...]. What would happen if opening the border between the 
Netherlands and Belgium were to cause economic difficulties for the workers? And if the closed border with Germany was 
only a sham, because smugglers were crossing it every day in their hundreds? Would it be possible, under the guise of a 
classic cops and robbers adventure, to engage the audience and hold their attention while telling them about all the issues 
which our story raised? And finally, would we be able, in the background, to sketch the broad outlines of the Benelux 
problem in relation to Germany by showing that the solution proposed was only an initial stage in the process driving all 
of Europe towards unification?’ (Henri Storck, ‘Présentation du film Le banquet des fraudeurs’, Jeune Cinéma, No 189, 
October 1988, pp. 47–48).
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Chapter 14

Not quite  
a common market yet

The establishment of a large internal market has 
been at the root of all projects undertaken since 
the interwar period to lay the necessary founda
tions for economic prosperity in Europe, follow
ing the example of the United States, which has 
provided the benchmark since the start of the 
century. The customs union projects devised 
since the 1920s thus came to fruition, with the 
creation in the 1960s of the common market in
volving six countries. However, the aim of eco
nomic efficiency could not be limited to the free 
movement of products of industrial origin. In ad
dition to the common market in agricultural prod
ucts, the free movement of services, labour and 
capital also had a fundamental role to play in 
economic integration.

The dynamics of the customs union

The Community activity report for the year 
1958 (1) states that ‘the implementation of the 
common market in the field of the movement of 
goods is not a spectacular affair’. It was, however, 
a difficult task considered to be the cornerstone 

(1)   EEC, Commission, First General Report on the Activities of the Com
munity, 17 September 1958, p. 51. 

of the Community project and was to be com
pleted ahead of the schedule set under the Treaty 
of Rome, 18 months before the end of the transi
tional period. This vast enterprise consisted es
sentially in dismantling quotas and customs du
ties within Community territory, while at the same 
time introducing a Common External Tariff. Eur
ope’s past had prepared it poorly for such a mas
sive operation: the crisis of the 1930s, economic 
difficulties and postwar shortages had led the 
Member States to build up vast arsenals of pro
tectionist measures. National traditions and cul
tures differed, with France and Italy taking a pro
tectionist approach, while their partners tended 
more towards the freetrade philosophy. In add
ition to this, the fragility of the balance of pay
ments in France and the sectoral interests defend
ed by influential trade organisations in each 
country made the enterprise so difficult that some 
observers doubted its chances of success. On the 
other hand, the habits of cooperation and the ex
perience acquired under the auspices of the 
OEEC, which had been responsible for economic 
matters in western Europe since the early 1950s, 
facilitated dialogue.

Taken together with customs duties, quotas repre
sented a formidable weapon of protectionism 
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which allowed Member States to impose quantita
tive restrictions on imports. During the 1950s, their 
dismantling had been partially achieved under the 
auspices of the OEEC. However, the process was 
not yet complete as the Treaty of Rome required 
their definitive discontinuation. Therefore, each 
country had to pool its quotas, until then allocated 
individually to each of their partners in the Com
munity, following which the permitted import 
quantities were to be progressively increased until 
the complete abolition of quotas was finally 
achieved.

The Treaty also laid down precise objectives con
cerning the removal of customs barriers. From a 
status quo based on the duties applied by the 
Member States, customs duties affecting the move
ment of products within Community territory had 
to be abolished by the end of a transitional period. 
The Treaty scheduled a reduction of 30 % in the 
first stage (1958–61), 30 % in the second (1962–65) 
and total abolition by 31 December 1969.

Having followed the establishment of the com
mon market from the French customs directorate, 
Claude Jacquemart, head of division responsible 
for customs matters in the DirectorateGeneral 
for Industry since 1966, explained the extent to 
which the tradition of cooperation between na
tional customs services since the 1950s had paved 
the way for the implementation of the Commu
nity programme: ‘One important, shared regula
tory asset therefore already existed and was al
ready facilitating international trade and bilateral 
or multilateral negotiations. It very clearly ex
tended efforts in Europe to dismantle tariffs and 
quotas stemming from international agreements, 
which had a wider scope in geographical terms 
[...]. The customs officers of the six Member States 
therefore had an advantage over their counter
parts elsewhere. They knew and met each other, 
established friendships [...]’ (1).

(1)   Jacquemart, C., ‘Le rôle des douanes dans la construction euro
péenne, 1957–1978’, Le rôle des ministères des finances et de 
l’économie dans la construction européenne (1957–1978),  Vol. 1, 
‘Histoire économique et financière de la France’, Animation de la 
recherche, CHEFF, Paris, 2002, pp. 462–467.

Once the Treaty was signed, the shared working 
patterns facilitated the application of the pro
gramme laid down by the Treaty, through the es
tablishment of close cooperation between Com
mission and national officials: ‘The method [...] 
consisted in sending national officials with a cer
tain level of experience to Brussels [...]: Secondly, 
[...] committees were set up and entrusted with 
preparing the projects which were then proposed 
to the Commission by its services.’

‘These meetings were prepared carefully, often 
through bilateral contacts. As the responsible 
head of division, I made it my duty as of 1966 to 
meet each of the heads of administration [...] in 
order to devise compromise formulas.’ The last or 
penultimate negotiations on the basic texts ‘gen
erally took place at the meetings of the Customs 
Questions Committee before the actual proposals 
went through the official procedure [...], not to 
mention that contacts [...] were established where 
necessary with the relevant trade circles’ (2).

The successful implementation of the customs 
union would, therefore, be attributable to the 
Commission’s effective use of old working rela
tions and friendships between national customs 
officials, some of whom had joined the Commu
nity administration. It should be added that the 
directorsgeneral of the national customs author
ities were in the habit of meeting informally in 
the socalled Club of DirectorsGeneral, a struc
ture which allowed them to resolve difficulties in 
an informal manner (3). Another factor was the 
flexibility of the Treaty itself, which in Article 155 
provided for the delegation of power to the Com
mission, subject to the opinion of, and qualified 
majority vote in, each committee responsible for 
examining the problems of implementing the 
Treaty with regard to customs rules (4).

The strong impetus given by the Commission to 
this process, reinforced by the freetrade tradition 

(2)   Ibid.
(3)   Ibid., p. 465.
(4)   Ibid., p. 464.
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of some countries and a favourable economic cli
mate, made it possible to move ahead of sched
ule. Most of the work was achieved in the first 
few years, which were marked by two successive 
accelerations in the process. While the initial de
cisions on the dismantling of trade barriers were 
taken according to the schedule set by the Treaty, 
namely 1 January 1959 and 1 January 1960 for 
quotas and 1 January 1959 for the first reduction 
in intraCommunity customs duties, the process 
speeded up for the first time on 12 May 1960.  
On this date, the Council decided to abolish the 
quota system altogether, and to introduce an ad
ditional 10 % reduction in customs duties on  
31 December 1961, the starting date for the sec
ond stage of the transitional period. Another de
cision to accelerate the process was taken on  
15 May 1962, allowing a further 10 % reduction in 
customs duties on industrial products on 1 July. 
IntraCommunity protection of industrial prod

ucts, thus, fell to half of its original level well 
before the deadline of two and a half years. The 
subsequent stages led to the total abolition of du
ties within Community territory on 1 July 1968. In 
actual fact, almost all the Member States added to 
these measures with voluntary and unilateral pro
visions to dismantle customs restrictions, thereby 
strengthening the dynamic created by the joint 
measures: Germany did so from 1957 and then in 
1964, France in 1961, and Italy in 1962. By the 
start of the third stage of the transitional period, 
intraCommunity trade was consequently affected 
only by duties which were generally below 
5 % (1).

The introduction of the Common External Tariff 
(CET) would allow the Community to be  identified 

(1)   Nême, J. and Nême, C., Économie européenne, PUF, Paris, 1970, 
p. 54.

‘The Community shall be based upon a customs union which shall cover all trade in goods and which shall involve the 
prohibition between Member States of customs duties on imports and exports and of all charges having equivalent effect, 

and the adoption of a common customs tariff in their relations with third countries.’ (Article 9(1) of the EEC Treaty.)
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as a single customs entity visàvis the rest of the 
world. So as not to infringe GATT rules, the Trea
ty provided that common tariff duties would be 
established on the basis of the arithmetical aver
age of the duties of the four merged customs 
 areas: Germany, France, Italy and Benelux. The 
CET’s overall impact would therefore be no great
er than that of the previous national tariffs. How
ever, the Treaty, established on the basis of the 
duties applicable on 1 January 1957, was under
mined by a number of exceptions. These excep
tions were grouped into a series of product lists 
for which the CET could not exceed a rate of 3 %, 
10 %, 15 % and 25 %. List F covered a series of 
products for which the protection level was pre
determined, while List G was for products requir
ing negotiation between members once the  Treaty 
entered into force. In addition to a range of raw 
materials and food products, List G included im

portant industrial products for which it had not 
been possible to reach an agreement during the 
negotiations: motor vehicles, aeroplanes, ma
chine tools, aluminium, etc. This series of excep
tions was introduced on the initiative of Spaak 
during the negotiation of the Treaty in order to 
avoid a stalemate over details ‘because Mr Spaak 
was a nervous man who wanted to push ahead. 
When there was a meeting at ValDuchesse, he 
just wanted to keep moving forward [...] When a 
problem arose, Mr Spaak said: “List F! List G! We 
have to sign the Treaty. Let’s not get stuck on 
trivial matters”’ (1). As a result, in order to deter
mine the fate of these products, the Treaty pro
vided for negotiations to take place before the 
end of 1959.

(1)   Interview with Camille Becker, 4 March 2004.

France and the common market: unjustified apprehension

‘The first round of tariff cuts and quota dismantle-
ments took effect on January 1, 1959. The Com-
munity served notice that it did not intend to 
practise a protectionist commercial policy by 
broadly extending these derestrictions to trade 
with third countries. Once under way, the move-
ment rapidly gained pace. At France’s suggestion, 
the timing of intra-Community tariff reductions 
laid down in the Treaty of Rome was accelerated 
twice, in 1960 and in 1962. By the end of 1961, 
quantitative import restrictions had been com-
pletely removed; France, whose economy had 
been rigorously protected by measures of this 
kind up until 1958, made a remarkable effort in 
helping to see that this target was met. The Com-
mon External Tariff was gradually coming into be-
ing. By mid-1962 intra-Community customs du-
ties had already been reduced by 50 %.

This movement of trade liberalisation would con-
tinue as scheduled, or faster, throughout the rest 
of the sixties, with the result that the customs un-
ion and the common agricultural policy were in 
place by 1 July 1968, a year and a half ahead of 
the time limit set by the Treaty. Intra-European 
trade grew rapidly during those years. Although 

trade with the rest of the world grew more slowly, it 
too increased very considerably, showing that the 
common market was a factor in the world’s prosperity 
as a whole.

Along with trade, productivity and output in the 
Community grew at unprecedented rates. I shall 
come back to this subject later on when I attempt to 
take stock of what the common market contributed 
to Europe. But here and now I wish to emphasise that 
France’s initial misgivings proved to be unfounded. 
True, Germany is still the most powerful industrial 
country in Europe, but the gap between France and 
Germany, far from having widened, has to a great 
extent been bridged. The living standards of the 
French are almost equal to those of the Germans, 
while those of the two countries are now not very far 
short of American living standards. It can be said, 
without exaggeration, that of all the countries of the 
Community, it was France that derived most benefit 
from the trade liberalisation which the Treaty of Rome 
prescribed or indirectly brought about.’

Marjolin, R., Architect of European unity —  
Memoirs 1911–1986, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 

1989, pp. 322–323.
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The first activity report of the Commission showed 
the degree of difficulty involved in developing 
the CET, a project undertaken before the Interim 
Committee had implemented the Treaty. In fact, it 
involved creating a working tool which could be 
used by the customs officials and economic stake
holders concerned and was based on four tariffs 
with differing specification details. It was, there
fore, a matter of concentrating a body of around 
20 000 positions representing a mere juxtapos
ition of the current tariffs into one document of 
around 7 000 positions. The General Report of 
1958 included the following observation: ‘This re
quirement greatly complicates the apparently 
simple problems connected with the calculation 
of an arithmetical average; instead of a purely 
mechanical operation, it necessitates delicate de
cisions in the economic and customs fields’ (1).

Most of the work on the CET was completed in 
early 1960. The Council of 13 February validated 
the draft tariff for products whose protection  
level was fixed using the arithmetical average. On 
2 March 1960 matters were likewise settled for 
the majority of products on List G. The outcome 
for the most difficult cases was to be decided 
between 1960 and 1964.

The effective establishment of the CET took place 
at an accelerated pace and on more liberal terms 
than those laid down in the Treaty. The first move 
towards an alignment of national tariffs with the 
CET was made on 1 July 1961. This was done on 
the basis of a CET reduced by 20 % in order to 
demonstrate the liberal spirit of the Community 
initiative within the GATT. Further alignments 
took place on 1 July 1963 and 1 July 1968. As a 
result of the negotiations conducted within the 
GATT in the Dillon Round and then the Kennedy 
Round, the global impact of the CET was signifi
cantly reduced in comparison to its initial bases. 
 
 

(1)   EEC, Comission, First General Report on the Activities of the Com
munity, 17 September 1958, p. 57.

The implementation of the customs union also in
volved the adoption of common rules with a view 
to the uniform application of the CET, which re
quired work on the harmonisation of national cus
toms legislation. This work started at the beginning 
of the transitional period and was completed for the 
most part in 1968 and 1969. In the first phase of the 
transitional period, care was taken to specify the 
rules for the free movement of goods from the six 
Member States and for imported goods for which 
duties upon entry into the Community customs ter
ritory had been paid. Likewise, an initial series of 
difficulties concerning processing traffic was re
solved in 1960, allowing imported goods to be 
processed in the Community and then reexported 
free of duty. A number of regulations adopted in 
June 1968 led to the harmonisation of national in
terpretations with regard to customs valuation (i.e. 
establishing the value of an imported product sub
ject to customs duty) and to the definition of prod
uct origin. The directives and regulations adopted 
in March 1969 laid down the rules concerning ware
housing, free zones and transit zones and the pay
ment of customs duties, and completed the provi
sions governing processing traffic (2).

Initial difficulties and unfinished work

Completing the free movement of goods

The implementation of the customs union and 
the definition of common rules with regard to the 
application of the Common External Tariff did 
not in themselves ensure the effective free move
ment of goods within Community territory. Since 
the debates over the Single Act, the European 
public had become accustomed to dealing with 
numerous other obstacles to the movement of 
products. These were to be removed under the 
Treaty of Rome by the end of the transitional 
 period, although there was no precise definition 
of how or in what stages such a process would 

(2)   Nême, J. and Nême, C., op.cit., pp. 67–71; ‘L’élaboration d’une lé
gislation douanière communautaire’, Bulletin des CE, April 1969, 
pp. 33–36.
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In 10 years, the effects of the establishment of the internal market became apparent in trade flows, 
which were developing at a much faster rate between the Six than between the Six and the rest of the 
world. (Source: Dix ans de marché commun, Statistical Office of the European Communities, 
Luxembourg, 1968.)

The interpenetration of trade flows

EXTERNAL TRADE BY PRODUCT CATEGORY
(million USD)

Country Total Food, 
beverages, 

tobacco 
(Sect. 0 + 1)

Energy, 
lubricants  

 
(Section 3)

Raw 
materials, 
oils, fats 

(Sect. 2 + 4)

Capital  
goods  

 
(Section 7)

Other  
products  

 
(Sect. 5, 6, 8, 9)

1958 1967 1958 1967 1958 1967 1958 1967 1958 1967 1958 1967

Intra-Community imports

Germany 1 896 6 868 504 1 442 120 337 183 484 209 1 295 880 3 310

France 1 227 5 374 92 446 281 291 79 237 305 1 667 470 2 733

Italy 687 3 390 78 482 42 71 111 440 162 981 294 1 416

Netherlands 1 518 4 546 80 302 107 207 82 205 454 1 379 795 2 453

BLEU 1 462 3 984 156 420 195 258 166 319 385 1 246 560 1 741

EEC 6 790 24 161 909 3 091 745 1 164 622 1 685 1 515 6 568 2 999 11 653

Intra-Community exports

Germany 2 406 8 003 66 285 397 485 108 381 897 3 114 938 3 738

France 1 136 4 702 122 890 96 158 204 515 186 1 111 528 2 028

Italy 608 3 373 190 459 19 208 37 89 136 1 014 226 1 603

Netherlands 1 337 4 003 421 1 061 150 257 123 393 187 645 456 1 647

BLEU 1 377 4 433 88 421 120 97 111 276 214 893 844 2 746

EEC 6 864 24 513 886 3 116 783 1 205 584 1 655 1 620 6 777 2 991 11 760

Extra-Community imports

Germany 5 465 10 483 1 440 2 139 630 1 398 1 712 2 261 375 1 207 1 308 3 478

France 4 382 7 004 1 321 1 424 826 1 505 1 315 1 474 374 1 070 546 1 531

Italy 2 528 6 307 468 1 297 580 1 520 853 1 624 179 636 448 1 230

Netherlands 2 107 3 791 479 840 508 661 465 718 250 620 405 952

BLEU 1 674 3 182 312 562 229 357 432 672 206 451 495 1 140

EEC 16 156 30 767 4 020 6 262 2 773 5 442 4 777 6 750 1 383 3 984 3 203 8 329

Extra-Community exports

Germany 6 401 13 733 117 255 183 244 127 306 3 060 6 668 2 914 6 260

France 3 985 6 676 543 878 225 190 166 245 979 2 193 2 072 3 170

Italy 1 969 5 329 321 444 161 325 74 154 544 1 940 869 2 466

Netherlands 1 881 3 285 473 667 273 316 123 252 350 841 662 1 209

BLEU 1 675 2 604 65 133 71 98 74 139 212 477 1 253 1 757

EEC 15 911 31 627 1 519 2 377 913 1 172 563 1 095 5 146 12 119 7 770 14 864



Chapter 14 — Not quite a common market yet 295

take place. The obstacles in question were taxes 
with an effect equivalent to that of customs duties 
that were applied specifically to a product imported 
from a member country but not to the similar na
tional product and, therefore, had the same effect as 
a customs duty on the free movement of prod
ucts (1). These obstacles also included a whole ser
ies of measures with the same potential effects as 
quotas, such as publicsector or technical regula
tions, State monopolies, and public procurement 
regulations and practices. It was common practice 
for Member States to use some of these measures 
for protectionist purposes. The abolition of customs 
duties and quotas was liable to give fresh impetus 
to this tendency even within Community territory.

As the Commission was perfectly aware of the 
scale of the task before it and as the process lead
ing to customs union appeared by then to be 
long since under way, a ‘work programme for all 
aspects relating to the internal market and com
petition sectors with a view to the complete abo
lition of barriers to trade before 1970’ was estab
lished by the DirectoratesGeneral for the Internal 
Market and for Competition in early 1965. This 
was such a wideranging programme that the dir
ectoratesgeneral concerned pointed out that the 
completion of the work by the planned deadlines 
depended on a number of factors most of which 
could not be influenced: the feasibility of organis
ing meetings with national experts; translation 
and interpretation resources; staffing problems in 
the relevant departments; resources available to 
the national authorities for accompanying and 
following up on their work (2).

Such was the workload that, even when setting 
priorities and assuming compliance by the Com
mission departments and by the Member States, 
Hans von der Groeben, Commissioner for Com
petition, was of the opinion that, even then, it 

(1)   Judgments in Cases 2 and 3 of the Court of Justice of the European 
Communities, 1962. Quoted by Nême, J. and Nême, C., op. cit., 
p. 56.

(2)   Programme de travail pour l’ensemble des matières relevant du 
marché intérieur et de la concurrence, note du secrétariat exécutif, 
SEC(65) 297, 2 February 1965.

was obvious from this inventory that it would be 
impossible to resolve all these problems by 
1970 (3).

The difficulties were not only administrative or 
institutional in nature. There was hardly any 
doubt that, once the tariff barriers and quotas had 
been abolished, the Member States would be re
luctant, for all their apparent wish for nondis
crimination, to let go of any remaining means of 
protection. As we know, the economic crisis of 
the 1970s would consolidate this tendency.

Article 28 of the EEC Treaty, therefore, required 
the elimination of measures having equivalent ef
fect to quantitative restrictions. However, under 
the guise of regulations applicable to all products 
with no apparent distinction as to their origin, the 
Member States often tried to favour national pro
duction. For example, a measure adopted by the 
Belgian government stipulated that the nitrogen 
content of all fertilisers to be sold in Belgium had 
to be at least 24 %. Before, they had produced 
fertilisers with a nitrogen content of 16 %. They 
had, therefore, increased the nitrogen content to 
24 %. The measure was to be applied indiscrim
inately and was pursued with a legitimate objec
tive. It, therefore, did not appear to be protection
ist. But its aim was to oblige the producers from 
the other Member States, in particular French 
producers, to adapt their production, as France 
was producing fertilisers with a 22 % nitrogen 
content and would, therefore, have had to adapt. 
This example led to Directive 70/50/EEC of De
cember 1969, which defined the concept of effect 
equivalent to quantitative restrictions and created 
a link between the Member States’ intended ob
jective and the measures taken to achieve it by 
using the idea of proportionality between the in
tended objective and the regulations adopted at 
national level. ‘For chemical fertilisers in Belgium, 
the Belgians were perfectly able to achieve the 
objective [...] by choosing a nitrogen content of 
22 %’ (4).

(3)   Ibid.
(4)   Interview with Alfonso Mattera Ricigliano, 25 November 2004.
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Technical barriers to trade, which represented 
one of the main issues under the programme to 
complete the internal market, were linked to the 
concern of the authors of the Treaty to take ac
count of the legitimacy of Member States’ action 
to subject certain types of goods to import con
trols for reasons of safety or public health. How
ever, Article 36 of the Treaty specified that related 
checks and national legislation must not consti
tute a disguised restriction on trade. The tariff dis
mantling required to implement the customs 
 union gradually revealed the potential impact of 
technical regulations and requirements, some of 
which could be formidable instruments of indir
ect protectionism. In fact, it was only possible to 
eliminate these barriers through the approxima
tion of national legislation. This required a great 
deal of patience and dogged determination as 
approximation took place on a casebycase 
 basis, thus making it possible to establish criteria 
of a more general nature. On the back of the 
progress made, the Commission developed a 
programme which the Council endorsed on  
25 March 1969. It entailed the Member States’ ac
ceptance of a status quo in terms of regulations 
and the mutual recognition of controls if rules on 
the marketing of a product were equivalent or 
made equivalent by a Community measure. It 
also included a flexible procedure for updating 
directives, so as to allow the rapid adaptation of 
regulations to technological developments, and 
an extensive development programme for direct
ives covering priority sectors, to be completed by 
1 January 1970. However, this programme was 
quickly marked by such considerable delays that, 
at the end of December 1970, the Commission 
acknowledged that ‘the results obtained fell con
siderably short of that which should have been 
achieved by now’ (translation)  (1). This situation 
was caused by the volume of work outstanding, 
which was growing on a virtually continual basis. 
The following observation was made in late 1970: 
‘Although the programme made it possible to de

(1)   Note concernant l’état d’avancement du programme général relatif 
à l’élimination des entraves techniques aux échanges. Communica
tion from Mr Spinelli, SEC(70) 4532, 8 December 1970.

fine a certain order of priority [...], it needed to  
be supplemented [...]. Take motor vehicles, for 
example: 25 directives were planned by the pro
gramme, whereas now there are plans for around 
70.’ Furthermore, the extension of national legis
lative action to new fields such as the environ
ment served only to exacerbate the problems. 
With the customs union in place, the legislative 
field covering technology seemed to have be
come the sticking point in the bid to balance na
tional economic interests, thus slowing the pro
cess of completing the internal market. A progress 
report drafted by Spinelli’s services for his col
leagues expressed regret over this matter, stating 
that, as soon as a draft directive was referred to 
the Council, the positions adopted in the prepara
tory meeting tended to change and there was an 
increasing risk that an outcome based on ‘pack
age deals’ rather than decisions on the merits of 
the directive concerned would gradually take 
shape. There was, moreover, a marked tendency 
to reserve all decisions for the highest level (2). At 
the end of 1970, the Commission consequently 
prepared to draw the institutional consequences 
of these difficulties by taking a stance in favour of 
using qualified majority voting if the current dif
ficulties were to persist. Article 100 of the Treaty 
of Rome concerning the harmonisation of legisla
tion actually required unanimity for all Council 
decisions in this field despite the usually tech
nical nature of the range of options from which 
to choose (3).

Practices tending to favour national suppliers in 
connection with public procurement were anoth
er of the Commission’s concerns at the start of 
the 1970s. These practices were common in all 
Member States and were sometimes prescribed 
by national legislation, such as the Belgian meas
ure of 1935, confirmed in October 1955, which 
entrusted a committee of civil servants with the 
task of examining tenders from foreign business
es for public contracts. Apart from the discrimin

(2)   Ibid, p. 15.
(3)   Toulemon, R., ‘Des idées nouvelles en politique industrielle’, Revue 

du Marché Commun, September 1970, pp. 386–387.
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The success of the single market

‘All customs duties between the Member States 
were abolished on 1 January 1968, in other words 
two years ahead of the negotiators’ most optimis-
tic predictions. The quantitative restrictions that 
existed above all in France had likewise taken only 
a few years to disappear (end of 1961), whereas, 
in this case too, a long transitional period had 
been envisaged. This resulted in the rapid devel-
opment of trade between the Member States, 
which increased twice as fast as world trade. Par-
ticularly high growth occurred from 1962 on-
wards, when the abolition of quantitative restric-
tions and a sufficient decrease in customs duties 
created undeniable material ease.

However, we cannot neglect the psychological as-
pect either: the feeling that the six countries were 
truly engaged in the creation of a customs union 
generated awareness and positive reactions which 
resulted in the Treaty taking effect more quickly and 
extensively than could logically be justified by the 
detailed provisions. One of the unquestionable vir-
tues of the common market, at least as important as 
improved trade opportunities, was its timetable, 
which set precise obligations for fixed dates. Its 
other strength was that we believed in it. Thanks to 
this belief, many economic operators made the ne-
cessary efforts, particularly in France, and anticipat-
ed its results, thereby fostering its overall success.’

Deniau, J.-Fr., L’Europe interdite, Éditions du Seuil,  
Paris, 1977, pp. 86–87  

(Translated from the French)

this was not supported by the Member States, 
which were soon to be confronted with the eco
nomic crisis of the 1970s.

National monopolies of a commercial nature gave 
rise to the same type of problem. They were tar
geted by the Treaty less in terms of their exist
ence than in terms of the likelihood that they 
would generate discrimination against nationals 
of the Member States. Some of these monopolies 
involved taxation and concerned tobacco, match
es or alcohol. Others were monopolies linked to 
the implementation of a national policy in a sec
tor of strategic importance such as gas or petrol
eum. In the latter case, the State import monopo
ly established in France since 1928 formed the 
basis of a policy to favour national groups for 
economic and security reasons. At the end of the 
1950s, this monopoly was used as a way of sell
ing off Saharan petroleum. One of the difficulties 
here lay in the differing interpretations of Article 
37 of the Treaty, even within the directoratesgen
eral concerned. Should the monopolies be adapt
ed so as to put an end to all discrimination affect
ing Community suppliers or should they simply 
be abolished (3)? In spite of the difficulties, the 
Commission did achieve some results here. For 
instance, the Italian government agreed to abol
ish the import monopolies on bananas and quin
ine. Generally speaking, however, the partial ad
justments undertaken by the governments still 
left significant areas of discrimination by the end 
of the transitional period. Difficulties in defining 
a European energy policy would, therefore, stand 
in the way of an end to discrimination in this field 
for a long time to come (4).

Overall, although the achievement of the customs 
union is rightfully presented as a major success 
for the Commission, the completion of the inter
nal market started to falter by the end of the 
1960s in the face of various points of resistance 
on the part of Member States, which had not  

(3)   COM(61) 181, Problèmes de la mise en œuvre de l’article 37 CEE, 
Communication from Mr Caron, 26 November 1961.

(4)  EEC, Commission, Third General Report on the Activities of the 
Community, May 1960, pp. 88–91.

 

atory character of the procedure, this Belgian sys
tem gave national businesses a preference margin 
of 10 % in terms of price (1). Such practices, irre
spective of whether they were laid down in na
tional legislation, affected not only public pro
curement but also the main businesses in the 
capital goods sector. ‘For them, life continued as 
if the common market did not exist’, explained 
Robert Toulemon in 1970 (2). Remedying this 
state of affairs was a major challenge because it 
required a complete change of spirit. However, 

(1)   Nême, J. and Nême, C., op.cit., p. 121.
(2)   Toulemon, R., op. cit., p. 387.
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relinquished all possible means that could help 
them defend their interests, including their own 
interpretation of the Treaty. Coupled with institu
tional uncertainties, this explained the emerging 
stalemate, which was exacerbated by the crisis of 
the 1970s. To these problems must be added the 
difficulties experienced by the Europeans in 
agreeing on new common policies the imple
mentation of which could have facilitated work 
on the completion of the internal market.

Labour, services and capital

The free movement of workers is enshrined in 
Articles 48 to 51 of the EEC Treaty. In so far as its 
purpose is to allow mobility of labour as a pro
duction factor, it is complementary to the estab
lishment of the market for industrial products, 
agriculture and services. Workers from the Mem
ber States must be able to take any employment 
available in the Community, with the exceptions 
laid down by the Treaty, such as publicservice 
employment. This freedom was largely achieved 
in three stages.

Initially, Regulation No 15, adopted by the Council 
in August 1961, maintained the priority given to 
nationals. A worker from another Member State 
could be employed only in the absence of a suit
able national candidate. Regulation No 38 of April 
1964 essentially brought an end to the priority en
joyed by nationals, to a large extent assimilating 
the treatment of Community workers to that of na
tionals in terms of rights at work and facilitating 
family reunification. The provisions of 29 July 1968 
completed the work accomplished one and a half 
years ahead of the schedule planned by the Treaty 
and placed Community workers on a completely 
equal footing with national workers by abolishing 
work permits for Community nationals, establish
ing freedom for Community nationals to seek em
ployment anywhere on Community territory and 
even giving priority to Community workers over 
those from third countries.

These provisions were all the easier to implement 
given that, in general, the Community suffered 

from a considerable shortage of labour in the 
1960s, so much so that it was resorting widely to 
workers from third countries.

Freedom of establishment and freedom to pro
vide services are in many respects complemen
tary to the free movement of goods, if only 
through the possibility for businesses to develop 
commercial networks or offer services linked to 
the sale of their products. These two freedoms, 
therefore, also featured in the objectives to be 
achieved after the transitional period, with prior
ity given to the activities of greatest use ‘to the 
development of production and trade’ (1). The 
Commission, therefore, devised a programme for 
the progressive abolition of restrictions on these 
freedoms that was approved by the Council in 
December 1961. Covering the period 1963–69, 
only a fraction of the programme was carried out 
depending on the sector of activity and the pro
fession concerned. The effective implementation 
of these freedoms, in fact, required the approxi
mation of national legislation, particularly in cer
tain professions or for certain categories of com
panies, whether it was a question of the medical, 
technical or legal professions, banking or certain 
distributive trade activities such as pharmacy, etc. 
The resistance of a number of categories, some of 
which had a longestablished structure organised 
at national level, and the difficulty in harmonising 
diplomas or company law, thus, constituted  major 
obstacles to the completion of the common mar
ket.

The free movement of capital had wideranging 
effects on the achievement of full economic  union 
at Community level. It was the essential counter
part to the payments linked to everyday commer
cial transactions involving goods or services. It 
also complemented the free movement of per
sons and particularly workers, who had to be 
able to transfer their personal property and the 
product of their work from one country to an
other. But such freedom could also be envisaged 
with a view to creating a homogeneous econom

(1)  Article 54 of the EEC Treaty. 
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ic area within which economic stakeholders 
could obtain financing on similar terms. Thus, the 
free movement of capital gradually came to be 
viewed as one of the conditions for the establish
ment of an industrial area or even of a Commu
nity industrial policy (1). However, such freedom 
gave rise to some tough questions as it entailed a 
minimum of economic policy coordination be
tween the Six and therefore the acceptance of 
less autonomy for the Member States in this 
field.

Unlike the free movement of goods, the aims, 
means and stages of establishing the free move
ment of capital were not specified in great detail 
in the Treaty. At the end of the transitional period, 
the restrictions on capital movements were to be 
abolished ‘to the extent necessary to ensure the 
proper functioning of the common market’ (2). 
Although it was understood that this objective 
had to be achieved progressively, only the first 
stage in the process was defined by the Treaty: 
the freedom of current payments linked to the 
free movement of goods, services and workers 
had to be accomplished by the end of 1961. The 
Treaty also included the principle of nondiscrim
ination within the Community. The liberalisation 
process was initiated by two directives adopted 
on 11 May 1960 and 18 December 1962. The first 
set out measures for the unconditional liberalisa
tion of movements of a personal nature, direct 
investments, operations in listed securities, real
estate investments and credits linked to commer
cial transactions. The conditional liberalisation 
system, on the other hand, concerned unlisted 
securities, the issue of foreign securities and fi
nancial credits, in other words credits not linked 
to commercial transactions. For these categories, 
the Member States could impose restrictions if 
they considered that these movements might 
form an obstacle to the achievement of their eco
nomic policy objectives. The 1962 directive, 

(1)  This concern is reflected in the Memorandum on the industrial 
policy of the Community of March 1970: La politique industrielle de 
la Communauté, Mémorandum de la Commission au Conseil,  
COM(70) 100, 18 March 1970. See also Toulemon, R., op. cit.

(2)  Article 67 of the EEC Treaty.

An incomplete single market

‘Incentives to encourage the effective creation 
of the single market — which is far from being 
a European reality, despite the progress that 
has been achieved — can take either a 
negative form, such as the elimination of any 
differences in standards which still exist 
between countries and which distort 
competition, or a positive form, such as the 
establishment of a tax framework. These 
incentives must encourage competition even 
at consumer level. At present, competition 
exists at producer level, but the continuing 
protectionist approach to transport or trade 
channels creates preferential conditions for 
some of these producers or distributors, rather 
than for the individual buyers. When, for 
example, German manufacturers of electrical 
or photographic equipment sell products on 
the French market at prices comparable to 
those charged in France even though they 
could sell them for 30 % less — an assumption 
based on the prices charged on the German 
market — we cannot claim that the public is 
benefiting from competition as much as could 
rightfully be expected. Furthermore, 
governmental bodies and the Commission of 
the European Communities need to foster 
competition between channels of distribution 
to match that between production companies. 
In this respect, mail-order sales, which allow 
direct contact with the consumer, should for 
instance be encouraged.

The single market also works on the 
assumption that people can move freely and 
establish their residence anywhere for the 
purpose of work. The remaining barriers 
relating to educational qualifications are 
therefore taking too long to dismantle.’

Armand, L. and Drancourt, M., Le pari européen, 
Fayard, Paris, 1968, pp. 212–213.  

(Translated from the French)
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which complemented the 1960 directive, extend
ed liberalisation to new stakeholders and lines of 
activity. It should be noted that some of the Treaty 
requirements and the provisions subsequently 
adopted at Community level were largely com
mensurate with the obligations imposed by the 
IMF on its members or were included in the 
OECD Code of Liberalisation of Capital Move
ments of July 1964: the identification of the Com
munity in relation to the rest of the world was, 
therefore, weak in this field.

In actual fact, France, the Netherlands and Italy 
announced their decision to abide by the uncon
ditional requirements for the liberalisation of cap
ital movements provided for in the 1960 directive. 
This minimal interpretation explains why the first 
version of a third directive on liberalisation drawn 
up in early 1964 was not approved by the Coun
cil in March 1965. The capital market within the 
Community consequently remained compart
mentalised. It was far from satisfying the Com
mission’s desire to see the development of a Euro
pean capital market able to provide the necessary 
means of financing for businesses. The expert 
group chaired by Claudio Segré, Director in the 
DirectorateGeneral for Economic and Financial 
Affairs, worked between 1964 and 1967 on iden
tifying the very complex problems raised by such 
a project. As Segré explained, ‘We realised that 
the movement of capital depended on the institu
tional structure of the markets. [...] The obstacles 
were sometimes of a regulatory nature. Some
times, they quite simply stemmed from the mar
ket structure. If, for example, an insurance com
pany in country X does not have the right to 
invest in foreign securities, it immediately faces a 
major hindrance. It was not just about the obs
tacles. It was about a different approach. Some 
markets lay entirely in the hands of the State. For 
others, this was much less the case. In some, 
there was an aim for liberalisation. Others, in 

contrast, were under increasingly strict control. 
And then there were all the issues of power and 
the national authorities’ control over certain 
things. It was a period during which every coun
try had the underlying impression that it was 
short of capital.’ (1)

Immediately following the work of the Segré 
Committee, the Commission proposed an amend
ed version of the third directive on the liberalisa
tion of capital. It asked the Member States to dis
continue controls both on the issue of their 
national market of equities from other EEC coun
tries and on minor credit operations which were 
not linked to commercial transactions. All meas
ures were subject to a ceiling. The amended ver
sion also included the elimination of a number of 
discriminatory measures regarding access to the 
financial markets for issuers of securities in the 
EEC. Two years later, a memorandum from the 
Commission drew the Member States’ attention to 
the need for an agreement on the third directive 
and called for a round of harmonisation concern
ing the fiscal organisation of capital markets from 
the viewpoint of taxation and regulation (2).

The crisis of May 1968 in France, followed by the 
growing strains on the international monetary 
front in the early 1970s, placed the project to cre
ate a unified European financial area in question 
once again, owing to the unilateral measures 
 taken by each of the Member States to isolate 
their market from destabilising speculative move
ments of capital. Most of these measures made 
no distinction between capital flows from Com
munity countries and those from other countries: 
the prospect of unification for the European cap
ital market became more distant again for a 
number of years (3).

Éric Bussière

(1)  Interview with Claudio Segré, 3 March 2004.
(2)  ‘Commission memoranda on the capital market and the taxes af

fecting it’, Bulletin of the EC, No 5, 1969.
(3)  Bakker Age, F. P., The liberalization of capital movements in 

Europe, Kluwer Academic publishers, Dordrecht, 1996, pp. 116–
118.
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Display at the Innovation department store in Brussels in 1960, ‘Common Market Month’.  
The shop was established by the Alsatian François Bernheim in the rue Neuve/Nieuwstraat in the 19th century at the 

historic headquarters of a chain distributing novelty fashions before the group diversified across a wide range of segments 
of the distribution business. In the interwar years the group was run by Émile Bernheim (1886–1985), who was already 

actively involved in ‘Europeanising’ the large-scale distribution business, and by the 1950s it was working for closer links 
between national distribution companies, promoting the concept, among others, of European buying associations through 

the Association commerciale internationale, established in 1953.
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Chapter 15

Competition

In his retrospective analysis of the Commission’s 
activities during the first stage of its history — 
where he played a leading role — Hans von der 
Groeben described the creation of a competition 
policy as a ‘struggle’, a term he used in the title 
itself of his work. The importance of competition 
rules and competition policy to the development 
of the common market had, he wrote, been vari
ously assessed. The proponents of a market 
economy regarded as essential the introduction 
and safeguarding of healthy and fair competition. 
Others were inclined to accord greater impor
tance, when it came to creating a vast economic 
area, to direct economic policy intervention or to 
agreements between enterprises. As a member of 
the Commission, he had made up his mind to 
translate the Treaty rules in that area into prac
tice, notwithstanding the difficult nature of the 
task ahead given the considerable differences of 
opinion and conflicts of interest (1).

(1)  Von der Groeben, H., The European Community — The formative 
years — The struggle to establish the common market and the pol
itical union (1958–66), European Perspectives, Office for Official 
Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1987, 
pp. 59–61.

Von der Groeben outlined lightheartedly the way 
in which portfolios were distributed among Com
missioners, saying that he behaved like a ragand
bone man, picking up anything and every thing. 
And that was how he had managed to gather to
gether under the roof of his directorategeneral 
cartels and monopolies, State aid, the approxima
tion of laws and tax harmonisation. Those were, in 
his view, the ingredients that subsequently ensured 
the Community’s viability, no less. Intriguingly, 
Hallstein, who could not have failed to notice this 
fact, did not let on to von der Groeben. The others, 
however, were so convinced that these were mat
ters which had to be governed from on high that 
they made a grab for the posts where they thought 
they could hold the reins from Brussels. Von der 
Groeben’s entire philosophy — which was no se
cret — was, however, diametrically the opposite, 
being based on the idea that the conditions had to 
be put in place so that economies could grow 
gradually side by side into an economic area. Gen
uine integration, to his mind, started from the 
ground upwards, and what he and his fellow Com
missioners had to do was to establish the ground 
rules and nothing more (2).

(2)  Interview with Hans von der Groeben, 16 December 2003.
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Thus armed with powers over restrictive prac 
tices, aid, taxation and the approximation of laws, 
the competition policy department’s responsibil
ities overlapped in almost every area with those 
of other directoratesgeneral, whether they were 
concerned with general economic policy, struc
tural policy, industrial policy, energy policy or 
regional policy. Competition policy was therefore 
at the crossroads between many areas of respon
sibility. Its successful pursuit would depend on all 
the Commissioner’s strength of conviction and on 
his capacity for dialogue, both with his colleagues 
and with the economic operators concerned.

The goal he set himself was to create conditions 
identical to those existing in national markets (1). 
Competition policy was, therefore, in von der 
Groeben’s view, part and parcel of the policy 
aimed at establishing the single market as well as 
of general economic policy, competition being for 
him a powerful factor in the development of 
structures and hence in their modernisation. He 
pursued this goal by taking two complementary 
courses of action. The first consisted in combating 
practices aimed at distorting or preventing com
petition between market operators and the sec
ond in harmonising the conditions of competition 
in relation to taxes, State aid or lawmaking — that 
is, State intervention. The policy on restrictive 
practices and mergers and the harmonisation of 
the bases of common taxation through VAT were 
his two most outstanding achievements.

Restrictive practices, abuses of 
dominant positions and State aid

Introducing rules applicable to enterprises 
(‘under takings’) in the area of cartels or other pri
vate restrictive practices and in that of abuses of 
dominant positions was one of the Commission’s 
main priorities and one that was most difficult to 
implement. Article 85 of the Treaty prohibited 
agreements or concerted practices between un
dertakings having as their object the restriction or 

(1)  Von der Groeben, H., loc. cit.

distortion of competition within the common 
market. Article 86 dealt with abuses of dominant 
positions. These two articles were directed at 
practices born of different situations but with po
tentially similar effects. In the former instance, 
undertakings sought to organise the market 
through manifold private agreements containing, 
say, provisions for dividing up markets or fixing 
selling conditions or even prices. In the latter in
stance, in a highly concentrated industry, an 
under taking might be tempted to exploit a bor
derline monopoly in order to derive the same 
kind of benefits. Since 1945, these two situations 
had been the target of national laws, especially in 
France and Germany, where the underlying phil
osophies bore witness in fact to different indus
trial structures. In Germany, a law of 1957 prohib
ited cartels as a matter of principle except where 
they had been exempted by the Federal Car
tel Office. In France, legislation introduced in 
1953 governed not so much the principle of a 
cartel as the abusive practices that the Technical 
Commission for Restrictive Practices was charged 
with preventing. The French authorities were thus 
more sensitive to the concept of abuse of a dom
inant position, as covered by Article 86 of the 
Treaty, than were the German authorities. They 
took a sympathetic view of cartels because these 
often acted as substitutes for a merger and their 
economic impact could sometimes be considered 
beneficial. Owing to the more dispersed nature 
of their industry, the French were more sensitive 
to the effects of domination, from which foreign 
businesses, being often much more highly con
centrated, could profit, as in the case of German 
or American firms.

The difficulty in implementing Articles 85 and 86 
stemmed mainly from the fact that three EEC 
Member States did not as yet have any domestic 
laws on the subject and to the differences of ap
proach between France, followed for a time by 
Luxembourg and Belgium, on the one hand, and 
Germany and the Netherlands, on the other. 
What, moreover, were the respective roles of the 
Commission and the Member States to be once 
the Community apparatus was operational? From 
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1958 onwards the Commission was careful to co
ordinate closely its work and that of the Member 
States by gathering together national experts in 
these areas at regular intervals to discuss points 
of law and procedure. While agreement was 
quickly reached on Articles 85 and 86 of the Treaty 
being directly applicable legal provisions, diffi
culties arose as soon as the discussion turned to 
the manner of their implementation. The Com
mission, faced with the lack of any legislation in 
Belgium, Italy and Luxembourg, strove to speed 
up the drafting and enactment of the necessary 
instruments in those countries. But the situation 
was seized on by those countries which did have 
the necessary legal arsenal as a pretext for not 
taking any action. Von der Groeben said in Feb
ruary 1960 that, by invoking the principles of 
equality of treatment and reciprocity, the other 
Member States were holding back from applying 
the provisions (1). In those circumstances, al

(1)  Cartels policy, Communication from Mr von der Groeben,  COM(60) 
17, 15 February 1960.

though the Treaty provided that, until such time 
as Community rules were adopted, it was for the 
Member States to ensure compliance with the 
provisions of Articles 85 and 86, their inaction 
risked seeing relations between Community under 
takings crystallise in the form of cartels that neu
tralised the removal of obstacles to trade by the 
Member States through tariff dismantling (2). The 
risk was all the more serious at the time owing to 
the acceleration of the process of opening up 
frontiers decided on in May 1960. A second, re
lated difficulty lay in the differences between na
tional laws. The application of national laws, 
where they existed, implied a minimum of con
certed action if there was not to be any inequal
ity of treatment from one Member State to an
other for one and the same infringement. Von der 
Groeben explained that it was inadmissible, for 
example, that one Member State should apply to 
a cartel the prohibition in Article 85 when that 
same cartel was, by contrast, authorised in an
other Member State, was considered not caught 
by Article 85(1) in a third and was simply turned 
a blind eye to in a fourth (3). The Commission 
felt, therefore, that the solution lay in unofficial 
consultations between national experts in the 
hope that an open, indepth discussion of the is
sues might result in a broad meeting of minds. It 
was hoped to achieve this through the examina
tion of a few case studies. As well as making it 
possible to lay down a common approach, this 
method was also a tactical means of inducing 
Member States to pursue an active policy towards 
Articles 85 and 86.

To the extent that the Treaty also provided that it 
could carry out investigations on its own initia
tive, the Commission hoped to be able to count 
on Member States’ cooperation to supplement its 
own evidencegathering. It soon came to realise 
that this was a vain hope. It was hard to get Mem
ber States to cooperate in gathering information 
on cartels and dominant market positions be
cause some of them did not yet have any  

(2)  Ibid.
(3)  Ibid., p. 11.

Pressure from firms on the  
Directorate-General for Competition

When asked whether firms exerted pressure on the 
Directorate-General for Competition, Ivo Schwartz 
replied that they did, very much so. Being still young 
at the time, he found it most disagreeable. There 
were already some very difficult negotiations and 
discussions going on. And then there were the bilat-
eral lobbies. For example, the whole of German in-
dustry was represented by one man who was for-
ever on the doorstep asking to see everyone and 
Schwartz in particular. His name was Eichner. Diplo-
macy was called for in dealing with him without 
overly compromising the Commissioner’s position. 
The staff were there to do a job and they could not 
afford to argue among themselves and create inter-
nal divisions. That was unthinkable. But Schwartz’s 
Bonn experience, during which he had observed at 
close hand the negotiations between Germany and 
the Allies, came in very handy in that respect.

Interview with Ivo Schwartz, 16 January 2004. 
(Translated from the German)
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competent national authorities or sufficient pro
cedural rules. Hence the observation that the hope 
of seeing Member States submit specific cartel 
cases to the Commission had still to be realised (1).

Starting in the early 1960s, the Commission there
fore took it upon itself to act, deeming itself em
powered to open investigations and to enter into 
direct contact with the undertakings or other 
bodies concerned, no matter what action the 
Member States might themselves take. The object
ive was, according to von der Groeben, to open 
an investigation into a few major cartels which 

(1)  Cartels policy, communication from Mr von der Groeben, COM(60) 
17, 15 February 1960, p. 14.

were particularly damaging to the establishment 
of the Community so as to make it clear to Mem
ber States that a passive attitude on their part 
would not prevent the Commission from pursu
ing an active cartels policy and to show the busi
ness world that the Commission would not con
tent itself with investigating, in response to 
complaints, cartel cases of no importance (2).

The speedingup of the marketopening process 
and Member States’ passivity forced the Commis
sion, however, to broaden the scope of its action 
and present a proposal for a regulation in the 

(2)  Ibid., p. 15.

The debates on competition in the European Parliament in 1961

‘The debates in the European Parliament on the 
implementation of the Treaty articles on competi-
tion were very lively occasions. They took place 
between supporters of the principle of the prohi-
bition of cartels and those who placed the empha-
sis on abuses of dominant positions. The part 
played by the Commission in regulatory and in-
vestigatory matters was also debated.

In Parliament as elsewhere, opinions diverged on 
this fundamental issue. The rapporteur of the in-
ternal market committee, the German MEP, Arved 
Deringer, tried to work out in his report a draft 
compromise which, on the basis of the prohibi-
tion principle, made concessions to the propo-
nents of the abuse principle via provisions on the 
retroactivity of the exemption authorisation. At 
the plenary sitting in Strasbourg on 19 October 
1961, the two sides clashed as usual. It was a 
great day for Parliament. There was no dema-
goguery, only technical exchanges, firm but po-
lite. On the questions of principle, a small majority 
favoured the Commission’s viewpoint, and in the 
final vote, which took place during the night, the 
Deringer Report was approved, with a few amend-
ments, by a large majority. Parliament came out 
unequivocally in favour of the Commission having 
sole decision-making power, with the possibility 
of appeal to the Court of Justice. The House was 

full, and the press reports were comprehensive and 
objective. The general public and the interests con-
cerned took part extensively in the discussions, which 
were fuelled by sound arguments on all sides. These 
debates give some idea of the important role the 
Euro pean Parliament — thanks among other things 
to dir ect universal suffrage, which was already in the 
pipeline — could have played in the integration pro-
cess if the Member States had succeeded in imple-
menting political cooperation. In this instance, as in 
many others, the Commission did everything in its 
power to help Parliament play its part as a constitu-
tional body participating in the decision-making pro-
cess through an intensive information campaign, fre-
quent debates in committee and the personal 
commitment of the responsible Commissioners. In 
fact, the Commission stated that it was ready in this 
case too to take account of Parliament’s positions in 
the discussions within the Council. Parliament’s de-
bates and its resolution therefore contributed in no 
small measure to the compromise finally reached by 
the Commission and the Member States at the Coun-
cil meetings in December.’

Extract from Hans von der Groeben’s work: The European 
Community — the formative years — The struggle to establish 

the common market and the political union 1958–66, 
European Perspectives, Office for Official Publications of the 

European Communities, Luxembourg, 1987, p. 122.
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autumn of 1960. Von der Groeben thus explained 
to his colleagues that the Commission was cur
rently stymied by its enormous dependence on 
the effective collaboration of the Six’s national 
authorities. The Member States’ efforts so far did 
not entirely correspond to what was needed. It 
was therefore essential, on the one hand, to in
crease the amount of information available to the 
Commission on existing cartels and, on the other, 
to put an end to the legal uncertainty about which 
industry frequently complained (1).

The Commission’s proposal for a regulation was 
discussed in the Council, the Parliamentary As
sembly and the Economic and Social Committee, 
where advocates of the abuse theory clashed 
with supporters of the prohibition theory. In the 
end, Regulation No 17 of 21 February 1962, more 
commonly known as Regulation 17/62, which 
laid down rules for the application of Articles 85 
and 86 of the Treaty, was based on the principle 
that all cartels were prohibited. Anticompetitive 
agreements between undertakings therefore had 
to be notified to the Commission, which decided 
what action to take on them. Following notifica
tion, the Commission could either decide not to 
act or to authorise the agreement if its overall ef
fects were considered to be favourable, or else to 
prohibit it or initiate proceedings. Regulation 
17/62 provided for the possibility of proceedings 
in response to complaints by interested third par
ties or Member States, owninitiative proceedings 
opened by the Commission itself, and the possi
bility of sector enquiries, which were better suit
ed to detecting abuses of dominant positions.

The enactment of Regulation 17/62 was a victory 
for the Commission. It gave it a wide range of 
powers and centralised in its hands the lion’s 
share of the decisionmaking process in the name 
of efficiency and of the unity of the caselaw to 
come. It nevertheless remained determined to 
promote a joint effort with the Member States by 
hosting regular meetings of government experts 

(1)  Regulations implementing Articles 85 and 86 EEC, Communication 
from Mr von der Groeben, COM(60) 138, 9 September 1960.

and by relying on employers’ organisations to 
disseminate information among the business 
community. Von der Groeben’s legitimate con
cern was to avoid a direct confrontation with the 
latter. This cautionary attitude showed itself, ac
cording to an entertaining account by Ivo 
Schwartz (2), in the way he would put off reach
ing a decision on individual cases. What, he asked 
Schwartz — just as he had asked others at the 
very beginning — was really behind the youthful 
European Economic Community? The answer 
was, if one looked more closely, the economy 
mainly. The Commission was therefore faced with 
a choice between eradicating as quickly and as 
energetically as possible the existing array of car
tels and monopolies, thereby running the risk of 
undermining the economy; proceeding steadily 
in that direction, step by step; and maintaining 
support for the economy and, in particular, for 
industry and commerce for Europe’s and the  
European Community’s sakes.

In the event, the Commission chose to embark on 
an educational campaign and to enter into a dia
logue with the interests concerned. A document 
entitled ‘Initial comments on the first regulation 
applying Articles 85 and 86 of the Treaty of Rome’ 
was thus drawn up by UNICE, in partnership with 
the DirectorateGeneral for Competition (3). All in 
all, it is DG IV that seems to have launched, in 
early 1962, the initiatives that helped competition 
policy to take off successfully. Witness a remark 
by Kohnstamm to Monnet — commenting on the 
fact that the anticartel legislation had been ad
opted unanimously — to the effect that everyone 
seemed to think that the legislation was good and 
that the final text was, if anything, an improve
ment on the Commission’s original proposal. 
Many people, he added, thought that von der 
Groeben had prepared the ground very well with 
the various governments (4).

(2)  Interview with Ivo Schwartz, 16 January 2004.
(3)  BAC 89/1983, Initial comments on the first regulation applying  

Articles 85 and 86 of the Treaty of Rome, 17 April 1962. 
(4)  FJME, MK 20, Max Kohnstamm to Jean Monnet, 5 January 1962.
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However, Regulation 17/62 proved difficult to 
implement in practice. Rules on the subject were 
new in Europe, experts in the field were few in 
number and the information transmitted by inter
ested parties to the Commission was not always 
sufficient. The Commission wished to take every 
precaution inasmuch as the first decisions would 
set a precedent. The compulsory notification of 
agreements caused, moreover, a major organisa
tional headache. More than 35 000 notifications 
were sent to Brussels following the regulation’s 
enactment. Simply processing that amount of in
formation was problematic for want of enough 
trained staff. Von der Groeben acknowledged 
these difficulties, stating on more than one occa
sion that investigations were as a rule very time
consuming, more so than had at first been sup
posed, and that interpreting the Treaty provisions 
raised many tricky questions and called for de

tailed studies and discussions. The directorate
general’s staffing levels unfortunately did not re
flect the workload (1). The Commission’s 
departments nevertheless came up with answers 
to this challenge. In July 1962, Schumacher, head 
of DG IV’s antitrust directorate, informed a meet
ing of national experts that it had been decided 
to proceed by category, or type, of agreement as 
this would make it possible to deal with a very 
large number of cases at any one time. It had also 
been decided to take a limited number of indi
vidual decisions so as to demonstrate the Com
mission’s determination to act and to provide 
guidance to undertakings. Regulation 67/67 of  
22 March 1967 thus made it possible to deal en 

(1)  ‘Competition policy, an integral part of economic policy in the 
common market’, Speech given by Hans von der Groeben to the 
European Parliament, 16 June 1965.

P. VerLoren van Themaat on the ideas behind the drafting of Regulation 17/62 on competition

VerLoren van Themaat recollected that two major 
problems that arose when a start was being made 
on drafting Regulation 17/62 stemmed from the 
fact that there was at that time only one country, 
namely Germany, with the beginnings of a policy 
that could be compared, in terms of its principles, 
with the principles underlying Articles 85 and 86 
of the Treaty of Rome. Three countries had no 
competition policy aimed at the business sector, 
while the remaining two had policies which dif-
fered widely. Overall, the Member States’ policies 
contained absolutely no indication as to how to 
resolve any issues that might arise.

When it came to the crunch and ideas were called 
for, the idea that was chosen (and this proved im-
portant to what came afterwards) was that any-
thing that might be interpreted as an attempt to 
approximate national laws should be avoided. 
The starting point was instead that firms could 
not be allowed to re-erect barriers that govern-
ments were forbidden to erect, such as entry bar-
riers to national markets, price barriers, quantity 
barriers, etc.

Accordingly, in Regulation 17/62, the first implement-
ing regulation, which was still in force at the time of 
VerLoren van Themaat’s recollections, emphasis was 
placed on the impact that firms’ practices had on trade 
between Member States. The interesting thing about 
this was that, as far as those practices were concerned, 
both the business world and private individuals were 
so enthusiastic about the opportunities provided for 
moving into new markets that the number of decisions 
started to increase rapidly. But after several decades — 
and this was something that had not been expected 
when the 1962 roadmaps were being drawn up — the 
Member States themselves (Luxembourg being —  
VerLoren van Themaat believed — the forerunner of 
this new, independent national development) began 
to adopt, at the national level, the principles laid down 
in Articles 85 and 86, not in the context of dealings of 
transnational interest, but in the national context.

The scope of European competition law  
according to P. VerLoren van Themaat, in  Commission 

européenne, DG X (ed.), 40 ans des Traités de Rome ou la 
capacité des Traités d’assurer les avancées de la construction 
européenne/40 years of the Treaties of Rome or the capacity  
of the Treaties to advance the European integration process,  
Action Jean Monnet series, Bruylant, Brussels, 1999, p. 80. 

(Translated from the French)



309Chapter 15 — Competition

bloc with 13 041 cases involving exclusive deal
ing agreements, and a decision taken in 1968 en
abled the file to be closed on a further 12 000 
such agreements.

The finding of infringement made in September 
1964 against the GrundigConsten agreement, an 
exclusive dealing agreement with absolute terri
torial protection between a German firm and a 
French distributor which led to a partitioning of 
the market and substantial price differentials be
tween France and Germany for the same prod
uct, was the first in a series of proceedings, the 
exemplary and dissuasive effect of which enabled 
the Commission to act subsequently by dissua
sion. Armed with Court of Justice judgments on 
appeal upholding its decisions, the Commission 
succeeded even in persuading many cartels to 
dissolve or to change their ways so as no longer 
to infringe the rules. Nevertheless, the decision to 
prosecute the Grundig–Consten agreement was 
not an easy one to take. Manfred Caspari was 
part of von der Groeben’s inner circle and saw 
how it was that his colleagues’ exhortations in
duced him to act. Caspari recalled that it was Ivo 
Schwartz who handled such cartel cases in the 
Commissioner’s private office. The case was, of 
course, a complex one in that it involved patents, 
licences, etc. Von der Groeben was extremely 
hesitant, as was the responsible head of division, 
a German official. But, thankfully, there was an
other person in their midst, a Dutchman, who did 
an excellent job. The entire private office, more
over, was in favour of taking a decision. It was an 
uphill struggle to get von der Groeben, in the 
interests of the Community, to give his agreement 
to a decision being taken, but in the end he did 
just that (1).

This willingness to forge ahead was shared by the 
officials working for the DG. Young lawyers for 
the most part, they had gained a modicum of 
experience either in their home countries or on 
the job, while some of them had been to the 
United States on a leader’s grant to see how anti

(1)  Interview with Manfred Caspari, 18 February 2004.

trust proceedings were conducted there (2). DG 
IV thus learned how to use the carrotandstick 
approach, i.e. education, on the one hand, and 
fear of the policeman, on the other. Some of the 
officials were the very embodiment of the idea. 
Jacques Vandamme — Head of the EEC Controls 
Division (1961–67), then of the EEC Inspections 
Division (1968–73) — recalled, for example, how 
visits used to go. Some were simply information
gathering exercises. Firms would be asked wheth
er they were prepared to receive Commission of
ficials without the latter having to exercise their 
powers of enquiry. They would be told that such 
and such an industry was being scrutinised. In 
most cases, all went well by and large. If it came 
to an investigation — that is, where there was 
sufficient prima facie evidence of wrongdoing 
— officials would carry out raids on firms, often 
coming up trumps. They had smelled a rat, and 
their reward was an unexpected payoff in the 
form of actual proof of an infringement. The of
ficials concerned were generally mature individ
uals with a certain amount of seniority given that 
the tasks they had to perform were highly sensi
tive. There would come a point during the course 
of an investigation when they would have to ask 
the managing director to open certain filing cab
inets to show what was in them. As a rule, people 
could be induced to hand over their files volun
tarily without the need for coercion (3).

But, apart from the policeman’s role of the Com
mission and the judgments of the Court of Just
ice, a series of favourable decisions made it pos
sible to determine the limits and the meaning of 
the rules (4).

Once its role had been recognised by the institu
tional and private interests concerned and its 
working methods had been perfected, the Com
mission was able to set out more clearly its pos
ition on all aspects of agreements between un
dertakings. Cooperation agreements were thus 

(2)  Interview with Jacques Vandamme, 21 January 2004.
(3)  Ibid.
(4)  Nême, J. and Nême C., Économie européenne, PUF, Paris, 1970, 

pp. 99–105.
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In France, State intervention in the oil sector was 
born of the traumatic experience of the shortage 
of petroleum products during the First World War 
and of the preponderance of foreign, and in 
particular US, companies on the French market 
during the interwar period. The legal regime put 
in place by the Law of 30 March 1928 had the 
twofold aim of guaranteeing the country’s security 
of supply and of strengthening the position of 
domestic companies on the market. The law 
established a State oil monopoly, the management 
of which the State delegated to oil companies in 
return for certain commitments. The law also 
brought in import and distribution licences that 
made it possible to monitor French and foreign 
operators’ market shares.

When the Treaty of Rome was signed, the French 
authorities’ primary concern was to safeguard the 
monopoly system. France made sure that the 
French oil regime came under Article 37, which 
provided for the progressive adjustment of State 
monopolies, and not under Article 30, which 
concerned quantitative restrictions on imports. In 
the former case, the Commission simply made 
recommendations as to the manner in which and 
the timetable according to which the adjustment 
was carried out, whereas in the latter case it had 
binding powers which would have obliged the 
French State to comply with its instructions.

On the eve of the first oil crisis, despite three 
recommendations (of April 1962, July 1963 and 
December 1969) from the Commission, France 
enjoyed almost total freedom to adjust its oil 
regime. A degree of flexibility was introduced in 
1959 with the opening of an overall EEC quota 
and subsequently with the disappearance of 
discrimination such as the prohibition on using 

non-French equipment or the French nationality 
requirement for oil company managers. However, 
European liberals, especially in the Netherlands, 
felt that these measures did not go far enough 
and advocated dismantling the quota system. 
France made further movement on its part 
conditional on the introduction of a common 
energy policy.

From being very hostile to the French position, the 
Commission became more receptive to France’s 
concerns when at the end of the 1960s the 
problem of defending European oil companies 
against the US majors came to a head. The 
Communities’ activity report for 1967 stated, for 
example, that, as far as the import regime for 
French oil products was concerned, progress 
needed to be made towards a common energy 
policy before a fresh recommendation was sent to 
the French government.

Throughout the 1960s France lobbied very 
actively for a common oil policy incorporating the 
fundamentals of the Law of March 1928.  
On 11 July 1967, for example, it secured from the 
Council of Ministers a definition of Community 
company that was limited to enterprises whose 
fundamental interests coincided by their very 
nature permanently with those of the Community, 
which implied that they would be controlled by 
Community nationals or a Member State 
government and that they would have their 
decision-making centre in a Community country. 
The 1973–74 oil crisis strengthened the French 
conviction that the maintenance of a national oil 
policy underpinned by the principles of the Law of 
30 March 1928 was justified.

A. D.

The Commission squares up to the French oil monopoly 
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the subject of discussions which culminated in 
the publication of a document by the Commis
sion in July 1968 specifying that agreements be
tween undertakings whose activities accounted 
for only a small part of the European market were 
not caught by Article 85. The aim here was to 
help SMEs adapt to the new conditions of the 
European market.

Besides cartels, the effects of concentration on 
competition were one of the Commission’s major 
concerns. For a while it was feared that the Com
mission might adopt a rigorous attitude — a 
stance which some Member States considered 
potentially harmful to European industry with its 
often overly dispersed structures. However, the 
studies carried out by the Commission on con
centration in Community industry led it to adopt 
a more subtle approach which took into account 
a twofold concern: (i) the need to bridge the gap 
between Europe and the United States in a num
ber of areas and hence the need for a higher de
gree of concentration in certain sectors so as to 
achieve a critical mass internationally, and (ii) the 
need also to escape from the mindset centred on 
national champions and European monopolies. 
As von der Groeben stated in June 1965, the in
crease in trade and competition with the rest of 
the world called for a corresponding increase in 
the number of enterprises and, in many cases, the 
existing economic structures in Europe did not 
yet reflect that twofold rejigging of the world 
economy (1).

This realistic analysis reassured economic oper
ators and national public authorities alike and 
met the expectations of Parliament, which want
ed merger policy to take account of the impact of 
competition from nonCommunity enterprises. 
Be that as it may, such an approach raised the 
difficult question of the application of Article 86 
on abuses of dominant positions. As von der 
Groeben explained before Parliament in 1965, 

(1)  ‘Competition policy, an integral part of economic policy in the 
common market’, Speech given by Hans von der Groeben to the 
European Parliament, 16 June 1965.

the closer a dominant firm came to constituting a 
monopoly by joining forces with another firm, 
the more likely it was that the dominant firm 
would commit an abuse as a result of the mer
ger (2). Consequently, the Commission had to 
take steps to prevent monopoly situations from 
arising in a given sector and to seek to promote 
the emergence of a structure of competition be
tween oligopolistic European (and no longer na
tional) firms — a structure suited to promoting 
technical and economic progress (3).

Articles 92 et seq. of the Treaty of Rome con
tained a series of provisions on the prohibition in 
principle of State aid. The aim was to ensure that 
governments did not prevent the further develop
ment of intraCommunity competition brought 
about by abolishing customs duties. The Treaty 
accordingly stated that ‘any aid granted by a 
Member State [...] which distorts or threatens to 
distort competition by favouring certain under
takings or the production of certain goods shall, 
insofar as it affects trade between Member States, 
be incompatible with the common market’. It 
provided, however, for a number of exceptions to 
this prohibition in principle, such as aid having a 
social character, aid linked to regional develop
ment or aid to promote the execution of projects 
of common European interest. It also laid down 
that the Commission had to keep  under review, 
in cooperation with the Member States, all exist
ing or planned aid schemes, that it could ask the 
Member States concerned to alter or abolish 
them and that it could, if necessary, initiate pro
ceedings before the Court of Justice of the Com
munities.

Such arrangements could not but meet with resist
ance from certain Member States, which viewed 
aid as an instrument of economic and social or 
regional planning policy. Sometimes the difficul
ties stemmed from governments’ inability to resist 
the temptation to satisfy one or other request. The 
Commission strove here also to work with 

(2)  Ibid.
(3)  Ibid.
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national authorities in order to draw up an inven
tory of measures existing in the different countries. 
As early as 1959, it sent governments a question
naire which, despite the tardy and incomplete na
ture of the initial replies, gave an insight into the 
veritable jungle formed by national schemes, many 
of which were longstanding, complex and con
stantly changing. There was export aid, aid for 
economic expansion (guarantees, loans on prefer
ential terms, grants, etc.), regional aid, sectoral aid, 
and so on and so forth. Persuading national au
thorities to cooperate proved difficult and, on oc
casion, a source of conflict, as when the Commis
sion decided not only to scrutinise a general aid 
scheme but also to carry out an indepth, caseby
case investigation. In the spring of 1965, von der 
Groeben took stock of the work done, counting 
some 450 aid schemes, of which 13 had been 
abolished as being incompatible with the common 
market and 60 or so had been amended at the 
Commission’s request. As in the field of company 
mergers, however, the Commission did not simply 
act as a policeman. Firstly, the exceptions provided 
for by the Treaty placed a huge range of tools in 
the hands of the Member States. Secondly, and 
more importantly, the Commission adopted a fa
vourable attitude towards regional and structural 
aid. Consisting as it did in coordinating and har
monising the measures existing within Member 
States, avoiding distortions and encouraging se
lective and degressive meas ures, aid policy 
helped to gradually define the bases of both a 
regional policy and an industrial policy.

Towards a common tax system

Applying the same reasoning as he did to cartels, 
von der Groeben urged Member States to act in 
the field of taxation by telling them that the aboli
tion of tariff barriers and quotas was not in itself 
sufficient to create a common market. Just as pro
ducer cartels could kill off competition by shar
ing markets, taxation, if skilfully manipulated, 
could be a means whereby Member States can
celled out the effects of the removal of tax fron
tiers. Steps therefore had to be taken to prevent 

Young lawyers in DG IV

Franz Froschmaier began lecturing in 1954 at the 
Munich University institute for international and 
comparative industrial property and copyright 
law, where he very soon became interested in the 
European patent. In early 1958, he read in the 
German press that the Commission was looking 
for staff. He telephoned the Foreign Ministry in 
Bonn, where he was told that it was the Ministry 
of Economic Affairs that was dealing with the mat-
ter and that he should contact such and such a 
person, which he did. He was then summoned to 
an interview in Bonn with seven other applicants. 
He picked up a pile of information on the EEC and 
read it on the way to Bonn. When he arrived for 
the interview, he knew more about the subject 
than the team that was asking questions.

Interview with Franz Froschmaier, 19 January 2004.

Aurelio Pappalardo recalled that the early years 
were devoted to exploring the possibilities, with-
out any specific objectives. He arrived at a time 
when serious work had begun on the contents of 
the basic competition instrument, Regulation No 
17 of 1962. As a young lawyer interested in inter-
national issues, which he found extremely stimu-
lating, he made the following discovery almost 
every day: they were a small group of people, and 
they realised, albeit still vaguely, that together 
they were laying the first bricks of an edifice. It 
was not known what that edifice would turn out 
to be, but what was known was that an important 
building project was under way. And that was 
definitely the feeling that remained with him and 
others for many years.

Interview with Aurelio Pappalardo, 26 January 2004.

the advantages gained by dismantling tariff bar
riers and quotas from being nullified by the ma
nipulation of drawbacks and countervailing 
charges. Distortion of competition had to be 
eliminated; in merchandise trade, fair competi
tion had to prevail (1).

(1)  ‘Harmonisation of turnover taxes in the Community’, extracts from 
a statement by Mr von der Groeben in the European Parliament,  
17 October 1963, Bulletin of the EEC, December 1963.
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Although it was taken into account in the Treaty 
of Rome, the issue of tax frontiers had not gone 
away, allowing an unsatisfactory and intractable 
situation to continue. In 1958 all the Member 
States had turnover tax systems with structures, 
levels and collection procedures that varied from 
country to country. The smooth functioning of 
the common market required that these differ
ences did not distort intraCommunity trade: the 
same product had to be taxed according to the 
same system and at the same rate, whether it was 
of domestic origin or sourced from another EEC 
Member State. Tax neutrality could therefore be 
achieved, in theory, by remitting the tax on ex
ported goods and applying the importing coun
try’s taxes once the frontier had been crossed, but 
implementing such a system posed formidable 
technical problems, while at the same time offer
ing Member States enormous scope for distorting 
competition. This was the case especially with 
those countries which applied a system of cumu
lative cascade taxes, that is, all the EEC countries 
except France. Inasmuch as such taxes were lev
ied on a given product at each stage in its manu
facture, the amount of tax included in the price of 
the finished product was very difficult to assess 
and could vary in the case of one and the same 
product depending on the number of stages in 
the manufacturing process. Consequently, the 
amount of tax to be remitted on exports or the 
amount of tax to be applied on imports could be 
determined only approximately using averages. 
That is what the Treaty provided for in Article 97. 
Unlike the cascade tax system, the VAT (value 
added tax) system applied by France since the 
mid1950s, under which tax was levied on a 
product only once when it reached the final con
sumer, made it possible, on the contrary, to carry 
out taxation and tax remission operations with 
much greater accuracy.

Pierre Guieu was principal administrator and 
then head of division responsible for VAT matters 
at the Commission between 1959 and 1973. The 
adoption of a taxation system common to the Six 
was, he wrote, inescapable. The priority task of 
the departments was to bring some order to the 

flatrate taxes applicable to, among other things, 
international trade. The Commission was there
fore given a mandate to look for a way of calcu
lating the effective amount of tax contained in the 
value of a good or a service. This gave rise to 
endless discussions. A system of calculation had 
to be developed whereby a weighting was as
signed to the amount of tax that could be borne 
by each product manufactured in integrated eco
nomic circuits and in nonintegrated economic 
circuits since, in order to assess that amount of 
tax, it had to be known how many times the tax 
had been collected. This was because tax was 
collected at each stage of manufacture, and the 
longer the economic circuit, the more tax there 
was incorporated in the price of a product. Exist
ing taxes were so untransparent and so difficult 
to manage in international trade that, although a 
common calculation method had been drawn up, 
another system of taxation just had to be de
vised (1).

Quite apart from their technical complexity, the 
operations of taxation/tax remission at frontiers 
posed formidable competition problems insofar 
as Member States could play on the uncertainties 
surrounding the levels of adjustment at frontiers 
in order to improve the competitive position of 
their domestic products by overestimating the 
amount of tax remission on their exports and the 
amount of tax payable on imports. Attending to 
the most urgent matters first, the Commission 
persuaded finance ministers to introduce a tax 
standstill in June 1960, while the Member States 
gave a commitment to cease modifying counter
vailing charges at frontiers except for purely tech
nical reasons. But this did not really put an end 
to suspicions of manipulation. It was not until 
March 1968 that the Commission succeeded in 
inducing Member States to accept a directive lay
ing down rules for calculating countervailing 
charges on imports and drawbacks (refunds of 
tax) on exports in the area of turnover taxes.

(1)  Guieu, P., ‘La Commission européenne et l’harmonisation fiscale’, 
Le rôle des ministres des Finances et de l’Économie dans la con
struction européenne (1957–1978), CHEFF, Paris, 2002, p. 57.
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In reality, the adoption of a uniform system of 
indirect taxation proved to be the only way of re
solving this thorny problem once and for all. While 
the Commission and Member States alike called 
for such an initiative, opposition to its aims and 
methods was voiced from various quarters. Should 
the aim be simply one of neutrality, or should one 
go a step further and remove tax frontiers as well? 
The DirectorateGeneral for Competition and 
Commissioner von der Groeben favoured the lat
ter option. Von der Groeben felt that the disparities 
between indirect tax systems and rates could en
gender distortions of competition between the in
dividual countries’ industries, necessitating draw
back and equalisation payments at frontiers and 
therefore frontier controls. Tax harmonisation had 
two objectives: first, in the shorter term, the elimin
ation of distortions of competition, and second, 
the removal of tax frontiers (1).

The two working hypotheses (simply aiming at 
tax neutrality or removing tax frontiers) were al
ready being debated at the time the Treaty of 
Rome was being negotiated. Tax neutrality could 
be achieved simply by harmonising tax systems, 
the taxation of products in the country of destin
ation making it possible for each country to re
tain control over the rates charged within its bor
ders. Removing tax frontiers entailed taxing in the 
country of origin and hence approximating rates 
sufficiently so as to avoid competition between 
national tax systems and the resulting tax dump
ing. The Commission favoured the more ambi
tious approach and announced its stand in 1959. 
Supported by the Federal Republic of Germany, it 
faced opposition from France, which wished to 
retain its tax autonomy by continuing to perform 
adjustment operations at its frontiers. The Com
mission tried to find a solution by turning to a 
committee of independent experts chaired by 
Professor Fritz Neumark, whose report, which 
was published in 1962, advocated removing tax 
frontiers. It also relied on a group of experts 

(1)  Von der Groeben, H., ‘Introduction of the common value added 
tax — a decisive step on the road to the complete elimination of 
tax frontiers’, Bulletin of the EEC, May 1967. 

drawn from national tax authorities which recom
mended abandoning cascade taxes and replacing 
them with a generalised VAT system.

In November 1962 the Commission tabled a first 
proposal for a directive aimed at generalising VAT 
throughout the Community, together with the re
moval of tax frontiers. Rejected by France, the 
draft was resubmitted in the form of two pro
posals in June 1964 and April 1965. These pro
vided for the introduction of a common VAT 
system by 1 January 1970 and laid down imple
menting procedures. Both directives were finally 
adopted by the Council on 9 February 1967. Von 
der Groeben welcomed their scope. The com
mon system would, he said, make possible exact 
tax equalisation at frontiers. The application of 
‘flatrate’ equalisation measures to imports and 
exports between the Member States would then 
no longer be allowed (2). For von der Groeben, 
the objective of the complete elimination of tax 
frontiers still remained to be attained, and this 
would be done by approximating rates, which in 
turn would make it possible to charge tax in the 
country of origin (3).

The removal of tax frontiers necessitated, how
ever, an additional step, which governments, and 
the French government in particular, were reluc
tant to take.

Philippe Rouvillois, who at that time was tech
nical adviser in the private office of French Fi
nance Minister Michel Debré, reminiscing about 
the talks leading up to the adoption of the 1967 
directives, said that, during 1966 and up until the 
directives’ adoption in February 1967, something 
of a guerrilla war was waged between the Com
mission’s departments — backed discretely, but 
not so much as to jeopardise FrancoGerman co
operation, by the Germans — and the other 
Member States, which broadly favoured the 
French position. A compromise was finally 
reached in the form of a proposal on the condi

(2)  Ibid.
(3)  Ibid.
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tions under which harmonisation could, rather 
than should, lead to the removal of tax frontiers, 
etc. For good measure, this was coupled with a 
reminder that, when the matter was dealt with, 
account would have to be taken of the relation
ship between direct and indirect taxes, which dif
fered according to the Member State, and of the 
impact on tax and budgetary policy. This was a 
discreet way of saying that France in general, and 
Mr Debré in particular, supported on this point 
by the President of the Republic and the Prime 
Minister, was not ready for too large a dose of 
supranationalism (1).

(1)  Rouvillois, P. and Debré, M., ‘La mise en œuvre de la loi du 6 jan
vier 1966 et l’adoption des premières directives, 1966–1968’, Le rôle 
des ministères des Finances et de l’Économie, op. cit., p. 41.

One of the French government’s fears was that 
harmonisation might pave the way for the intro
duction of a European tax collected directly by 
Brussels. As late as April 1970, Dominique de La 
Martinière, DirectorGeneral of Taxes, told his 
Minister that the Commission’s true motives in 
this area were political. The removal of tax fron
tiers was, in his opinion, a way of engaging Mem
ber States in a process of transferring their finan
cial and economic powers to a Community 
political authority, and it would lead logically to a 
vast European budget fed by harmonised VAT re
sources. De La Martinière added that it was not for 
him to assess those political motives, but the dis
cussion would be all the clearer for being viewed 
from the outset against such a background (2).

(2)  Cited by Tristram, F., La Direction générale des Impôts et la politique 
fiscale en France de 1948 à la fin des années 1960, Thesis, Paris X, 
2003, p. 594.

‘Buy European’. The 1930s remain in our memories as the time when domestic goods were being promoted  
in a protectionist environment, but the early 1960s witnessed the promotion of the ‘product of Europe’ label.
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Even if the Commission had to give up the idea 
of dismantling tax frontiers for the time being, it 
still considered it to be a desirable objective. But 
this meant going through a difficult process of 
harmonisation involving not only VAT rates but 
also the main consumer taxes on alcohol, to bacco 
and petroleum products. The Commission also 
wished to carry out an approximation of direct 
taxation. The harmonisation programme launched 
in 1967 dealt with the question of the taxation of 
income from capital in order to promote the free 
movement of capital and the establishment of a 
European market. A further aim was to approxi
mate corporation tax rules so as to promote  closer 
relations between European enterprises (1).

Von der Groeben highlighted the overall difficul
ties of tax harmonisation in an address he made 
to the European Parliament on 2 July 1969 (2). He 
told his audience that harmonising the rates of 
the future European VAT and of indirect con 
s umer taxes posed problems which were difficult 
to resolve as they were often political in nature. 
Cooperation in the area of corporation tax was 
seriously hampered, he said, by the Member 
States’ very different systems for determining and 
monitoring the basis of tax assessment. To that 
end, the Member States had not only to accept 
the economic and technical arguments, but also 
to endorse the policy itself. Von der Groeben also 
drew an explicit link between the measures to be 
taken in the area of the taxation of income from 
capital and future prospects for economic and 
monetary cooperation. In the Commission’s view, 
he warned, it was impossible as well as pointless 
to advance further in the tax field if no progress 
was made with regard to economic and monetary 
policy. All in all, at the end of the transition 
 period, although the steps needed to make the 

common market function had been taken, further 
progress towards the establishment of an eco
nomic union called for new breakthroughs. These 
depended on an awareness and a willingness on 
the part of the Member States. On the Commis
sion’s part, there was a need to exercise intellec
tual leadership and a certain amount of caution. 
Von der Groeben showed great lucidity when he 
explained that the margin for budgetary man
oeuvring still freely available to the Member 
States would be limited to a certain extent by tax 
harmonisation. Care would have to be taken that 
tax harmonisation did not so limit the scope of 
budgetary administrations as to deprive them of 
such room for manoeuvre (3). 

As in the case of the internal market, the Com
mission’s work in the area of competition and 
taxation plateaued before tailing off in the face of 
the inertia caused by the economic crisis of the 
early 1970s. The compromises gradually reached 
with the Member States in the mid1960s in re
gard to both competition and taxation rested on 
the lucid appraisal of the constraints of external 
competition, especially from the United States, 
and of the need for autonomy felt by Member 
States in the tax sphere. These compromises left 
the door open to new developments. But pro
gress in the early 1970s depended on successful 
conclusion of the economic and monetary union 
project and on being able to launch new com
mon policies in the energy, industrial and region
al spheres. The difficulties experienced in open
ing up these fresh vistas help to explain the 
deadlocks that hampered completion of the inter
nal market in competition and tax policy during 
the 1970s.

Éric Bussière

(3)  Ibid.

(1)  ‘Programme for the harmonisation of direct taxes’, Bulletin of the 
EEC, September–October 1967.

(2)  ‘Tax harmonisation and the common market, an address by Hans 
von der Groeben to the European Parliament’, Bulletin of the EEC, 
September–October 1969.
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Chapter 16

The common agricultural policy: 
a leading field of action

Agriculture is covered by Articles 38 to 46 of the 
Treaty. The key goals of this policy are to increase 
productivity, ensure that the farming population 
enjoys a reasonable standard of living and main
tains prices at a level acceptable to consumers. 
These were the fundamental issues — drafted to 
be broad and deliberately vague — which Com
missioner Sicco Mansholt and his directorategen
eral (that of agriculture or DG VI) worked on 
over the years (1). It was not the first time that 
Mansholt had tried to introduce a common farm 
policy at European level. At the beginning of the 
1950s he was behind the discussions among 15 
European countries to create the ‘Green Pool’, 
discussions which came to nothing other than the 
creation of a Ministerial Committee for Agricul
ture and Food within the OEEC. The standpoints 
of the different member countries were still too 
far apart. Later, however, the analyses of agricul
tural structures, markets and policies in the vari
ous countries and the personal contacts made 

(1)  On the first years of the common agricultural policy (1958–68), see 
Ludlow, N. P., ‘The making of the CAP: towards a historical analysis 
of the EU’s first major policy’, Contemporary European History, 
Vol. 14, No 3, 2005, pp. 347–372. It should be noted this article was 
published after drafting this chapter.

during the conference on the ‘Green Pool’ would 
turn out to be very useful.

The Treaty of Rome and the creation of the EEC 
opened up new prospects because agriculture 
could no longer be thought of as being managed 
separately but as forming part of the broader 
Community agenda. The technique of the pack
age deal was now available to break down any 
obstacles that might arise. It was clear that an in
dependent Commission would be able to play a 
leading role using this instrument.

The Stresa conference in July 1958, the Commis
sion proposals of 1960, the ‘night of the cereals’ 
in 1964, the Community crisis of 1965 and the 
Mansholt Plan of structural reforms in 1968 show 
this approach in operation, driven by the direct
orategeneral responsible for agriculture.

The creation and composition  
of DG VI (agriculture)

The most important official in DG VI under the 
tutelage of Mansholt was its DirectorGeneral, 
Louis Rabot. Before coming to Brussels he had 
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TITLE II — Agriculture

Article 38

1. The common market shall extend to agriculture 
and trade in agricultural products. ‘Agricultural 
products’ means the products of the soil, of stock
farming and of fisheries and the products of first
stage processing directly related to these products.

[...]

Article 39

1. The objectives of the common agricultural policy 
shall be:

(a) to increase agricultural productivity by pro
moting technical progress and by ensuring the 
rational development of agricultural produc
tion and the optimum utilisation of the factors 
of production, in particular labour;

(b) thus to ensure a fair standard of living for the 
agricultural community, in particular by in
creasing the individual earnings of persons en
gaged in agriculture;

(c) to stabilise markets;

(d) to assure the availability of supplies;

(e) to ensure that supplies reach consumers at rea
sonable prices.

[...]

Article 40

1. Member States shall develop the common agri
cultural policy by degrees during the transitional 
period and shall bring it into force by the end of 
that period at the latest.

2. In order to attain the objectives set out in Article 
39, a common organisation of agricultural markets 
shall be established.

This organisation shall take one of the following 
forms, depending on the product concerned:

(a) common rules on competition;

(b) compulsory coordination of the various na
tional market organisations;

(c) a European market organisation.

3. The common organisation established in accord
ance with paragraph 2 may include all measures 
required to attain the objectives set out in Article 39, 
in particular regulation of prices, aids for the pro
duction and marketing of the various products, stor
age and carryover arrangements and common ma
chinery for stabilising imports or exports.

The common organisation shall be limited to pur
suit of the objectives set out in Article 39 and shall 
exclude any discrimination between producers or 
consumers within the Community.

Any common price policy shall be based on com
mon criteria and uniform methods of calculation.

4. In order to enable the common organisation re
ferred to in paragraph 2 to attain its objectives, one 
or more agricultural guidance and guarantee funds 
may be set up.

Article 43

1. In order to evolve the broad lines of a common 
agricultural policy, the Commission shall, immedi
ately this Treaty enters into force, convene a confer
ence of the Member States with a view to making a 
comparison of their agricultural policies, in particu
lar by producing a statement of their resources and 
needs.

2. Having taken into account the work of the con
ference provided for in paragraph 1, after consult
ing the Economic and Social Committee and within 
two years of the entry into force of this Treaty, the 
Commission shall submit proposals for working out 
and implementing the common agricultural policy 
[...].

The Council shall, on a proposal from the Commis
sion and after consulting the Assembly, acting 
unani mously during the first two stages and by a 
qualified majority thereafter, make regulations, issue 
directives, or take decisions, without prejudice to 
any recommendations it may also make.

[...]

Articles 38, 39, 40 and 43 of the EEC Treaty
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been a director in France’s Ministry of Agricul
ture, Chairman of the Interim Committee for the 
‘Green Pool’, then Director for Agriculture at the 
OEEC. He arrived in Brussels just before the 
 Stresa conference. His eligibility for the job was 
helped by his international renown. He was also 
strongly supported as a candidate by the French 
government. The appointment of a Dutchman to 
the post of Commissioner in charge of agriculture 
was a sore point for Paris. Indeed, that appoint
ment would never have been made if a French
man had not been chosen for the most important 
job in DG VI. For Mansholt this posed no prob
lems. He knew and trusted Rabot. The documents 
of the time and our interviews show that they 
were generally in agreement on management 
matters. Rabot was a competent directorgeneral 
within DG VI. He combined knowledge of the 
field with natural authority and a personal aura. 
He was good at delegating and made sure that 
the directorategeneral’s officials kept in close 
touch with Mansholt through roundtable discus
sions. These were typical of the way DG VI 
worked. They facilitated consensus on manage
ment matters and increased its effectiveness (1).

Rabot toured the national capitals explaining the 
Commission’s policies and collecting national 
points of view. Very soon his staff were receiving 
frequent invitations to meetings with national 
representatives of agriculture. From the start, 
Rabot developed a deliberate strategy on this. He 
told his assistant von Verschuer not to be too 
close with the representatives of Member States, 
nonmember countries and farming organisa
tions, to avoid playing the game of invitation and 
counterinvitation, even if it appeared useful in 
the interests of the service. This strategy not only 
saved time and energy but also strengthened the 
image of an independent Commission (2).

Although suffering from health problems, Rabot 
performed his duties in full and gained the grudg
ing respect of his staff. For instance, at the begin

(1)  Interview with Helmut von Verschuer, 3 March 2004. 
(2)  Ibid. 

ning of the 1970s a member of staff came to see 
him about a promotion, pointing out that he had 
been in the same job for many years. After listen
ing politely, Rabot replied: ‘Well, there’s not much 
I can do. Look at me, I have been DirectorGen
eral since 1958 and I still haven’t been promoted.’ 
Having been thus put in his place, the official 
said nothing and never brought the subject up 
again (3).

At Rabot’s side was another important figure of 
the early DG VI years, Berend Heringa. Heringa 
had worked with Mansholt over a long period as 
an adviser in the Dutch Ministry of Agriculture 
but made up his mind, after considerable hesita
tion and under pressure from Mansholt, to leave 
his job in The Hague in the summer of 1958 for a 
career in Brussels. Although Heringa was of a dif
ferent political stripe than his boss — he was a 
Christian Democrat while Mansholt was a Social 
Democrat — and did not share Mansholt’s bound
less enthusiasm for the European idea, they un
derstood each other perfectly. This was due with
out question to their common origins: they were 
both sons of peasant farmers from the Province 
of Groningen in the northern Netherlands. Their 
personalities were very similar. Heringa knew 
from experience that Mansholt could not stand 
yesmen and liked to debate issues with his staff 
as long as they had a solid grip on their brief. In 
other words, he expected them to pull their 
weight. With his detailed knowledge of price 
support systems, Heringa was a good example of 
the trust, respect and support that Mansholt was 
prepared to invest in those working for him. The 
difficult post of Director for Agricultural Markets 
enabled Heringa to play a leading role in devel
oping the common agricultural policy. The first 
plan that the Commission developed in this area 
in 1959–60 is sometimes called the ‘Mansholt– 
Heringa bible’, which gives a hint of the latter’s 
importance behind the scenes (4). In 1963 
Heringa was appointed Deputy DirectorGeneral. 

(3)  Interview with Michel Jacquot, 19 December 2003. 
(4)  Molegraaf, J., ‘Boeren in Brussel — Nederland en het Gemeen

schappelijk Europees Landbouwbeleid, 1958–1971’, doctoral 
thesis, Utrecht, 1999, p. 75. 
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This post included responsibility for discussions 
with the national representatives in the Special 
Committee on Agriculture.

There were a few Germans too who played an 
important part within the DG: Martin Meyer
Burckhardt (Director for General Affairs), Hans
Broder Krohn (running agricultural markets  
under Heringa, later to become Deputy Director
General) and in particular Helmut von Verschuer 
(assistant to Rabot and later Director for Interna
tional Affairs). All three were proEurope and for 
this reason were looked on suspiciously in Bonn. 
The Federal Republic of Germany was at this 
time the Member State which most feared the 
adoption of a common European farm policy. 
The relationship between Mansholt and Meyer
Burckhardt was in any case a difficult one. 
Mansholt did not hesitate to bypass his German 
Director when it suited him (1). Sometimes he 
avoided consulting him if it was a question of 
developing a new form of market management 
and preferred to speak instead to his head of de
partment, in whom he had more confidence (2).

Georges Rencki, who has been mentioned be
fore (3), occupied a prominent position in the 
DG. For a while he was Mansholt’s deputy chef 
de cabinet, but, after the departure of Van der Lee 
at the end of 1958 and the arrival of Mozer and 
van Slobbe, he was appointed to head the div
ision dealing with relations with nongovernmen
tal organisations. This division was to have an 
important role in the DG because of its close 
contacts with the lobby groups in the agricultural 
world, to which Mansholt attached a great deal of 
importance, especially when they were transna
tional. The ‘Rencki Division’ was, of all the div
isions in DG VI, the one most closely associated 
with the Mansholt cabinet. In all other areas, the 
cabinet and the DG operated separately. Mozer 
and van Slobbe did not understand much of the 
details of agricultural policy. They concentrated 
on the political side, in the broad sense of the 

(1)  Interview with Johannes Westhoff, 7 January 2004. 
(2)  Interview with WillemJan van Slobbe, 6 January 2004. 
(3)  See Chapter 8, p. 166. 

term, within the Commission: contacts with the 
other cabinets and preparing the weekly meeting 
of the Commission, for example. When Mansholt 
was not there, they replaced him at Commission 
meetings even when the agenda included spe
cifically agricultural issues. Rabot or one of the 
directors of DG VI would often be hovering near
by as ‘prompters’ (4).

A certain amount of time was needed before the 
directorategeneral was complete. This was down 
to the procedure which Rabot and von Verschuer 
used to recruit new staff. Applications followed a 
very precise pattern. Candidates were received 
first by von Verschuer, who opened a file and set 
a date for the interviews. These were successively 
with Rabot, von Verschuer, the director of the div
ision where the vacancy was and the head of that 
division. After the interviews, the four officials 
met to reach a decision. One important criterion 
was that the new recruit should integrate well 
into the team. If they were not unanimous about 
the best candidate, the decision was taken by ma
jority vote; but the casting votes were those of the 
director and the head of division who would be 
working directly with the recruit. Nationality was 
a consideration only if two candidates were of 
equal quality. Preference then went to a person 
whose nationality was underrepresented in the 
DG. In all other respects, quality was decisive. 
The procedure was rather complicated but it pro
duced the right results. Rabot also had a drawer 

(4)  Interview with WillemJan van Slobbe, 6 January 2004. 

The Mansholt method 

‘He is a virtuoso of political planning and prepa r-
ation and tactical changes of position, a practitioner 
of modern-style teamwork, working with a highly 
qualified staff under his intellectual direction. 
Hence the devotion and enthusiasm with which 
his team hold to him through thick and thin.’

Freisberg, E., Die Grüne Hürde Europas. Deutsche 
Agrarpolitik und EWG, Westdt., Cologne, 1965, p. 21. 

(Translated from the German)
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in his desk for letters of recommendation. These 
letters remained systematically unanswered, even 
if they came from the prime minister of a Member 
State. But, from time to time, Rabot would none
theless open this drawer and invite a recom
mended person to an interview (1).

The Stresa conference

Under Article 43(1) of the EEC Treaty, the Com
mission was required to organise a conference of 
the Member States to determine the broad out
lines of the common agricultural policy. Mansholt 
and his officials saw this as a unique opportunity 
to give more prominence at an early stage to the 
Commission’s views on agriculture. He started by 
setting up a small working party drawn from his 
cabinet and the DG to prepare for this confer
ence under his direction. Van der Lee and von 
Verschuer had a leading role in the working  
party. The actual organisation of the conference, 
given that the new Commission had no real ad
ministration as yet, was entrusted to Rencki, who 
also liaised with the agricultural lobby organisa
tions. Meetings began early in the morning and 
ended late in the evening. They would open at 
9 a.m. in the office on rue Belliard, adjourn for 
lunch in the ‘Grand Laboureur’ near the Quartier 
Léopold Station (nowadays the Luxembourg Sta
tion), then it was back to rue Belliard for the after
noon session. Dinner was taken in a restaurant 
on the avenue des Nations (later to be called av
enue Franklin Roosevelt). The day’s discussions 
would be rounded off at the home of either 
 Mansholt or Van der Lee. At midnight the tireless 
Mansholt would dismiss them all because he had 
still to deal with his correspondence of the day. 
This routine went on for weeks. The working 
party examined all the issues, leaving nothing to 
chance. A final declaration was drafted, to be 
pulled out at a suitable moment during the meet
ing (2).

(1)  Interview with Helmut von Verschuer, 3 March 2004. 
(2)  Ibid. 

As a result of his job as Minister for Agriculture 
and his experience with the ‘Green Pool’,  
Mansholt knew almost everyone in the agricul
tural sector. It therefore fell to him to deal with 
the invitations. Apart from the ministers of agri
culture of the six Member States, he also invited 
their Permanent Representatives in Brussels, na
tional officials and representatives of interest 
groups. He immediately told the agricultural  
organisations that he would prefer to deal with 
Europeanlevel bodies rather than nationallevel 
ones. His aim was to stimulate the formation of 
associations which would give their input directly 
at the Commission’s own level, rather than nation
ally and would help shape workmanlike compro
mises. This strategy quickly paid off. Even before 
the meeting convened, 14 transnational groups 
had applied to the Commission to take part. Most 
of them had been set up in haste. Shortly after 
Stresa, in September 1958, the organisations of 
agricultural producers were induced by the Com
mission to form the Comité des organisation pro
fessionnelles agricoles (Committee of Professional 
Agricultural Organisations, or COPA).

The problem, however, was that the number of 
participants was in danger of becoming very big. 
The Commission had decided that it was going to 
fund the conference, but its resources were not 
unlimited. Up to the last moment, it tried to con
trol the number of participants and persuade the 
Italian government to make up any overshoot of 
the budget (3). Since the Commission’s staff was 
still small, it called in officials from the ECSC and 
even students from the College of Europe to help 
the team in charge of organising and coordinat
ing the meeting.

President Hallstein opened the conference with a 
long speech to the delegates in which he ex
plained the general political importance of agri
culture to society. Taking a wider view than just 
European agriculture, he spoke out against those 
who wanted to separate agriculture from general 

(3)  PV 21, EEC Commission, 19 June 1958; ABZN, Code 996.412.0, File 
1135, Mansholt letter, 4 June 1958. 
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economic policy. He also stressed the growing 
opinion that national economic policy was no 
longer sufficient to face up to the challenges of 
the modern world:

‘We are surrounded by vast economic regions 
which benefit fully from enormous resources of 
production and generous prospects for expansion. 
Today the geographical distances which used to 
protect us from these competitors no longer exist; 
the world has actually become smaller. The vari
ous countries of Europe have reached the limits of 
their possibilities. They can no longer grow alone. 
They can only do this by collaborating.’ (1)

Mansholt’s turn came on the third day, 5 July, 
with a long and very detailed speech in which he 
reacted to what had been said over the first two 
days by the agriculture ministers. He reminded 
his audience that Article 43 of the EEC Treaty 
provided for fixing the outlines of a common 
policy and comparing the agricultural situations 
and policies of the various Member States. It 
would then be the role of the Commission to 
make proposals which reflected the outcome of 
the conference.

Mansholt pointed to the simultaneous increase in 
agricultural output and shrinkage of the farming 
population. He wondered why the level of in
comes in the agricultural sector was declining 
relative to other sectors instead of rising, and he 
suggested that the Commission should start do
ing research on the subject. The guarantee of a 
reasonable income and standard of living for the 
farming community must be the cornerstone of 
the CAP. These objectives, he stressed, could not 
be achieved by a policy of high prices because:

‘Price policy is obviously a major element in our 
market management policy. But it is also a risky 
instrument. We want to encourage reasonable 
earnings for farmers and farm labourers, but the 
big danger is that, if prices are fixed centrally, then 
producers on the one hand and consumers on the 

(1)  ABZN, 996.412.0, 1135, Hallstein speech in Stresa, 3 July 1958. 

other may lose touch with market forces. When 
setting a given price, we must not forget what the 
consequences will be for production, in particular 
if that remains linked to market forces.’ (2)

In this Mansholt showed he had a premonition 
about the issue, and he opposed putting up the 
level of prices for fear of stimulating surplus pro
duction. However, we know that later he was not 
able to keep price movements within reasonable 
bounds because major disparities emerged be
tween the prices in different Member States.

Mansholt also mentioned the need for a structural 
policy which, by modernising farms without put
ting up prices, would bring farm incomes closer to 
those of other occupations. In his speech he was 
careful not to alienate the farming organisations by 
maximalist calls for rationalisation. He defended 
the solidly run family farm and argued conserva
tively that only less than marginal holdings would 
be forced to disappear. Mansholt concluded:

‘We need to understand that we do wrong to agri
culture if we regard it purely as an economic fac
tor, in particular as a provider of food and cloth
ing. We need to see the farmer as, both 
sociologically and politically, an essential part of 
our increasingly technological world, not a mu
seum relic or a piece of rural nostalgia but a 
healthy and strong independent figure. [...] Let us 
all agree here that we must allow the farmer to 
develop his own strengths.’ (3)

The agenda of the conference was heavily laden. 
Work was conducted in plenary sessions and in 
three working parties. Mansholt chaired the con
ference. Louis Rabot acted as general secretary, 
assisted by von Verschuer. The aim in particular 
was to harmonise the various national points of 
view but not to seek single common solutions or 
undertake detailed market analysis (4). The na
tional standpoints were in any case well known 

(2)  ABZN, 996.412.0, 1135, Mansholt speech in Stresa, 5 July 1958. 
(3)  Ibid. 
(4)  ABZN, 996.412.0, 1135, Comments by the Commission, 25 June 

1958. 
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The Stresa conference: ‘All the farmers’ unions in the Community, relevant industries and ministries were represented.  
The conference generated a consensus, a friendship between farmers across Europe who had not met before.’  

(Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003)
Stresa conference (3 to 12 July 1958), photographs from Sicco Mansholt’s album.
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to everyone from the discussions over the ‘Green 
Pool’. Thus, the host country Italy was concerned 
about excess labour in agriculture and was look
ing for structural reform of the sector. Germany 
wanted to safeguard the small family holding and 
was defending the maintenance of a high price 
level for agricultural products. As a net importer 
of agricultural products, it was also opposed to 
any discrimination with respect to third countries. 
The Netherlands was likewise afraid of a protec
tionist EEC. But, unlike Germany, it was against 
small farms and favoured the modernisation of 
production. The Dutch Minister, Vondeling, 
thought that the Commission had a vital role to 
play in attaining these ends. As a result, only pro
posals free from the pressures of national ‘protec
tionist’ interest groups were able to emerge. At 
the time of Stresa, France was deeply involved 
with internal political problems following the  
Algeria crisis and the transition from the Fourth 
to the Fifth Republic. It was not yet clear at that 
point if de Gaulle — about to make his return to 
the French political stage — would really accept 
the EEC Treaty (1).

(1)  Lauring Knudsen, A.Chr., Defining the policies of a common agri
cultural policy — A historical study, doctoral thesis, EUI, Florence, 
2001, p. 155. 

The conference took a somewhat disordered 
course, with masses of reports and documents 
circulating among the delegations and being 
translated into the four official languages of the 
day. There was not enough comparative statistical 
data. Most of the figures circulating were based 
on individual national situations, making reliable 
comparisons impossible (2). In consequence, the 
results of the conference for the situation in the 
various agriculture sectors were poor. This meant 
that the conference took on a mainly informative 
character, as a venue where specialists could 
meet and where points of view could be ex
changed. It became a place where lobbying and 
intrigue abounded (3). The attendance of repre
sentatives from the farming organisations was 
also very enriching for the Commission. The lob
by groups, now organised at transnational level, 
contributed to legitimising the pioneering role 
played by the Commission in building the agri
cultural consensus. The agriculture ministers 
themselves, faced with discontent among their 
farmers at home, did not a priori block a central 
role for Brussels. For one thing, unloading certain 
issues on Mansholt and his team made it possible 
to divert attention from a number of domestic 
problems, especially the constantly growing gap 
in earnings between agriculture and other sectors 
of the economy. For another, it was a tempting 
road to take for governments trying to reduce the 
burden on national budgets. Mansholt did not 
hesitate for a moment. This was a unique oppor
tunity to define the broad outline of a common 
policy, to block in its main principles. As a result, 
while the Stresa conference did not produce im
mediate results, it was crucial to setting the stage 
for the medium and long term and for developing 
a negotiating method.

One eyewitness remembers that, when the Com
mission made concessions to the Member States, 
this was only seemingly so. Because their reac
tions had been discounted in advance, the com
promises which the Commission proposed ap

(2)  Ibid, p. 157. 
(3)  Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003. 

Émile Noël remembers Stresa 

‘Another memorable operation was the Stresa 
conference [...]. An ongoing dialogue had been 
started between politicians and farming industry 
leaders, orchestrated by Presidents Mansholt and 
Hallstein. It was a heady mix of debates and deci-
sion-making, breakthroughs in thinking and de-
tailed point-by-point discussions. From it emerged 
the broad outlines of what was to become the 
common agricultural policy. It was an amazing 
cultural melting pot. We never saw anything like it 
over the next 30 years.’

Extract from an interview given by Émile Noël  
to the Courrier du personnel, No 488, September 1987,  

pp. 23–24.
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peared to come from them. This was the supreme 
art of political psychology (1).

As for setting the stage for the future, the final 
resolution, drafted by a committee under Rabot, 
set out a list of general propositions and gave the 
Commission two years to turn them into specific 
proposals.

On the whole, Stresa was a success measured 
against the context and its ambitions. It was to 
Mansholt’s credit that the conference turned out 
to be more than a simple exchange of informa
tion. From the beginning, he set his own stamp 
on the discussions and secured the agreement of 

(1)  ABZN 996.412.0, 1135, Linthorst Homan report, 12 July 1958. 

the six ministers on important points of doctrine 
for the future common policy. The final resolu
tion bears this out:

—  agriculture certainly has specific character but 
should be considered an integral part of the 
economy;

—  the implementation of the Treaty should lead 
to a gradual growth of trade within the Com
munity; at the same time, the need to main
tain commercial relations and contractual, pol
itical and economic links with third countries 
must be taken into account; so must the pos
sibility of protection against unfair competi
tion from them;

Stresa conference
From left to right: Walter Hallstein (seen from behind), Émile Noël, Robert Lemaignen, Renée Van Hoof,  

Swidbert Schnippenkötter and Lambert Schaus.
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1958 3–11 July: Stresa conference.

1960 30 June: The Commission submits the final text of its proposals for a common agricultural policy 
to the Council (‘Mansholt–Heringa bible’).

19–20 July: Inception of the Special Agriculture Committee (SAC).

1961 18 December: First agriculture marathon.

1962 14 January: The Council decides that the conditions are met for the second phase of the 
transition period, as provided for in the Treaty of Rome. Decisions are taken on various market 
organisations: cereals, pigmeat, poultrymeat, eggs, fruit and vegetables.

14 January: The EEC accepts the basic principles on which a common agricultural policy will be 
based.

1963 16–23 December: Second agriculture marathon: overnight from 21 to 22 December, a package 
deal proposed by the Commission moves the negotiations along and finally enables an 
agreement to be reached between the French and German ministers. Decisions are taken on 
milk products, beef and veal, and rice.

1964 4 May: Beginning of the Kennedy Round (lasting until 15 May 1967).

12–15 December: Third marathon: Council decision on common cereal prices.

1965 31 March: The Commission proposes a new regulation on financing the CAP with own 
resources and budgetary control by the  European Parliament.

30 June: Beginning of the ‘empty chair’ crisis.

1966 17–18 and 20–29 January: Negotiations in Luxembourg lead to the ‘Luxembourg compromise’. 
On the basis of an agreement to disagree, it is decided that work within the Council will resume.

May to July: Provisional fixing of a financial regulation. Agreement on a common agricultural 
policy.

1967 1 July: A common market starts for cereals, pigmeat, eggs and poultrymeat.

1968 18 December: Memorandum on the reform of agriculture called ‘Agriculture 1980’  
(the ‘Mansholt Plan’) proposed to the Council.

1969 1 and 2 December: Conference at The Hague. Consensus on a regulation on financing the 
common agricultural policy, including an own-resources system for the EEC and a degree of 
oversight by the European Parliament over Community expenditure.

19–22 December: Agriculture marathon: the Council decides to open the final phase of the 
common market.

1970 29 April: The Commission submits a reform proposal, the Mansholt Plan.

1972 13–15 March: Agriculture marathon.

20–24 March: Council decision on social and structural measures and prices.

1973 22–24 January: First agriculture marathon with nine Member States.

Chronology
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Mansholt on decision-making  
involving the CAP

‘I am convinced that I would never have got the 
agricultural policy going and certainly not its mar-
ket management components if I had not had to 
force the Council of Ministers, by dint of prepara-
tion, incitement and persuasion, to take certain 
decisions. It is important to know that the Council 
cannot take decisions except on the basis of Com-
mission proposals. According to the Treaty, the 
Council can take a decision in line with a Commis-
sion proposal by majority vote, but it can depart 
from the proposal only if the vote is unanimous. 
Here resides part of the power of the Commission. 
But this power was weakened and that was what 
President de Gaulle was after in requiring unanim-
ity in all cases. Not only did this make the Council 
practically unable to function, it also prevented 
the Commission from exerting a very major influ-
ence. At the same time, thanks to the rule of 
unan imity, the Commission is able to build a posi-
tion which gives it major influence. If, for exam-
ple, we had simply put forward proposals on each 
common organisation of the market, there would 
probably never have been any decision. The 
Treaty does not, in fact, say that the Council has 
to adopt a decision on a proposal. And my fear 
was always that a policy might not be pursued for 
lack of decisions being taken by the Council. This 
has actually happened in a number of cases. But, 
at the time when we were tabling the proposals 
on the CAP, we, by which I mean the Commis-
sion, always took care not to make them in a vac-
uum but to link them to other proposals, to other 
necessities. Not formally linked, but I always tried to 
construct a political link and I often pulled it off.’

Mansholt, S. L., De Crisis, Contact, Amsterdam,  
1975, pp. 43–44. 

(Translated from the Dutch)

—  the efforts made to increase productivity 
should permit the application of a price pol
icy which would simultaneously avoid over
production and leave room for competition;

—  the improvement of agricultural structures 
should keep incomes comparable with those 
obtainable in other sectors of the economy, 
thus anticipating the future Mansholt Plan.

The Commission proposal of 1960

Mansholt and his staff immediately set to work to 
achieve some results within the time frame that 
had been set. During this interlude the Council of 
Ministers held back, in expectation of receiving 
concrete proposals from Brussels. Between Stresa 
and the unveiling of the plan, only a few informal 
Council meetings concerning a future CAP took 
place. No final decisions were taken at those 
meetings. This gave a free hand to the Commis
sion. Through Rencki, it kept close contact with 
the nongovernmental organisations such as 
COPA. In addition, some 30 intertrade advisory 
committees were created under the Commission’s 
aegis. The Commission also took account of the 
opinions of the Economic and Social Commit
tee (1).

Mansholt presented the Commission proposals in 
June 1960, and they included variable levies to 
protect the European market against excessive 
imports from outside. The stress was on a com
mon policy for market management and price 
support that was intended to contribute to stabil
ising agricultural markets and guaranteeing a rea
sonable income for farmers. For a transitional 
period that was to last until June 1967, it was 
planned to introduce single prices gradually for a 
number of basic products, starting with cereals. 
The level of EEC prices was to be higher than on 
the world market. These proposals were obvi
ously favourable to farmers, who could hope for 
improved profitability for their products, but less 

(1)  Interview with Helmut von Verschuer, 3 March 2004. 

favourable to consumers in the importing coun
tries, who would have to pay more for their food. 
It was feared that this would increase the cost of 
living in these countries. Many attributed this 
complex system to the influence that the French
men Marjolin and Rabot had over Mansholt. The 
Commissioner, Robert Marjolin, had already said 
out loud that the EEC ‘could be freetrading in the 
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industrial sphere but protectionist in the agricul
tural sector’ (1). Rabot was very well informed 
about what French agriculture circles were think
ing, and he knew that French farmers like their 
colleagues in other countries and more generally 
across the industrialised world were not attracted 
to a system open to the world market.

The plan was criticised within the Commission, in 
particular by Hans von der Groeben, who be
came a partisan of the system applied in the Unit
ed Kingdom, i.e. deficiency payments as direct 
aid to farmers. Compared with the price policy 
proposed by Mansholt, this system would allow 
free imports of products at world market prices. 
But, aside from his compatriot Hallstein, von der 
Groeben found only scant support for his ideas. 
In the college of Commissioners, his amendments 
were systematically rejected (2). In fact, the ‘defi
ciency payments’ system was practical only in a 
country with net imports like the United King
dom. Mansholt believed that the world price was 
merely the unstable result of the dumping pol
icies practised by all the large producing coun
tries. The world market was nothing but a ‘waste
paper basket’, he said (3).

The main attention was on market and price pol
icy, but the Commission plan also made a little 
room for structural measures. The Commission 
would be making annual recommendations to in
tensify structural activities on the ground and 
special aid was to be granted for improving struc
tures through a specially created section of a 
Euro pean fund, the EAGGF. It was clear that the 
Member States intended to remain the main au
thorities responsible for these measures. At an 
earlier stage, Mansholt had said that a common 
structural policy was at least as important as a 
price policy, because structural measures would 
help to lower farm prices. But this idea remained 

(1)  ABZN, 996 EEG 195564, 1138, Codebericht Linthorst Homan 289, 
4 November 1959. 

(2)  PV 63, EC Commission, 10 and 11 June 1959; PV 76, EEC Commis
sion, 5–7 October 1959; PV 78, EEC Commission, 22–24 October 
1959; PV 80, EEC Commission, 2–3 November 1959. 

(3)  Interview with Georges Rencki, 13 January 2004. 

a dead letter despite an agreement wrung from 
the Council to allocate one third of EAGGF spend
ing to structural measures (4). The Member States 
just did not want to play along. Years later,  
Mansholt was to say that he had acted deliber
ately. He wanted first to make the marketplace 
the driving force so as to be able to harmonise 
and modernise production structures at a later 
stage. He felt the reverse would not have been 
possible (5). But, in practice, it quickly became 
evident that the lack of suitable structural mea
sures would weigh very heavily on the develop
ing CAP.

(4)  Ibid. 
(5)  Mansholt, S. L., De Crisis, Contact, Amsterdam, 1975, pp. 88–89. 

Commission proposal on the price 
mechanism 

‘In order to achieve, in the interests of 
Community producers and consumers, the 
necessary stabilisation of agricultural markets, 
the excessive influence of fluctuations in world 
market prices on the agricultural markets of the 
Community must be warded off.

In addition, account should be taken of the fact 
that the production conditions and 
characteristics of the Community’s farming 
enterprises are not the same as in some 
non-European countries which are major 
agricultural exporters. Furthermore, the prices 
of agricultural products on the world market are 
often distorted artificially. This is why, generally 
speaking, prices for agricultural products inside 
the Community cannot have the same level as 
those obtaining on the world market but must 
be stabilised at a higher level. All the efforts 
made must, however, aim at improving the 
conditions of production and the productivity of 
Community agriculture and at obtaining a 
normalisation of conditions on the world 
market.’

Translation (from the French) of an extract from AHCE, 
COM(60) 105, 30 June 1960, Part II, paragraph 43.
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The night of the cereals

The question of the price of cereals occupied a 
central place in the implementation of the market 
and price policy. It was of capital importance to 
introduce common prices for the main cereals 
(wheat, rye, barley, maize) because they would 
determine the price levels of almost all the other 
agricultural products and indirectly the level of 
external protection. For a long time the Commis
sion put off tackling this issue because of the ex
pected resistance from the Member States, espe
cially Germany. The Germans had a high 
guaranteed price for cereals at national level and 
their farmers did not want this interfered with at 
European level. At the end of 1963, however, 
Mansholt proposed harmonising prices in one 
step with effect from the 1964 harvest. He thought 
uniform prices would help with social harmon
isation since it would be a way of levelling out 
incomes. Mansholt’s tough stance caused aston
ishment and opposition all round, right to the 
core of the Commission. Among the Commission
ers, the heaviest resistance came from Hallstein 
and von der Groeben, who, for political and psy
chological reasons, insisted that farmers affected 
by a price drop should be given fulsome com
pensation (1). The opposition of the German 
Commissioners to Mansholt’s proposal on prices 
did not come out of the blue. Through their cab
inets, they had been attentively following the 
situ ation at home. And the Commissioners’ inde
pendence clearly had its limits. Heringa in DG VI 
wondered whether it was clever to take on the 
Member States in this way (2). But Mansholt held 
firm. By dint of majority votes, he forced the Ger
man Commissioners to accept his proposal (3).

The Commission had an excellent trump card to 
make the ministers agree. The Kennedy Round 
was looming, when questions of trade — and of 

(1)  PV 247, EEC Commission, 30 October 1963; PV 248, EEC Commis
sion, 4 November 1963. 

(2)  Molegraaf, J., op. cit., p. 162. 
(3)  COM(63) 430 of 11 November 1963. Von der Groeben did not give 

up easily. When his colleague Hallstein was absent, he proposed 
that he cast his vote by telephone. However, despite Hallstein’s 
vote, von der Groeben did not manage to secure the necessary 
majority.

customs tariffs — would be negotiated at world 
level, in particular with the United States. If the 
European countries maintained their point of 
view and did not find a consensus in time, this 
could harm cooperation at world level and the 
individual positions of the Member States, more 
especially since the German government attached 
great importance to the success of the Kennedy 
Round in view of the likely cut in tariffs for indus
trial products round the world.

But the German Agriculture Minister, Werner 
Schwarz, fought his corner tooth and nail. Under 
heavy pressure from the farming unions, he 
 adopted a very radical position in the discussions 
within the Council over the price of cereals.  
A slightly lower price level than in Germany was 
acceptable only if at the same time Brussels 
would set up a very generous system of protec
tive measures to compensate for farmers’ losses. 
He demanded for this purpose an annual amount 
of DEM 700 000 000 up to 1970. It was a stand 
with which he could win few friends, especially 
within the Commission, in France and in the 
Netherlands. The Dutch wanted to lower these 
prices considerably and did not want to enter 
into long and expensive commitments to com
pensation. Paris was particularly determined. At 
this point, France had the lowest prices in the 
Community and France’s interests were therefore 
diametrically opposed to those of Germany.  
De Gaulle and his Agriculture Minister, Pisani, 
feared an unacceptable rise in consumer prices in 
France and threatened to sabotage the Kennedy 
Round that was just beginning and to which Ger
many attached such great importance. They made 
it a firm condition that the common market in 
agriculture should start at the same moment as 
the common market in industrial goods.

The negotiations in Brussels made painfully slow 
progress. The issue became still more complicat
ed when Italy came up late in the day with new 
demands concerning its fruit and vegetable sec
tor. The Italians also felt that the possible intro
duction of common prices for cereals could wait 
several more years. Germany called for a  
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postponement until 1970. The differences of 
opinion were worsening the whole situation. The 
Commission was waiting for the most opportune 
moment to propose a final compromise.

As already said, Mansholt intended to profit from 
the Kennedy Round in a bid to secure agreement 
on single prices for cereals. He knew that these 
trade talks, to which the German government 
was attached not only for economic but also for 
political reasons, were not likely to succeed if the 
agreement was confined only to industrial prod
ucts.

He argued that it was not possible to negotiate 
the level of protection for Community agriculture 
if common farm prices were not fixed first (at 
least for cereals given their essential role) because 
these were precisely the prices which would de
termine the degree of protection in agriculture. 
This put Germany in an embarrassing position as 
the country refusing to complete the CAP by 
blocking common prices.

Mansholt piled on even more pressure: he de
clared publicly that he doubted the political will 
of the German government to negotiate with the 
Americans in the GATT! This statement immedi

ately garnered a public protest from the finance 
minister, who said he was ‘outraged’ by  
Mansholt’s speech. The future would show that 
the tactics were right, as the debate in the Council 
began under better auspices.

By the last phase of this exhausting battle, on 
15 December 1964, there were only Mansholt and 
the six ministers left in the room (1). All the offi
cials had been sent home. Mansholt kept trying 
in his droning voice to win over the negotiating 
parties and, like a true schoolmaster, explained 
the intricate problems at a blackboard (2). In the 
meantime, he had made the Italian proposal for a 
delay his own. The new rules would not be intro
duced until 1967. During one of the many ad
journments, late into the evening, Mansholt, his 
confidant Rabot and Heringa met in a Provençal 
restaurant on the Petit Sablon to see what room 
for negotiation still remained. The three diners 
were of one opinion. Each minister should be 
able to return home to his country with some 
result. Nobody should lose, no minister could be 
left by the wayside against his will (3). As far as 
possible everybody had to be satisfied, with a 
small compensatory levy here and a customs duty 
there (4).

Mansholt remembers: ‘After an hour of work,  
I went back to the room at the Council where the 
ministers were waiting. They were ready to ex
plode. I thought: “This is the best moment. Let’s 
go for it!” I had not even been able to consult my 
colleagues and they had no idea what I was go
ing to do. That night I achieved something I was 
never able to carry off again. I said: “Gentlemen, 
we have to arrive at a conclusion. I will make a 
proposal but it will be all or nothing. I no longer 
want to hear further discussions. It is only on 
these terms that I will table this compromise pro
posal.”’ (5).

(1)  Actually there were five ministers left since Schwarz, the German 
Agriculture Minister, was replaced in the last phase of the negotia
tions by his State Secretary, Rudolf Hüttebräuker. 

(2)  Molegraaf, J., op. cit., pp. 9–10. 
(3)  Interview with Rudolf Dumont du Voitel, 1 December 2003. 
(4)  Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003. 
(5)  Mansholt, S., De Crisis, op. cit., p. 86. 

Chancellor Erhard on the pricing  
of cereals (March 1964) 

‘The current prices of cereals in Germany are 
not thought to be excessive in view of relative 
output and costs. The Federal government will 
therefore not approve any price reduction in 
cereals for the 1964 and 1965 marketing years. 
And I have no way of knowing at this juncture 
at what date and on what terms the Federal 
Republic of Germany might be prepared to 
adopt different arrangements on this issue.’

Müller-Roschach, H., Die deutsche Europapolitik 
1949–1977 — Eine politische Chronik, 

Europa Union, Bonn, 1980, p. 85. 
(Translated from the German)
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After 10 minutes of hesitation, this unusual ulti
matum was accepted. Dawn was breaking out
side. Amid a deathly hush, Mansholt read the 
proposal out. He then looked at the ministers one 
after the other. The German still seemed to have 
serious doubts.

‘I said: “[...] It is a question of yes or no.” The 
Commission could withdraw its proposal at any 
moment and then there would be no more pro
posals. Deathly silence [...] The session broke 
up [...] for half an hour. We then resumed and 
went round the table. There were six yeses [...] 
we had won.’ (1) In practical terms, the Council 
had agreed on the prices for cereals and decided 
to implement the single market in agriculture as 
from 1 July 1967. This meant three years gained 
on the date originally foreseen of 1 January 
1970 (2).

Mansholt believed that this night had been de
cisive for the common agricultural policy itself. If 
he had not won through at this point, it would 
have been practically impossible to complete the 
CAP. The dominant role played by the Commis
sion is once again in evidence. Since then, it has 

(1)  Mansholt, S., De Crisis, op. cit., p. 86. 
(2)  Georges Rencki’s course on the CAP, College of Europe, 2005, and 

interview with Georges Rencki, 13 January 2004. 

become current practice for the Commission to 
table compromise proposals in order to foreclose 
interminable negotiations in the Council.

Mansholt’s enormous personal contribution to 
this success does not, however, fully explain it. 
Other factors also counted. The German minister, 
Schwarz, met with a great deal of opposition in 
his own country, in industry circles and even 
within his own government. President de Gaulle 
too put a very clear ultimatum to Chancellor  
Erhard: if there were no resolution over the price 
of cereals, French collaboration in all other fields 
would be threatened. The alliance between  
Mansholt and the two Frenchmen made a major 
step forward in the agriculture sector possible. 
The Dutch Agriculture Minister was an equally 
enthusiastic supporter of a common policy. Con
trary to their consumer organisations, the French 
and Dutch farmers found higher cereals prices 
very tempting. It was mainly German agriculture 
which, having become accustomed to a higher 
price level than the one agreed, had to make an 
effort. For nonmember countries, the EEC deci
sion fell short. The agreed European price was 
well above the world average and the EEC mar
ket was protected from imports by the variable 
external tariffs (levies).

‘Without prejudging the outcome of the talks, 
General de Gaulle, Mr Pompidou and the 
government once again stressed that France 
would cease to participate in the European 
Economic Community if the common market in 
agriculture were not to be organised as it has 
been agreed that it would be organised. The 
resolution adopted by the Council was expressed 
in the most unequivocal way, such as to make the 
common market in agriculture the touchstone of 
future European integration and the very 
precondition for it. This was an unequivocal 
reaffirmation of the view which has always been 

held by France, the firmness of which has 
however been doubted by some of our partners. 
There is no possibility of negotiating usefully with 
the United States until the European Economic 
Community, agriculture included, is fully in place. 
These two issues are considered key, and France 
will hold this line.’ 

Extract from ABZN, 913.100, blok II, 6383, Het Franse 
dreigement van 21 oktober 1964, 21 October 1964. 

(Translated from the French)

France’s ultimatum (October 1964)
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The ‘empty chair’ crisis and the 
Luxembourg compromise

Meanwhile, agriculture was increasingly becoming 
the driving force of European integration. In the 
mid1960s, the EEC was above all about agricul
ture. It accounted for 95 % of the budget, 90 % of 
legislation and 70 % of ministers’ meeting 
time (1).

During the marathon on cereals prices in Decem
ber 1964, the Council of Ministers asked the Com
mission to produce a proposal on financing agri
culture for the period up to 1 January 1970. A 
decision on this had to be taken by 1 July 1965. 
Under the leadership of Hallstein and Mansholt, 
however, the Commission decided to propose an 
earlier date. Fired by the harmonisation of cereals 
prices, as recounted above, and by other favour
able developments, it cherished the hope that the 
transition phase could be terminated in July 1967. 
To this end, it proposed advancing rapidly to a 
permanent financial settlement involving own re
sources for the Commission, to come from cus
toms duties and agricultural levies. These would 
also help fund the CAP (2). Another important part 
of the Commission’s proposal was the budget 
powers conferred on the European Parliament.

When these proposals began to leak out at the 
beginning of 1965, the Commission did not hesi
tate: it sent all its proposals to Parliament without 
any political preparation. This behaviour by the 
Commission, perceived as brazen and authoritar
ian, caused great irritation to President de Gaulle. 
At this point there had, in fact, been a kind of al
liance between de Gaulle and Mansholt because 
of their convergent interests. But this alliance 
came to an end in 1965. The French President 
considered the package of Commission pro 
posals to be pure blackmail. Although he sup
ported a final settlement on financing the CAP, he 

(1)  Merriënboer, J. C. F. J. (van), ‘Het avontuur van Sicco Mansholt’, 
http://www.ru.nl/contents/pages/22864/mansholt_.pdf, p. 16 (art
icle published in Politieke Opstellen, No 15–16, 1995–96, pp. 136–
168). 

(2)  Molegraaf, J., op. cit., pp. 187–188. 

could not accept that the Commission was propos
ing a greater supranational role for the Communi
ty. It was quickly obvious that the imminent exten
sion of majority voting as a general rule within the 
Council of Ministers was the determining factor in 
de Gaulle’s opposition to the Commission’s plans. 
Paris found it unacceptable to give up its veto 
within the Council. Relations between Paris and 
the EEC Commission quickly cooled (3).

By January 1966 the Community was back at work 
again even though the Luxembourg compromise 
was anything but a compromise. Mansholt de
scribed it publicly as ‘an agreement to disagree’ (4). 
Some thought that de Gaulle had come out the 
clear winner and that he had firmly put the Com
mission in its place. Edmund Wellenstein did not 
share this view. He even called the compromise ‘a 
total defeat for de Gaulle’. Wellenstein pointed 
out, that despite the uproar, the French President 
had accepted that the Treaty should be applied in 
accordance with the wishes of the other five Mem
ber States. The ‘10 commandments’ that France 
had put on the table and were intended to limit 
the powers of the Commission contained few 
substantial points. Its importance was more cos
metic than substantive. The consternation caused 
by France’s blocking of majority decisionmaking 
within the Council is put in perspective by  
Wellenstein. Ultimately, the national delegations 
agreed in Luxembourg that, if unanimity appeared 
unattainable, their difference of opinion would 
not prevent the work of the Commission from re
suming according to the normal procedures. The 
Five did not give up majority voting (5).

But the position of Hallstein and Mansholt, whom 
France regarded as the instigators of the crisis, 
was undeniably weakened. After it, Hallstein de
cided not to seek a further term as President. 
Mansholt stayed on but he no longer played the 
role of lead policymaker. His former ally, Pisani, 
was obliged by de Gaulle to leave the field.

(3)  See Chapter 4.
(4)  Personal files of Georges Rencki, manuscript of the speech by  

Mansholt to the fifth general meeting of the free trade unions. 
(5)  Interview with Edmund P. Wellenstein, 17 December 2003. 
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The agriculture talks started up again on 30 Janu
ary 1966. The Commission and Mansholt per
suaded the Council to agree on the financial is
sues for the period up to 1970, with own 
resources included. Between the end of 1966 and 
July 1968 the single market gradually came into 
effect for agricultural products.

A structural policy for agriculture  
(the Mansholt Plan)

Once common farm prices were finally intro
duced in 1967 (a harmonised price was hence
forth set for products other than cereals), the 
Commission and Mansholt turned their attention 
to the longdeferred question of social and struc
tural policy. This issue had already been raised at 
an earlier stage, in particular in Stresa. But con
crete results had not ensued. Guaranteed prices 
at too high a level were creating surpluses which 
the Commission and the Member States could not 
control. Very quickly there were ‘butter moun
tains’ to cope with. The EEC intervention agen
cies were required to buyin some of the sur
pluses at intervention prices and bear the costs of 
storage. Most of the rest was sold on the world 
market (where prices were lower) with the help 
of export subsidies (‘export refunds’), which was 
tantamount to dumping. In this way, the CAP be
came very expensive while at the same time 
harming the environment and discriminating 
against nonmember countries. Moreover, the 
hopedfor parity of incomes was de facto an illu
sion. Despite the protection at EEC borders and 
the unlimited funding of production, the standard 
of living of the farming population remained be
low that of other commercial sectors. Smallhold
ers especially were struggling, with intervention 
proving most rewarding for large producers. The 
CAP had the perverse effect of encouraging the 
big to the detriment of the small (1). So much so 
that Heringa admitted that the EEC had lost its 

(1)  Remarks made to Michel Dumoulin by Hartmut Offele on 3 May 
2005. 

way: ‘The French call it a culdesac. It gave the 
feeling of leading nowhere.’ (2)

It was absolutely essential to curb production. 
Mansholt came under heavy pressure from all 
sides to come up with an answer. On 10 Decem
ber 1968 he proposed a plan (the Agriculture 80 
memorandum) which raised a major debate in 
European agriculture circles. He put forward an 
overall solution to the agriculture problem. The 
‘Mansholt Plan’ was written in collaboration with 
everybody in the directorategeneral, Rencki be
ing appointed head of the division for production 
structures. The Commission forecast that by 
around 1980 almost half of the 10 million produ
cers in the EEC would have given up farming.

The Mansholt memorandum was based on three 
considerations. Each one was matched by a dif
ferent type of aid.

—  Since a steady growth in guaranteed prices 
was no longer politically acceptable, it was 
vital to provide aid towards investment in 
modernising holdings (and in marketing) for 
farmers who intended to remain in farming. 
The aim was to help them attain an income 
comparable with incomes in other sectors of 
the economy.

—  The CAP was to be given the means to sup
port those who wished to leave farming, ei
ther because of their age (over 55) or because 
they were going into another activity.

—  Energetic measures would be taken by the 
Community to reduce production surpluses 
by ensuring a better balance between demand 
and the volume of output, by withdrawing  
5 million hectares from production out of a 
total of 70 million, in particular by reafforest
ation, and getting rid of approximately 3 mil
lion dairy cows.

(2)  Quoted from Westerman, F., De Graanrepubliek, Atlas, Amsterdam, 
2003, p. 171. 
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These latter measures, designed to counterbal
ance the effect of aid towards modernising hold
ings, which would often lead to increased pro
duction, were considered by the Commission to 
be absolutely essential.

Financing these measures was to be achieved 
partly by cutting prices and limiting surpluses 
and partly by an extra financial contribution from 
the Member States.

Mansholt travelled throughout the Community 
trying to get his plan accepted by the farmers. 
But the initial reactions that he met with were 
very mixed. He found support from all the Italian 
agricultural organisations, with the ‘agriculture 
godfather’ Bonomi in particular convinced of the 
need to make adjustments. Of all the Member 
States, Italy was the one which, having invested 
least in its own structural policy, had most to gain 
from an EEC policy. Although the Netherlands 
backed structural reforms, the Dutch thought that 
they should be achieved through national pol
icies, above all for financial reasons. In France, 
Minister Pisani, Mansholt’s longtime ally, had dis
appeared from the scene and the government 
was sceptical; although accepting structural meas
ures of this kind, it feared the high cost of the 
European reform plan. Mansholt also had the 
support of the leading French cereals producer, 
who had helped him in 1964 by putting up cer
eals prices, and the general secretary of the 
French farmers’ union (FNSEA), Debatisse, as 
well as from within the young farmers’ trade 
union (CNJA).

During a special meeting held at ValDuchesse 
between Mansholt and COPA, it became obvious 
that some of the dissatisfaction in agriculture 
stemmed from the slowness of progress in coord
inating economic policies: excessive currency 
fluctuations, the generalised inflation which ad
versely affected agricultural production costs, etc. 
COPA called for a significant price increase, refer
ring to the general rise in wages and prices in the 
Member States. It wanted to make the structural 
measures — which it thought desirable — condi

tional on such an increase. The calls were espe
cially strong in Germany and Belgium, where 
smallscale farmers had for a long time been fac
ing major difficulties in the management of their 
holdings. They were afraid that the Brussels plan, 
involving a cut in prices, would prove the last 
straw. German farmers had bad memories of the 
price cut that Mansholt had imposed on them a 
few years earlier. Tension was rising and opin
ions were becoming politicised. The leaders of 
the German ‘Bauernverband’ accused Mansholt 
of wanting to introduce ‘kolkhozes’ and demand
ed his resignation. During a public event at the 
Ostseehalle in Kiel, Mansholt was prevented from 
speaking for four hours. Scuffles broke out and 
the police had to intervene to calm things down. 
The Belgian farmers’ union also focused on him 
and organised huge demonstrations. The ways of 
expressing discontent were sometimes uncon
ventional. When Mansholt gave a speech in Flem
ish Zeeland, near the Belgian border, farmers 
threatened to block the ferry boats and the speech 
had to be moved further north under heightened 
police surveillance. The denigration and threats 
against Mansholt personally from the agriculture 
organisations of certain countries mounted, while 
the European trade unions of farm labourers and 
European consumer organisations supported 
him. As did UNICE and the EEC craft industry.

And the agriculture ministers themselves? They 
were careful not to compromise themselves by 
backing a controversial plan. Even the departure 
of de Gaulle did not improve the climate. In au
tumn 1969, as a result of the devaluation of the 
French franc and the revaluation of the German 
mark, the Community market and price policy 
came under heavy pressure. For a time, Germany 
was even threatening to introduce its own prices 
policy. In all the member countries irritation was 
growing. COPA called for the convening of a con
ference of the Six to discuss a common monetary 
policy.

Despite all these difficulties, after a 45hour Coun
cil marathon and thanks in particular to the 
dogged support of the Italian minister, Natali, 
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Mansholt succeeded on 24 March 1971 in having 
the essence of his agricultural structural policy 
accepted.

The Council adopted three of the four socalled 
‘sociostructural’ directives; these set out the meas
ures to be implemented by the Member States,  
i.e. investment aid under a ‘development plan’ 
designed to make a holding viable, an early re

tirement scheme predicated on handing over the 
holding to new entrants to farming under the ‘de
velopment plan’, and the creation of a body of 
socioeconomic advisers.

The adoption of these texts, which formed the 
starting point for other measures, in particular 
concerning the lessfavoured areas, should not 
disguise the fact that the ‘market’ part did not 

A surprise visitor to the Council meeting on agriculture on 15 February 1971 — a cow accompanies the group  
of farmers invading the meeting room and holding up proceedings. Michel Cointat, French Minister of Agriculture,  

looks thoughtful, to say the least.
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match the ‘structures’ part. The national govern
ments refused in fact to take action on those 
Commission proposals, to which the Commission 
attached great importance and which were de
signed to reduce production potential (premiums 
for reducing the area under cultivation and the 
slaughter of dairy cows), because of the sharp 
reactions within the agriculture sector. As a result, 
the atmosphere of riot and mayhem which 
reigned in Brussels during the final phase of the 
adoption of the Mansholt Plan has remained 
graven in people’s minds. The Belgian capital 
was transformed into a battlefield. The confronta
tions between the gendarmerie and 100 000  
angry farmers, mostly from Belgium and France 
and calling for an increase in prices and more  
effective farm structures, resulted in one death 
and at least 10 people injured. The damage to 
property was considerable. While expressing his 
satisfaction with the decisions taken by the Coun
cil, Mansholt was profoundly saddened by this 
unhappy turn of events.

__________

Mansholt focused his attention after that on the 
type of economic growth that Europe could hope 
for in future given the resources available, the 
limits to which he stressed prophetically (1). On 
becoming President of the Commission in March 
1972, he turned away from the problems of agri
culture for the first time since 1945. The Commis
sion noted with regret that its reform plans were 
unable to bear proper fruit. As far as the agricul
ture ministers were concerned, price support and 
market management had priority because — in 
contrast to the measures for improving agricul
tural structures — they were 100 % funded by the 
Community budget. Additionally, right around 
the time of enlargement, the world market saw 

farm prices for several important products rise to 
much higher levels than in the Community. This 
provided the pretext not only for increasing Com
munity prices substantially in the spring of 1973 
but also for introducing an intervention system 
for beef and veal and for reinforcing the guaran
tees under the common organisation of the mar
ket in sugar. At this point Pierre Lardinois was the 
Commissioner responsible for agriculture and 
Jacques Chirac was one of the agriculture minis
ters. Then, in July 1973, the Community intro
duced export levies for cereals, rice and sugar 
with a view to safeguarding the security of sup
plies, after the United States brought in a ban on 
soya exports in June 1973. The work achieved by 
the six governments and the Commission was 
considerable. If the CAP was not always entirely 
rational (as regards prices in particular), that can 
be explained by the forces that were operating 
and the state of thinking at the time. Adjustments 
would come later. The CAP was by now the best 
known of the Community’s activities (the daily 
lives of almost a quarter of the population were 
affected by it). The creation of the CAP was a 
major contribution through which the divergent 
interests of the Member States became, to a great 
extent and almost miraculously, mutually com
plementary. It is worth underlining that the spill
over effect from the agricultural policy helped 
bring about European integration. As one of the 
insiders said: ‘It represented real experience of 
Community cooperation without which Europe 
would not have [...] achieved the progress that it 
did and continues to achieve.’ (2)

Agriculture provided a stimulus to later integra
tion, and Mansholt and his DG VI were largely 
responsible.

Jan van der Harst

(1)  See the chapter on Sicco Mansholt, pp. 165–180, and the box on 
pp. 408–410. (2)  Pisani, E., Persiste et signe, Odile Jacob, Paris, 1992, p. 214. 
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At a farmers’ demonstration in 1971, one of the banners reads:  
‘Mansholt, you are depriving the farmers around Courtrai of their income. Here are the gallows you deserve.’





339

Chapter 17

The Commission’s role  
in external relations

If, as Émile Noël wrote in July 1958, the common 
market was as important politically as it was eco‑
nomically (1), it is clear why the Commission 
should have wanted to develop its presence in 
the world by various means and why non‑mem‑
ber countries were so eager to be represented in 
Brussels and to negotiate agreements with an or‑
ganisation on the rise. Moreover, the Treaties pro‑
vided for the Commission to negotiate associ‑
ation and trade agreements with Greece, Turkey, 
the Associated African Countries and Madagascar 
(AACM), and the Mediterranean countries (2).

The Commission takes steps  
to organise itself

It is therefore necessary to understand how the 
Commission set about devising a foreign trade pol‑
icy and laying down the principles guiding its exter‑
nal action, in short, how it tackled four issues: the 
offer to create a free‑trade area in western Europe, 
the reciprocal liberalisation of trade under the Gen‑
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), non‑ 

(1)   FJME, ARM 19/2/1, memo by Émile Noël on current European 
issues, 26 July 1958.

(2)   See the Timeline 1958‑72, p. 559.

member countries’ requests for association and rela‑
tions with international organisations.

The Commission’s international role was under‑
pinned by Article 110 of the EEC Treaty, which 
defined its missions as follows:

‘By establishing a customs union between them‑
selves, Member States aim to contribute, in the 
common interest, to the harmonious develop‑
ment of world trade, the progressive abolition of 
restrictions on international trade and the lower‑
ing of customs barriers.

The common commercial policy shall take into 
account the favourable effect which the abolition 
of customs duties between Member States may 
have on the increase in the competitive strength 
of undertakings in those States.’

In the words of Edmund P. Wellenstein, ‘This article 
sets out a wide‑ranging political agenda that will 
attract attention all over the world. Structures left 
totally fragmented by the Great Depression of the 
1930s and the war are going to be turned upside 
down by the emergence of a major new trading 
power proclaiming its readiness to negotiate the 
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gradual abolition of barriers to international trade. 
The Commission will play a key role in the process. 
Article 111 would apply from the very start of the 
Community’s internal transitional period.’ (1)

If Member States abolished or reduced quantita‑
tive restrictions in relation to third countries, they 
were required to inform the Commission before‑
hand and accord the same treatment to other 
Member States.

After the transitional period, Article 113 would 
enter into force:

‘1. After the transitional period has ended, the 
common commercial policy shall be based on 
uniform principles, particularly in regard to changes 
in tariff rates, the conclusion of tariff and trade 
agreements, the achievement of uniformity in 
measures of liberalisation, export policy and meas‑
ures to protect trade such as those to be taken in 
case of dumping or subsidies (2).’

The Commission, Article 113 continues, ‘shall sub‑
mit proposals to the Council for implementing the 
common commercial policy’, negotiate agreements 

(1)  Memo from Edmund P. Wellenstein to Julie Cailleau and Natacha 
Wittorski, late February 2006, p. 5.

(2)  Article 113, Extraits du traité instituant la Communauté économique 
européenne et documents annexes, 25 March 1957, published by 
the Secretariat of the Interim Committee for the Common Market 
and Euratom, Brussels.

with third countries with the Council’s authorisa‑
tion and ‘conduct these negotiations in consult‑
ation with a special committee appointed by  
the Council’. From the start of the transitional  
period (3), the Commission strove, against the 
opinion of the leading governments, to extend the 
scope of its exclusive powers in international trade 
negotiations. It sought to tighten control over the 
Member States’ use of derogations under Article 
115. It asked to negotiate economic and industrial 
cooperation agreements and trade agreements. It 
called for the transitional period to be cut short 
and got its way. Cut from 12 years to ten and a 
half, the transitional period ended on 1 July 1968.

Preparing trade negotiations

Trade negotiations were prepared by the EEC 
Commission’s directorates‑general and by the Com‑
missioners’ cabinets. Jean Rey, the member of the 
Hallstein Commission (1958–67) responsible for  
external relations, conducted the common com‑
mercial policy with the help of Directorate‑General 
I (External Relations). Under the responsibility of 
Günther Seeliger, who was DG I’s director‑general 
from 1958 to 1964, GATT negotiations were han‑
dled by Theodorus Hijzen, the head of Directorate 
A (General affairs, multilateral trade policy). De‑

(3)   Article 8 of the EEC Treaty laid down a 12‑year transitional 
period.

1. Jean Rey in the first and second Hallstein Commissions (10 January 1958 to 9 January 1962, 
then 10 January 1962 to 5 January 1967)

2. Jean-François Deniau at Trade and Edoardo Martino at External Relations in the 14‑member 
Rey Commission (6 July 1967 to 1 July 1970)

3. Ralf Dahrendorf at External Relations and Trade in the Malfatti Commission (2 July 1970 to  
21 March 1972) and the nine‑member Mansholt Commission (to 5 January 1973)

Members of the Commission responsible for external relations and trade  
1958–72
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partments were, Edmund Wellenstein explains, or‑
ganised in such a way that responsibility for issues 
was always combined with geographical responsi‑
bilities. The departments responsible for the GATT, 
for instance, were also responsible for relations 
with the United States, Canada, etc., for textile ar‑
rangements with Hong Kong, etc (1). When Jean 
Rey became President of the new European Com‑
mission (1967–70) resulting from the merger of the 
three executives, DG I was split in two. The newly 
created DG I, headed by Axel Herbst, was placed 
in the hands of Commissioner Edoardo Martino.  
A new DG for Trade, headed by Edmund P. 
Wellenstein, former Secretary‑General of the High 
Authority of the ECSC, was assigned to new Com‑
missioner Jean‑François Deniau, who was respon‑
sible not just for trade but for relations with the 
United States, Canada, South Africa, Australia, New 

(1)   NB: This text owes much to Edmund P. Wellenstein, who agreed to 
supplement it and suggest changes in four letters to the author 
dated 28 July, 10 and 25 August and 7 September 2005. Letter from 
Edmund P. Wellenstein to the author, 25 August 2005, p. 1.

Zealand, Japan, the Far East and the state‑trading 
countries (the Eastern Bloc), for GATT negotiations 
and for relations with the OECD. In 1970, in the 
Commission headed by Franco Maria Malfatti, Ralf  
Dahrendorf, the Commissioner responsible for ex‑
ternal relations, worked with DG I and DG XI 
(Trade). Jean‑François Deniau had, in the mean‑
time, been asked to set up a much needed task 
force headed by Edmund Wellenstein to prepare 
accession negotiations with countries wishing to 
join the Communities. Hijzen therefore replaced 
Wellenstein as Director‑General of DG XI (Trade).

The Commission conducted trade negotiations in 
consultation with a special committee appointed 
by the Council to assist the Commission in this 
task (2). Made up of officials of the Member States 
and the Commission, the special committee (ini‑
tially referred to as the ‘111 Committee’, it became 

(2)   This special committee was cited twice, in Articles 111 and 113. 
Article 111 was repealed in 1992 because it referred to the transi‑
tional period.

‘The following provisions shall, without prejudice to 
Articles 115 and 116, apply during the transitional 
period:

1. Member States shall coordinate their trade rela‑
tions with third countries so as to bring about, by 
the end of the transitional period, the conditions 
needed for implementing a common policy in the 
field of external trade.

The Commission shall submit to the Council pro‑
posals regarding the procedure for common action 
to be followed during the transitional period and 
regarding the achievement of uniformity in their 
commercial policies.

2. The Commission shall submit to the Council rec‑
ommendations for tariff negotiations with third 
countries in respect of the common customs tariff.

The Council shall authorise the Commission to 
open such negotiations.

The Commission shall conduct these negotiations in 
consultation with a special committee appointed by 

the Council to assist the Commission in this task 
and within the framework of such directives as the 
Council may issue to it.

3. In exercising the powers conferred upon it by this 
Article, the Council shall act unanimously during 
the first two stages and by a qualified majority 
thereafter.

4. Member States shall, in consultation with the 
Commission, take all necessary measures, particu‑
larly those designed to bring about an adjustment of 
tariff agreements in force with third countries, in 
order that the entry into force of the common cus‑
toms tariff shall not be delayed.

5. Member States shall aim at securing as high a 
level of uniformity as possible between themselves 
as regards their liberalisation lists in relation to third 
countries or groups of third countries. To this end, 
the Commission shall make all appropriate recom‑
mendations to Member States.’

Article 111 of the EEC Treaty
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Director- 
General for
External 
Relations

1958–64: Günther Seeliger (DE)
1965–69: Axel Herbst (DE)
1970–72: Helmut Sigrist (DE)

DIRECTORATE DIRECTOR

Directorate A (1) 1958–64: General affairs, relations with 
international organisations

1958–67: Theodorus Hijzen (NL)

1965–67: General affairs, multilateral trade 
policy

1968: General affairs, external relations in 
the scientific, technical and nuclear 
fields

1968–72: Walter Pauly (DE) 

Directorate B 1958–64: Relations with third countries 1958–64: Jean‑François Deniau (FR)

1965–67: Western Europe, accession and 
association

1965–68: Robert Toulemon (FR)

1968–70: External relations with European 
countries, accessions, association, 
preferential agreements

1969–70: Roland de Kergolay (FR)

1971: Relations with the Mediterranean 
countries

1971: Josephus Loeff (NL) 

Directorate C 1958–64: Bilateral relations 1958–72: Robert Faniel (BE)

1965–67: Trade policy towards developing 
countries

1963–72: Mattia Di Martino (IT)

1968: General policy towards developing 
countries, bilateral relations and 
economic organisations of the 
United Nations

Directorate D
(1958–67) (1)

Trade policy (negotiations) 1958–67: Wolfgang Ernst (DE)

5th Directorate 
until 1965

Director earmarked for a posting abroad, 
responsible for special coordination tasks

1958–64: Riccardo Luzzatto (IT)

1964–65: Adolphe De Baerdemaeker (BE)

Organisation chart of the Directorates-General for External Relations and Trade 
from 1958 to 1972
Organisation chart of the Directorate-General for External Relations (DG I)

(1)  In 1967 these two directorates and their staff merged to form the 
new Directorate‑General for Trade.
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the ‘113 Committee’ when the transitional period 
expired) met for the first time in February 1959. 
Senior officials from Member States and DGs 
could also attend informal meetings chaired by 
the Commission (1).

Starting in 1962, negotiations were prepared inside 
the Commission by a Trade Policy Committee 
(TPC), which was made up of officials from the 
directorates‑general involved and which reported 
to the more political External Relations Group (2). 
The TPC comprised Commissioners Rey, Marjolin, 
Petrilli (succeeded by Colonna di Paliano from 
1962 to 1967) and Caron. In 1967 the Single Com‑
mission set up an internal commercial policy group 
to coordinate the activities of the External Rela‑
tions and Trade DGs, and in 1971 a working party 
headed by the Director‑General of DG Trade drew 
up the objectives of external economic policy (3).

(1)   ‘Trade policy issues’, COM(60) 129, 22 July 1960.
(2)   PV 257, EEC Commission, 15 January 1964, XVII, pp. 23–24.
(3)   ‘Organisation of Directorates‑General for External Relations and 

Trade’, SEC(71) 3603/2, 15 October 1971. 

This organisation did not prevent friction between 
the Commission and the Council. When the Per‑
manent Representatives Committee (Coreper) 
asked the Commission to present the second 
memorandum on the common commercial policy 
to the European Parliamentary Assembly, it was 
told that the Commission had the absolute right 
to decide, if it saw fit, to transmit the memoran‑
dum to the European Parliament (4). It reminded 
Coreper that it alone was entitled to make pro‑
posals to the Council (5). The Commission also 
had to defend its position as sole GATT negoti‑
ator, which France contested on the grounds that 
such negotiations were not just a matter of inter‑
national trade but of international economic rela‑
tions (6).

(4)   PV 192, EEC Commission, 4 July 1962, III.4, p. 11.
(5)   PV spéc. 292, EEC Commission, 3–4 November 1964, VII, p. 7; PV 

303, EEC Commission, 1965, VIII.3, pp. 18–19, shift by the Commis‑
sion towards the Harkort compromise; PV spéc. 303, EEC Commis‑
sion, 1965, XVIII.2, p. 10.

(6)   PV spéc. 326, EEC Commission, 19 and 22 July 1965, IX, pp. 31–32; 
Commission’s 1962 reply, used again in 1965: PV spec. 206, EEC 
Commission, 14 November 1962, XIII, pp. 8–9.

Director- 
General for
Trade

Edmund Wellenstein (NL), 1967–73
(Theodorus Hijzen, ad interim, 1970–73)

DIRECTORATE DIRECTOR

Directorate A Commercial policy: Multilateral questions  
and agricultural questions

1967–73: Theodorus Hijzen (NL)

1971: Alexandre Stakhovitch  
(French of Russian origin)

Directorate B Commercial policy: Objectives, instruments 
and industrial questions

1968–72: Wolfgang Ernst (DE)

Organisation chart of the Directorate-General for Trade (DG XI), set up in 1967

DG XI was also responsible for relations with the non‑member countries and international organisations 
handled by these directorates, namely:

— the United States of America, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa, the Far East, Japan 
and the countries of eastern Europe;

— GATT and the OECD.
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The joint working parties and Commission work‑
ing groups produced drafts which, if approved 
by the College, became Commission proposals to 
the Council. But the ultimate instrument available 
to the Commission was the extraordinary power 
of being the Community’s sole negotiator in mat‑
ters of commercial policy. As Wellenstein remarks, 
‘I do not believe the authors of the Treaty of 
Rome foresaw the scale of the Community’s role 
in the world under Articles 110, 111 and 113’ (1). 
Its external negotiating powers were, Wellenstein 
underlines (2), strengthened by the Court of Just‑
ice of the European Communities, which ruled 
that logically the Communities’ external powers 
extended to areas governed by Community regu‑
lations.

Commission missions  
and information offices

The Commission also took organisational steps in 
order to exercise diplomatic and public influence 
outside the Community by setting up Community 
missions and information offices abroad. In No‑
vember 1958 the Common Market Commission 
invited the other two European Communities to 
establish joint diplomatic representations abroad 
(the High Authority already had a fine represen‑
tation in London). Euratom opened a representa‑
tion in Washington in the wake of the agreement 
with the United States on cooperation in the 
peaceful applications of atomic energy. For the 
European Economic Community, everything be‑
gan with the Communities’ information offices, 
which were organised by Jacques‑René Rabier, 
head of the Joint Press and Information Service, 
and the Commissioners responsible for the three 

(1)   Letter from Edmund P. Wellenstein to the author, 10 August 2005, 
p. 5.

(2)   AETR judgment of 31 March 1971, ECJ: There was no act authoris‑
ing the Community to conclude external transport agreements, but 
the Community had already begun laying down rules on the wel‑
fare of lorry drivers. The ECJ therefore ruled that the Community, 
rather than the Member States, was competent to conclude such 
external agreements. This judgment was of general application (see 
letter from Edmund P. Wellenstein to the author, 7 September 2005, 
p. 2).

Communities’ external relations: Rey (EEC),  
Wehrer (CECA) and Krekeler (Euratom) (3).

In London there had been a diplomatic representa‑
tion of the High Authority since 1955, headed by 
Ambassador Eelco van Kleffens, a former foreign 
minister of the Netherlands and a figure of inter‑
national standing, who was accredited by the ECSC 
only (4). There was also a Communities’ informa‑
tion office, headed by Roy Price, later succeeded 
by Derek Prag. Georges Berthoin, Head of the 
Communities’ Delegation in London from 1971, re‑
counts his freedom of action. ‘The fact that I had 
started out in Luxembourg meant that I had no  
hierarchical position,’ recounts this intimate of 
Monnet, whom he briefed on all the most sensitive 
developments (5). But, at the time of the merger of 
the executives, Hallstein tried to assign the task of 
representing the three Communities to the new 
head of mission in London, Johannes Linthorst 
Homan, and to have him exercise the representa‑
tive powers conferred by the ECSC Treaty on the 
High Authority alone. This doctrine was immedi‑
ately contested by France, which refused to boost 
the Single Commission’s diplomatic influence. 
Émile Noël notes that the incident ‘illustrates how 
alert the French government is to anything with a 
bearing on the Community’s external representa‑
tion. This is no surprise to us.’ (6) Jean‑François De‑
niau reports France’s reaction on another occasion: 
‘When I went to Washington — I was a member of 
the Commission at the time — to negotiate with the 
United States on the GATT and all that, they put me 
up at Blair House. The French ambassador wrote a 
report, made a great fuss. Yes, since they put me up 
like a Head of State. The Americans were still play‑
ing that old game. France was furious.’ (7)

(3)   Interview with Jacques‑René Rabier, 8 January 2004.
(4)   Legendre, A., Jalons pour une histoire de la diplomatie européenne: 

la représentation des Communautés européennes à Londres (1954–
1972), forthcoming; The Times, 19 April 1971; FMJE, AMK C 
8/3/68.

(5)   Interview with Georges Berthoin, 31 January 2003. 
(6)   HAEU, EN 1158, Émile Noël to Jean Rey, 17 September 1968, inci‑

dent with Jean‑Marc Boegner and deputy PR Gabriel Robin; letter 
of 13 September 1968 from Émile Noël to Jean‑Claude Paye, Barre’s 
chef de cabinet.

(7) Interview with Jean‑François Deniau, 3 November 2004.
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The fledgling Common Market Commission also 
recommended that a head of mission, with the 
rank of ambassador, be appointed to represent 
the three Communities in Washington, as had 
been done in London (1). When Hallstein opened 
the joint mission in February 1960 without the 

(1)   PV 19, EEC Commission, 11 June 1958, VIII.b; PV 62, EEC Commis‑
sion, 4 June 1959, IV, pp. 5–6.

Council’s backing, two Member States (France 
and the Netherlands) approached the State De‑
partment to oppose full diplomatic recognition. 
There was already an ECSC information office, 
headed by an American, Leonard Tennyson, re‑
cruited by Jean Monnet in 1954 on the recom‑
mendation of George Ball, an old friend of the 
President of the High Authority. Monnet encour‑
aged Rabier to expand the Washington office so 

Offices abroad

Cities of residence Heads of mission

London
Heads of the ECSC High Authority’s delegation  
in the United Kingdom, which became the European 
Communities’ delegation in 1967

1958–59: Jonkheer Hendrik L.F.K. van Vredenburch

1959–67: Eelco van Kleffens

1968: Interim head of delegation: Georges Berthoin

1970: Johannes Linthorst Homan (Deputy head of 
delegation: Georges Berthoin)

1971: Georges Berthoin

Paris
Liaison by DG External Relations with the OEEC, later 
the OECD in Brussels

1958–65: Theodorus Hijzen

The liaison office set up in 1965 became the 
delegation to the OECD in 1968

1965–68: Helmuth Cammann

1968–72: Adolphe De Baerdemaeker

Geneva
From 1965 onwards: liaison office with GATT 
(Geneva). 

1968: delegation of the EC Commission to 
international organisations in Geneva

1965–72: Pierre Nicolas

Washington
Prior to 1968, ECSC–Euratom representation 1954–67: Leonard Tennyson

From 1968 onward: EC Commission liaison office  
in Washington

1968–70: Curt Heidenreich

1970: delegation 1971–72: Aldo Maria Mazio

Santiago
Prior to 1968, delegation of the ECSC High Authority. Wolfgang Renner

After 1968, EC Commission liaison office in Santiago 1968–72: Wolfgang Renner

Representations and liaison offices (1958–72)
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as to stir the US public’s interest in the Communi‑
ties as they prepared their enlargement to include 
the United Kingdom, Denmark and Ireland. An‑
other of this mission’s tasks was to lobby Con‑
gress, for which it employed first the Roy Bernard 
public relations firm and then the law firm Clear‑
ly, Gottlieb, Steen & Ball. As Jean Flory saw it, 
that firm, backed up by a Community office in 

Washington headed by Tennyson, played a very 
important role in persuading American political 
circles and the Senate that the Community should 
definitely not be destroyed (5). In 1971, the Com‑
mission was at last represented in Washington by 
a real head of delegation, former Italian diplomat 
Aldo Mazio. In this delegation, Pierre Malvé hand‑

Diplomatic relations: Asserting the Commission’s international role ...

‘Asserting the Commission’s international role [...]

[...] with the backing of Jean Monnet [...]

“The time has come for you to take a broader 
view of our action in America. I must repeat that, 
for the first time since we began this venture to‑
gether in 1950, the Americans feel that their inter‑
ests are at stake. This is a new prospect to which 
you must adapt.” (1)

[...] but without encroaching on national preroga‑
tives in matters of diplomacy [...]

Jean Flory analyses the difficulties encountered by 
Hallstein in establishing EC representations 
abroad: “Hallstein played up the institutional side 
of the Commission, with official representatives, 
delegations that were yet to be called embassies, 
although he would very much have liked them to 
be. The French response was ‘Nothing, no way’. 
Hallstein said, ‘That is simply not possible. We 
have to have a presence in Washington. We have 
to have a presence in London, if you want us to be 
able to state our case. And we have to have a pres‑
ence in would‑be member countries, in order to 
prepare for accession.” (2)

[...] and without offending the sensibilities of cer‑
tain Member States [...]

Hallstein was always looking for protocol arrange‑
ments worthy of a sovereign state. Georges Berth‑
oin tells the following story: “When he went to 

the United States for the first time, I believe Eisen‑
hower was still President, though you would have to 
check [...] The President of the United States received 
Hallstein like a Head of State, and de Gaulle didn’t like 
it — and Hallstein was in office for 10 years, he was 
becoming President of Europe. [...] In the case of Hall‑
stein, it was consistent with the initial thinking [...].  
So the Americans, who at this time were always ahead 
of the game, accorded Hallstein all the courtesies 
 normally reserved to a Head of State. So he went to 
Blair House, the whole palaver. It is quite funny 
 because, when Jean Rey became President, General 
de Gaulle welcomed him to the Élysée with a guard of 
honour. We played with this fact. Indeed, on that 
 occasion — Jean Rey told me — he wanted to arrive 
by car, but the problem is that you need a flag on a 
car. So he flew today’s European flag, which was not 
that of the European Community, which did not have 
one, but of the Council of Europe. You had to have a 
flag. You cannot arrive at the Elysée in an official car 
without a flag. And there was the Republican Guard, 
etc. It was de Gaulle’s idea because he was buttering 
up the Commission at the time, etc.” (3)

When a residence had to be found for the Communi‑
ties’ representation in Washington, Guy Vanhaever‑
beke recounts: “We visited one of the possible resi‑
dences. It was across the road from the offices of the 
French trade adviser, Belmont Road, you had to climb 
a few steps [...] The residence, Dillon Villa, was really 
perfect and not oversized either. As we were going up 
the steps, Cardon said: ‘This is what we need. This is 
what we need, it’s slightly supranational.’ (4). And that 
is the one that was chosen.”’

(1)  See FMJE, AMK C 335/67 of 9 January 1962.
(2)  Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003.

(3)  Interview with Georges Berthoin, 31 January 2003.
(4)  Interview with Guy Vanhaeverbecke, 25 February 2004.
(5)  Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003.
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led commercial policy, while the press and infor‑
mation office was handled by Leonard  
Tennyson (1). This delegation incorporated the 
Euratom Office, later known as the ‘Euratom Liai‑
son Office’, which was initially a ‘foreign agent’ 
and therefore subject, as a result of McCarthyism, 
to tight control by the US Department of Justice. 
The office was created from scratch by Curt 
Heidenreich. Employed by Euratom from the out‑
set, he was posted to Washington in autumn 1958 
to liaise with the US authorities on such issues as 
the supply of special fissile materials to the Com‑
munity and the related security controls after 
Euratom and the United States had concluded a 
cooperation agreement. Under Article 86 of the 
Euratom Treaty, ‘special fissile materials shall be 
the property of the Community’. More generally, 
however, Heidenreich kept Brussels informed, 
long after the single delegation was established 
following the merger, of developments he thought 
might be of interest, including political reports 
on, for instance, the Vietnam War and all sorts of 
hearings on this and other subjects. He had ex‑
cellent connections in government and political 
circles. This did not always make for an easy re‑
lationship with Leonard Tennyson’s Information 
Service, Tennyson claiming a precedent dating 
back to the time of Jean Monnet and George Ball. 
Curt Heidenreich was successively assisted by 
Gabriele Genuardi and Giorgio Longo and, fol‑
lowing the merger, by Ivo Dubois, who spe‑
cialised in political, judicial and supply matters, 
and Giorgio Boggio, who specialised in technical 
and scientific matters.

In Latin America, where the ECSC already had a 
 liaison office in Santiago in 1960, an information 
office was opened in Montevideo in 1965; in 1967, 
the two were merged under Wolfgang Renner, the 
head of the ECSC mission (2). At the request of 
 Turkey’s business elite, the Commission opened a 

(1)   Interview with Guy Vanhaeverbeke, 25 February 2004; additional 
remarks by Edmund P. Wellenstein, February 2006.

(2)   PV 140, EC Commission, 28–29 October 1970, V.1, p. 8; ‘Memo to 
the Commission from Mr Borschette and Mr Dahrendorf concern‑
ing the Commission’s representation in Latin America’, SEC(70) 
3836, 22 September 1970; a number of Commissioners took a dim 
view of Salvador Allende’s election. PV spéc. 140, EC Commission, 
28–29 October 1970, V, p. 4.

European Documentation Centre in Ankara in 
1970, with a branch in Istanbul (3). Edmund Wellen‑
stein recalls the ECSC’s legacy in the Communities’ 
external policy and the organisation of the Com‑
munities’ representations abroad; before the EEC, 
the ECSC had maintained very close relations with 
Sweden, Austria, Japan, Switzerland, the United 
States, the United Kingdom and other countries (4).

In 1971 the Communities were still represented by 
a mix of heads of delegation and heads of informa‑
tion offices, all of them referred to as heads of mis‑
sion, whereas non‑member countries were repre‑
sented in Brussels by heads of diplomatic missions.

Foreign representations  
to the Commission and the Council

The EEC’s worldwide role in trade made it advis‑
able for non‑member countries to be represented 
in Brussels. The United States, which was already 
represented at the ECSC, showed its interest in the 
EEC and Euratom by accrediting a representative, 
Walton Butterworth, on 3 February 1958 (5). 
Greece did likewise. From 1959 all countries of 
the free‑trade area, and then New Zealand, Cana‑
da, the Latin American countries, Israel and Mo‑
rocco, were represented in Brussels (see pp. 348–
349). The influence of the US head of mission 
quickly made itself felt, even if, Francesco Fresi 
explains, ‘we didn’t say so or weren’t aware of it 
at our level. We did, however, begin to feel US 
pressure for Great Britain to successfully catalyse 
all this renewal in Europe into forms that were not 
hostile to US policy. ’ (6) It had no cause to regret 
this pressure (7), even if the Commission managed 
to assert its own objectives vis‑à‑vis the United 

(3)   HAEU, EN 1063, Émile Noël, conference in Turkey, memo to  
Albert Coppé of 7 January 1970; PV spéc. 224, EC Commission, 
1972, XVI, p. 7.

(4)   Letter from Edmund P. Wellenstein to the author, 10 August 2005.
(5)  William Walton Butterworth (1951–62) was followed by John 

Tuthill (1962–66) and J. Robert Schaetzel (1966–72).
(6)  Interview with Francesco Fresi, 5 February 2004.
(7)  HAEU, EN 2561, Émile Noël to Jean Rey, 27 March 1969; P/227/69, 

organisation of regular contacts with the US mission, speech by 
Ralf Dahrendorf to the American Bar Association on the European 
Community in the world, Chicago, 26 March 1971. 
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 Countries accredited to the EEC and the Communities’ delegations and press and information offices abroad in 1972

(a) Establishment of non‑member and 
associated country missions or 
representations to the European 
Economic Community  
(the year is that in which the letters of 
credence were first presented)

1958: Greece, United States

1959: Denmark, Ireland, Israel, Japan, Norway, 
Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom

1960: Austria, Australia, Brazil, Canada, 
Morocco, New Zealand, South Africa, 
Spain

1961: Chad, Colombia, Congo (Leopoldville) 
[Democratic Republic of the Congo], 
Dahomey [Benin], Gabon, Cote d’Ivoire, 
Madagascar, Mauritania, Mexico, Niger, 
Senegal, Somalia, Togo, Upper Volta 
[Burkina Faso]

1962: Argentina, Burundi, Cameroon, Central 
African Republic, Ceylon [Sri Lanka], 
Chile, Congo (Brazzaville), Costa Rica, 
Dominican Republic, India, Iran, 
Lebanon, Pakistan, Portugal, Thailand, 
Tunisia, Venezuela

1963: Haiti, Iceland, Mali, Nigeria, Peru, 
Ruanda [Rwanda], Uruguay

1964: Algeria, Ecuador, Finland, Korea (South), 
Philippines, Turkey

1965: Guatemala, Salvador, Trinidad and 
Tobago

1966: Paraguay, United Arab Republic [Egypt], 
Sudan

1967: Jamaica, Panama, Saudi Arabia, Syria

1968: Ghana, Indonesia, Kenya, Libya, 
Malaysia, Malta, Tanzania, Uganda, 
Yugoslavia

1970: Cyprus, Ethiopia, Nicaragua, The Holy 
See

1971: Fiji, Iraq, Jordan, Malawi, Mauritius, 
Sierra Leone

1972: Singapore

Source: European Commission, Secretariat‑General, Proto‑
col Service, Historical table of the establishment of non‑
member and associated country missions to the EEC (com‑
piled in June 1991), internal document.

(b) : List of cities in non‑member 
countries in which the Commission  
had a delegation or representation:  
Washington, London, Geneva (GATT), 
Paris (OECD), Santiago (Chile)
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 Countries accredited to the EEC and the Communities’ delegations and press and information offices abroad in 1972
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States. The Commission, as a mouthpiece, pre‑
vented the Member States from reacting to US de‑
mands and initiatives in a piecemeal manner that 
would have weakened their position (1).

Very soon, however, the Commission and the Coun‑
cil found themselves in a dispute over the pres‑ 
entation of letters of credence by representatives of 
non‑member countries (2). The Commission rec‑
ommended that non‑member countries present let‑
ters of credence to the Commission President, who 
would then inform the Council. This solution was 
applied until the ‘empty chair’ crisis (3). Hallstein 
seized the opportunity to implement a protocol on 
the presentation of letters of credence that was 
quite similar to that applied by States. A witness, 
Armand Saclé, who sensed the growing hostility of 
the French, told Hallstein’s cabinet: ‘The General is 
not at all happy, and he is going to say so. What is 
more, he feels that President Hallstein is rather 
overdoing the protocol, especially the audiences 
he grants non‑member countries’ representatives 
and his desire to appoint pseudo‑ambassadors 
to non‑member countries.’ (4) The Luxembourg 
arrangement of 30 January 1966 concerning ‘the  
Heptalogue’ — the list of French grievances against 
the Commission — decreed that letters of credence 
be presented, without ceremony, to the Presidents 
of the Commission and the Council. The Communi‑
ties’ success, which was apparent by the early 
1970s, convinced many non‑member countries to 
climb on board (5). By 1972 there were 85 ambas‑
sadors accredited to the Communities.

_________

The three highly enterprising commissioners Robert 
Marjolin, Jean Rey and Jean‑François Deniau, 
backed by the Commission, made full use of the 

(1)  Letter from Edmund P. Wellenstein to the author, 10 August 2005, p. 4.
(2)  PV 36, EEC Commission, 5 November 1958, V, p. 6.
(3)  ‘Memo from Jean Rey on the draft agreement between the three 

European Communities on the establishment of joint representa‑
tions’, COM(58) 258, 24 November 1958; ‘Memo from Jean Rey on 
the organisation of the Community’s external relations’, COM(59) 
37, April 1959.

(4)  Interview with Armand Saclé, 28 January 2004.
(5)  Dahrendorf, R., Speech, 25 January 1971, Deutsche Gesellschaft fûr 

Auswärtige Politik (Bonn), published in Europe Document, 
12 March 1971.

internal and mixed instruments for analysis and ac‑
tion conferred on the Commission by the Treaty for 
the management of external trade relations. The 
Commissioners worked hand in glove with the 
heads of the DGs’ directorates, who were of vari‑
ous nationalities: Rey with Seeliger, Herbst, Hijzen, 
Di Martino and Ernst; Martino with Sigrist and 
Di Martino; Deniau with Wellenstein, Hijzen, Ernst, 
de Kergolay and Caspari; Dahrendorf with Hijzen, 
Sigrist and Ernst; Mansholt with Rabot, Heringa and 
von Verschuer (6). The Commission managed to be 
represented in key countries. Its overriding motive 
was to embody the Community’s aspirations and 
do all in its power to win influence in European 
and international institutions.

The Commission adopts principles  
for external relations

The Commission was eager, for the post‑transition 
stage of the common market, to establish a com‑
mon commercial policy founded on ‘uniform prin‑
ciples’ (7) but encompassing areas additional to 
those expressly cited in the Treaty. The issues it 
handled during the transitional period gave it the 
opportunity to lay down Community principles for 
the future, which it began setting out in a series of 
memoranda with self‑explanatory titles in 1958 (8).

Opening up to the world  
and Community integration

First principle: on the basis of the objectives laid 
down in Article 110 of the Treaty, the Commis‑
sion proposed building a commercial policy that 

(6)  As recalled by Edmund P. Wellenstein, letters to the author, 
25 August 2005, p. 2, and 7 September 2005, p. 5.

(7)  In Article 111.
(8)  ‘Memorandum from the Commission to the Council concerning 

methods for unifying the Member States’ trade policies in respect of 
non‑member countries’, COM(58) 229 rev., 27 October 1958; 
COM(61) 48 of 17 April 1961; PV spéc. 142, EEC Commission, 
27 March 1961, XI, p. 9; PV 144, EEC Commission, 26 April 1961, 
XXI, p. 25; PV 151, EEC Commission, 27 June 1961, XIV, pp. 16–19; 
‘Second memorandum from the Commission to the Council con‑
cerning an action programme in the area of the common commer‑
cial policy, drawn up by virtue of Article 111 EEC’, COM(62) 10, 
21 March 1962.
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was integrated and open to the world. Marjolin, 
who was firmly behind this proposal, called for 
the United States, the EEC and the Common‑
wealth to agree a common commercial policy (1). 
He wrote to Jean Monnet that it was in the world’s 
interest that American exports rise and that it was 
therefore urgent to make the United States fully 
eligible for all the trade liberalisation measures 
that the European countries had reached among 
themselves over the past four years (2). These 
principles informed the management of quota in‑
creases and tariff cuts (3). The Commission pro‑
posed, for the purposes of the GATT negotia‑

(1)  FMJE, AMK C 33/3/290, Letter accompanying a memorandum to an 
unidentified French addressee, possibly Jean Monnet, 4 August 1959.

(2)  FMJE, AMK 62/1/1, Letter from Robert Marjolin to Jean Monnet, Brus‑
sels, 9 June 1959.

(3)  COM(59) 123 rev., 22 September 1959.

tions, that a contact commission be set up 
between the EEC and other European countries. 
It invited the Community to develop trade with 
the planned economies (4). Jean Rey would have 
liked to integrate the EEC economies with those 
of non‑member countries at the same pace, but 
he recognised that the Community’s integration 
was a precondition for its being able to pursue a 
liberal policy towards the outside world (5). The 
Commission therefore resolutely asserted the 
principle of opening up trade and its prerequis‑
ite, Community integration and therefore trade 
differentiation.

(4)  Hallstein, W., ‘Customs union and free‑trade area’, Bulletin of the 
EEC, No 1, 1959, p. 5.

(5)  Rey, J., ‘The external relations of the Community’, Bulletin of the 
EEC, No 4, 1959, pp. 6 and 20.

Visiting Washington in April 1963, Walter Hallstein presents his book  
United Europe: Challenge and Opportunity to Dean Rusk, US Secretary of State.
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Promoting developing countries’ trade

The second principle was the Commission’s back‑
ing for long‑term aid to all the developing countries. 
For the 1964 United Nations Conference on Trade 
and Development (Unctad), the Commission drew 
up a ‘doctrine’ for increasing developing countries’ 
export earnings by carefully organising internation‑
al trade in commodities. The Commission was in 
favour of market agreements, and Hallstein, very 
wisely, advocated a policy of support for develop‑
ing countries’ exports (1). ‘And we, as a Salvation 
Army for the developing countries, thought it a 
good thing’, explains Jean Chapperon, Rochereau’s 
chef de cabinet from 1962 to 1970 and Deniau’s un‑
til 1974 (2). In 1972 the Commission welcomed the 
calls of the Group of 77 for generalised preferences 
to be extended to all developing countries (3). It 
also very logically supported the creation of an  
International Trade Organisation (ITO) (4). Jean‑ 
François Deniau claims that he thought up the 
 Stabex mechanism that Commissioner Claude 
Cheysson introduced in the Lomé Conventions:  
‘It was Cheysson who implemented it. There was a 
meeting and it was approved. It wasn’t easy: the 
Dutch weren’t too keen and the Americans were 
totally against. They were trigger‑happy, the Ameri‑
cans. For them, the idea that we were going to sta‑
bilise commodities was an act of aggression. Even 
the Dutch minister came round. So the principle 
was established: there would be Stabex.’ (5)

Pre‑empting economic and trade problems

The third principle of external trade policy was to 
pre‑empt problems. The Commission wanted to 
go further than drawing up the common external 
tariff (CET) and piloting it through the GATT.  
Hallstein called for a common external economic 

(1)  Hallstein, W., Speech, Strasbourg, 26 November 1963, Bulletin of 
the EEC, No 1, 1964, p. 12.

(2)  Interview with Jean Chapperon, 23 January 2004.
(3)  HAEC, DGER, memo to Commissioner Ralf Dahrendorf on discus‑

sions in the Commission concerning the President’s attendance at 
the third Unctad, 10 April 1972.

(4)  The WTO would be set up in 1994.
(5) Interview with Jean‑François Deniau, 10 November 2004.

and commercial policy that took account of agri‑
cultural and industrial issues but also of the busi‑
ness cycle and international monetary relations (6). 
Marjolin explained in 1965 already that the turbu‑
lence in the international monetary system (IMS) 
gave the Communities responsibilities in the mat‑
ter of its reform (7). As Deniau saw it, the new 
challenges concerned the standardisation of the 
Community’s instruments for external action. Al‑
though the Treaty did not place instruments such 
as price and exchange‑rate guarantees, industrial 
and scientific cooperation agreements and finan‑
cial, technical and cultural assistance policy in the 
Community sphere, it was becoming increasingly 
obvious that the scope of ‘commercial policy’ was 
expanding rapidly (8). In 1972 Commissioner Ralf 
Dahrendorf also stressed the need for a broader 
understanding of commercial policy (9).

Three principles underpinned the common com‑
mercial policy: the mutual liberalisation of trade 
between developed countries, special trade ar‑
rangements for developing countries and the 
abandonment of commercial policy in favour of 
external economic policy.

First challenge: the free‑trade area

Guided by these principles, the Commission soon 
had to rise to four major challenges. The first chal‑
lenge to be met by the fledgling Commission con‑
cerned the project for a free‑trade area between 
the common market and the European non‑mem‑
ber countries belonging to the Organisation for 
European Economic Cooperation (OEEC).

A generous position

This project, which originated with the United 
Kingdom, was proposed when the European 

(6)  Hallstein, W., Speech, Strasbourg, 26 November 1963, Bulletin of 
the EEC, No 1, 1964, p. 12.

(7)  Marjolin, R., ‘The EEC and international monetary questions’, Com‑
mission Vice‑President Robert Marjolin, statement to the European 
Parliament, 23 March 1965, Bulletin of the EEC, No 5, 1965.

(8)  Deniau, J.‑Fr., ‘A new stage in the implementation of the common 
commercial policy’, Bulletin of the EC, No 2, 1970, pp. 5–7.

(9)  PV spéc. 232, EC Commission, 1972, XXIV, pp. 21–22.
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Economic Community became a certainty. The 
GATT stipulated that the bulk of trade had to be 
covered. Customs duties would be abolished 
between member countries, which nevertheless 
remained free to adopt different customs duties 
in respect of the outside world. The European 
Economic Community therefore had no objec‑
tion in principle to such an area. But it did run 
into an obstacle of British origin: During a press 
conference British Prime Minister Harold 

Macmillan insisted that the free‑trade area had 
to exclude agricultural products in order to 
maintain the preferences enjoyed by the Com‑
monwealth countries on the British market (1). 
This would, in the United Kingdom’s view, 
avoid awkward negotiations on very different 

(1)  Clavel, J.‑Cl., and Collet, P., L’Europe au fil des jours — Les jeunes 
années de la construction européenne 1948–1978, Notes et études 
documentaires, No 4509–4510, La Documentation française, Paris, 
1979, p. 21.

‘Discussions in the Organisation for European 
Economic Cooperation with a view to establishing 
a free‑trade area have been under way for over 
18 months now. [...] It is understandable, indeed 
inevitable, that these discussions should seem 
extremely confused to outside observers who 
cannot study the texts themselves. All they see in 
this confusion are a few simple features which the 
mind seizes on, ignoring the real complexity of 
the issue, oversimplifying and making up for the 
lack of clarity with passion and indignation.

A few features and a few thoughts may shed a 
little light on the subject. Let us begin with the 
facts:

The common market is an open structure. More 
specifically, any European country may join it and 
enjoy all its advantages, provided it is ready to 
accept the obligations of membership.

The difficulty lies in the fact that the OEEC 
countries other than the Six that concluded the 
common market Treaty do not feel able to accept 
all the obligations laid down in the Treaty or 
simply do not wish to do so. In particular, they 
cannot or will not unify the common customs 
tariff that they apply to non‑member countries, 
merge their extremely disparate import rules and 
practices into a single commercial policy or 
accept the authority of institutions to which 
governments had delegated a major part of their 
economic and financial responsibilities.

What we are looking for is a formula that will 
associate the OEEC countries other than the Six 
with the common market, without their having to 
accept the provisions of the common market 
Treaty, which their circumstances or public 
opinion prevent them from doing.

There would therefore be nothing illogical or 
unfair in introducing the Treaty of Rome’s 
provisions on customs duties and quotas verbatim 
into the association agreement since other, no 
less essential, provisions would be omitted. The 
different articles of the Treaty of Rome form an 
indivisible whole. Those concerning the freedom 
of trade within the Community cannot remain 
intact if the others are amended or deleted.

It should also be pointed out, without going into 
the details, that the concept of a free‑trade area 
presents technical problems not encountered in a 
customs union.

The main problem with a free‑trade area is its lack 
of political content, the prospect of full union 
between Member States, in economic matters at 
least, which has enabled the six countries to 
overcome the objections raised by the trade 
aspects in various sectors of public opinion [...].

FJME, ARM 26/4/31, ‘Free‑trade area and common 
market’, Appel pour l’Europe, May 1958.  

(Translated from the French)

Robert Marjolin defends the common market
free‑trade area and common market (May 1958)
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agricultural rules. The Commission’s view was 
that the Treaty of Rome had to be defended 
because it was not discriminatory (1). To prove 
its point, it offered the other countries of the 
OEEC, and indeed other parties to the GATT, 
the 10 % tariff cut that the Six were to grant 
each other on 1 January 1959. It was even pre‑
pared to introduce special arrangements for 
agricultural products (2). In September 1958 a 
Commission working party, chaired by Jean 
Rey, invited the Six to pool their quotas and 
increase them by 20 % for the future free‑trade 
area (3). But the Commission made sure that the 
Community figured as an institution in the fu‑
ture intergovernmental cooperation machinery 
for the area, renamed the European Economic 
Association. The unity of the Six was sorely 
tried by the United Kingdom’s diplomatic man‑
oeuvres. In the words of Jean Flory, Marjolin’s 
chef de cabinet, ‘the Community at that time 
had great difficulty maintaining cohesion be‑
tween the Six in order that what had been 
agreed at Community level could not only be 
conserved but enter into force.’ (4)

Playing down the setback

France, backed by Germany, responded to the 
unrelenting hostility shown towards the common 
market by the UK delegation headed by Regi‑ 
nald Maudling by breaking off negotiations on 
14 November 1958: ‘It was a dialogue of the deaf’, 
recalls Jean Flory. ‘All the Six had done to grow 
closer, to build something together was com‑
pletely ignored and disowned by the  English.’ (5)

Faced with a fait accompli, the Commission reiter‑
ated the goodwill measures in favour of the EEC’s 
OEEC partners planned for 1 January 1959. There 
would be a 20 % cut in customs tariffs on imports 

(1)  PV 4, EEC Commission, 9 February 1958, 12, p. 7; PV 9, EEC Com‑
mission, 17 March 1958, VI, pp. 3–4.

(2)  Doc. 190/58; PV 28, EEC Commission, 9 April 1958, p. 4.
(3)  COM(58) 176 in Annex 1 PV to 28, EEC Commission, 9 September 

1958.
(4)  Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003. 
(5)  Ibid.

of manufactured goods, subject to reciprocity, 
from OEEC countries, on top of the 10 % reduc‑
tion in national duties offered to all GATT mem‑
bers (3 and 4 December 1958) (6). The Commis‑
sion also decided to prepare the gradual abolition 
of quotas between the Six and the 11 OEEC mem‑
bers. The matter of the free‑trade area vindicated 
Hallstein, who wrote: ‘We regard the reproach of 
splitting Europe as unjust in view of the fact that, 
as a result of the establishment of our Community, 
thousands of kilometres of customs frontiers will 
disappear [...]’ (7)

Second challenge: promoting trade in 
the mutual interest, 
cutting tariffs in GATT

The Commission’s task was to contribute to the 
harmonious development of world trade and to 
negotiate reciprocal cuts in customs tariffs. Before 
going to the GATT, the Six adopted a theoretical 
common external tariff at a weighted average rate 
of 7.4 %, a rate more advantageous than the 9.1 % 
arithmetical average of national tariffs. The Member 
States’ tariffs were gradually aligned on the com‑
mon external tariff over the 12‑year transitional pe‑
riod to 1970. Since, however, certain tariff rates in 
the Member States had to rise gradually to reach 
the common level (German and Benelux rates) 
and others to fall (French and Italian rates), nego‑
tiations had to be opened with non‑member coun‑
tries on compensation to be given or received (8). 
‘You know that the GATT rules mean there is a 
price to pay when you set up a free‑trade area, and 
that price had to be paid’, explains Jean Flory (9). 
The negotiations to bring the Community into line 
with the GATT provisions on customs unions took 
place at the GATT in 1961 under Article XXIV‑6 of 
the agreement. This complex matter, with consid‑

(6)  ‘Memorandum from the Commission to the Council of Ministers, 
measures to be taken on 1 January 1959 in the Community’s exter‑
nal relations’, COM(58) 259 rev., 27 November 1958, Annex I to 
PV 39, EEC Commission.

(7)  Hallstein, W., Bulletin of the EEC, No 1, 1959, p. 11.
(8)  Letter from Edmund P. Wellenstein to the author, 10 August 2005, p. 5.
(9)  Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003. The common market is a 

customs union, which is subject to tighter rules than a free‑trade area.
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erable political implications, showed the central 
position of the recently established Community 
and the United States in international trade rela‑
tions. There were four problem issues at the GATT: 
the common tariff, import levies, agricultural ex‑
port refunds and the preferential association with 
the overseas territories.

The EEC, a new heavyweight  
in the GATT (May 1961)

The common external tariff and the prospect of a 
common agricultural policy gave rise to much ap‑
prehension in the GATT. The Commission had to 
reassure its partners that it would stick scrupu‑
lously to the rules but that it was fully entitled, 
without restrictions, to establish a customs union. 
Deniau, who went to Geneva with Snoy et 
d’Oppuers, attests that they were obliged ‘not just 
to wage a legal battle but to make clear, espe‑
cially to the underdeveloped countries, that we 
could benefit them and that we were derogating 
from the most‑favoured‑nation clause in their fa‑
vour. We were up against frenzied opposition 
from the British, the Commonwealth and the  
Nordic countries. The Swiss took a moralising 
stance: “You’re dividing Europe, you should be 
ashamed of yourselves”’ (1). Feeling the negotia‑
tions would enhance his organisation’s prestige 
and professional standing, the GATT General 
Secretary, Wyndham White, would help the Com‑
mission. The Community was able to prove that 
the mooted common tariff did not increase the 
Community’s level of protection, save on certain 
specific headings, and that it was set to fall fur‑
ther (2). It unilaterally decided a 10 % cut in such 
national duties as were higher than those of the 
common customs tariff that was to enter into 
force only at the end of the transitional period. It 
agreed to negotiate future cuts in duties on the 
basis of the proposal by Douglas Dillon, the head 
of the US delegation, to reduce tariffs by 20 % 
over four years. It even pre‑empted the result of 

(1)  Interviews with Jean‑François Deniau, 3 and 10 November 2004.
(2)  Hallstein, W., ‘Trade policy issues’, Bulletin of the EEC, No 1, 1960.

the Dillon Round negotiations by making its first 
tariff cuts before 31 December 1960 (3). The ne‑
gotiations under Article XXIV‑6 were completed 
in May 1961. The agreement would be signed a 
year later, at the same time as that closing the 
Dillon Round with the United States. The com‑
mon market was no fortress.

The Dillon Round, a partial success  
(May 1961 to July 1962)

The Dillon Round (May 1961 to July 1962)  
produced a Community–United States tariff agree‑
ment to cut by 20 % the duties on the manufac‑
tured products of which the United States was 
the main producer; that cut could be automat‑
ically extended to other GATT members. Identi‑
cal agreements were concluded with the United 
Kingdom and later with other countries. The 
Commission, at its cost, waived the principle of 
strict reciprocity of concessions in order, says 
Marjolin, to secure US political support for Euro‑
pean unity. The success would have been com‑
plete had the United States not gone back on its 
concessions a fortnight later, a move roundly 
condemned by Jean Rey (4). The Commission 
would take retaliatory measures (5). New talks on 
agricultural products were planned, after the es‑
tablishment of the CAP. To reassure the  
Americans, the Commission agreed to conclude 
interim (one‑off) agreements on certain agricul‑
tural products — wheat, maize, sorghum, rice 
and poultry. An agreement on international trade 
in cotton was concluded in the GATT cotton tex‑
tiles committee on 9 February 1962. The final act 
of the Dillon Round was signed by the parties in 
Geneva in July 1962.

(3)  Rey, J., ‘The EEC and the Tariff Conference’, Bulletin of the EEC, 
No 6/7, 1960, p. 5.

(4)  Rey, J., ‘The conclusion of a tariff agreement between the Commu‑
nity and the United States of America’, Bulletin of the EEC, No 4, 
1962.

(5)  Draft aide‑memoire from the European Economic Community to 
the Government of the United States of America, approved by the 
Commission on 29 March 1962.
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The Kennedy Round, the masterpiece  
(4 May 1964 to 30 June 1967)

The Dillon Round raised the real issues. The 
Commission and the Council agreed to address 
them in new negotiations, which began on 4 May 
1964.

The Commission had high hopes of the US Trade 
Expansion Act of January 1962, which authorised 
President Kennedy to abolish all duties on prod‑
ucts in which the US and the Community account‑
ed for 80 % of world trade and gradually to reduce 
tariffs on other products by up to 50 %. There 
were three items on the agenda: tariff cuts, the 
organisation of trade in agricultural products and 
trade with the developing countries. The Commis‑
sion and the Council placed the emphasis on re‑
ducing disparities between the contracting parties’ 
tariffs in respect of duties affecting a given product 
and on non‑tariff protectionist measures. The Com‑
mission knew it would have difficulty negotiating 
specific agreements with the developing countries 
because it was bound to honour the preferences 
granted by the Community to the Associated  
African Countries and Madagascar (AACM). It 
wanted, at the very least, to create better condi‑
tions for the developing countries’ exports (1).

The United States, which dearly wished to come 
to the main negotiations in 1964 with an agricul‑
tural agreement already signed with the Euro ‑
pean Economic Community, offered product 
agreements in exchange for a review of the com‑
mon agricultural policy. The Commission refused, 
and relations with Kennedy’s personal represen‑
tative to the GATT, Christian Herter, deteriorated. 
He accused the Community’s CAP levies of harm‑
ing US exports of poultry to Germany and flour 
to the Netherlands (2). The United States contest‑
ed the Community’s right to grant preferences to 
the AACM. High‑level talks between Walter Hall‑
stein, Robert Marjolin, Jean Rey, Sicco Mansholt 

(1)  Rey, J., ‘Statement of the EEC Commission at the inaugural session 
of the Kennedy Round’, 4 May 1964, Bulletin of the EEC, No 6, 
1964, p. 5.

(2)  PV spec. 228, EEC Commission, 1963, VIII., pp. 7–10.

and their US counterparts got nowhere. The re‑
sult was a ‘poultry war’ which lasted from 25 June 
1963 to 7 January 1964. The Americans suspend‑
ed the application of USD 26 million worth of 
tariff concessions to the Community. As Michel 
Jacquot recalls, US taxes on cognac lasted for 
16 years. Jean‑François Deniau, while acknow‑
ledging the assistance given by the United States 
to building Europe, recalls a member of the US 
Administration saying, with reference to the US 
protection for Berlin, ‘If you don’t take our chick‑
ens, we’ll take our troops back’ (3).

The Commission pointed out that the United 
States was refusing to discuss its own system of 
farm support while denouncing the Community’s. 
Each producer country left the importer countries 
to deal with the problem of imbalances on inter‑
national agricultural markets. The US negotiators 
claimed they would never be able to persuade 
their exporters to comply with minimum prices 
or to impose new costs on US importers. Yet, by 
the end of the poultry war, they had promised 
Denmark and the Community to respect a ‘mini‑
mum export price’.

The Kennedy Round ended on 15 and 16 May 
1967. ‘From the Community angle, their effect 
will be an approximate 35 % reduction in the 
common customs tariff duties on industrial prod‑
ucts and a reduction of up to 50 % on certain 
products such as motor vehicles; thanks to the 
Community’s insistence, this will also apply to the 
United States’, explained Jean Rey, who saw it as 
a success (4). The agreement was to be imple‑
mented over five years. The United States an‑
nounced that it would forgo the American selling 
price in trade in chemical products, and the Com‑
munity bound eight tariff quotas (5). The agree‑
ment also provided for a code stipulating the 
implementing arrangements for GATT anti‑ 

(3)  Interview with Jean‑François Deniau, 3 November 2004.
(4)  Rey, J., ‘The successful conclusion of the Kennedy Round’, Bulletin 

of the EEC, No 6, 1967, p. 5.
(5)  The ‘American selling price’ was a reference price for domestic and 

imported chemical products used by the United States to calculate 
customs duties.
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dumping rules to be adopted in order to prevent 
arbitrary practices in that matter. Though a suc‑
cess in terms of dismantling customs barriers, the 
agreement was a failure in terms of the interna‑
tional organisation of agricultural markets. A gen‑
eral agreement on cereals had been prepared by 
the Commission in March 1965 in an attempt to 
balance international supply and demand (1). 
The general agreement that was signed merely 
set a minimum selling price. There would also be 
a bilateral agreement on the export to the EEC of 
US animal feeds (soya, manioc, etc.), which was 
presented to European farmers as the concomi‑

(1)  PV 312 final, EEC Commission, 31 March 1965, and Annex 1: 
SEC(65) 1200, 9 April 1965.

tant of a Community beef production plan. The 
final act of the Geneva Conference was signed on 
30 June 1967.

Agriculture was therefore continuing to poison 
relations between the Community and the United 
States since the US challenged the system of pro‑
tection applied at the Community’s frontiers for 
trade in agricultural products. It forced the Com‑
mission to accept the idea of quotas for manag‑
ing trade in steel and textiles, and the Commis‑
sion tried to organise consultations on aid 
measures for agricultural exports (2). The  

(2)  PV spéc. 12, EC Commission, 1967, XXVI, pp. 12–13.

Jean Rey and Robert Marjolin visit Washington for the Kennedy Round negotiations.
From left to right: John W. Tuthill (United States Representative to the European Communities),  

Jean Rey, George Ball (US Deputy Secretary of State) and Robert Marjolin.
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GATT negotiations

Cooperation between directorates-general

Paolo Clarotti recalls: ‘DG External Relations was to 
take part for the first time in what was known at the 
time as the Dillon Round. It was the first round of 
global negotiations within the GATT framework. 
They very quickly realised in 1960–61 that DG I’s 
structure was extremely limited. As I remember it, 
there was a head of division, whose name was 
Donne, and a deputy, Schlösser. Sadly, Donne died 
soon afterwards. Schlösser, who later became direct
orgeneral, had three or four colleagues [...]. On  
the US side, there were hundreds of people at work. 
So they said they were technically unable to conduct 
multilateral negotiations. They really didn’t have the 
resources [...]. The Commission decided that the 
other DGs would have to help. The directorategen
eral that helped most in the end was DG Internal 
Market. Two [...] directorates were placed at DG I’s 
disposal — Industry and Customs. The first com
prised three divisions — industry, trade and small 
businesses, in the original setup, which was more or 
less theoretical and bore no relation to reality.  
Mr Ortoli said to us: “You have got to go over there, 
you have to help them compile and prepare files on 
all the products, etc.” So all these files had to be 
prepared.’ (1)

Exceptions and disparities: 
14 days of non-stop meetings

Fernand Braun recalls: ‘It was the Kennedy Round 
that really changed things. Millet, myself and Jean 
Durieux worked on what are known as exceptions 

and disparities. We went through all manufacturing sec
tors. We got the Council to give us a mandate for excep
tions and disparities. It was under the German Presiden
cy. State Secretary Neef was President at the time. We 
did that in almost 14 days of nonstop meetings which 
almost every night went on until three in the morning. 
And then, between four and five in the morning, we 
would go back to the drawing board, then we would go 
to bed for three hours and come back later the same 
morning. It is something you can do when you are in
volved in a great project and you are only forty or for
tytwo years old. It is a great effort and not one you can 
make at any age’ (2).

Jean Rey at GATT

Raymond Barre tells the following story: ‘We were in the 
middle of the Kennedy Round, he was Commissioner for 
trade and, naturally, he was well regarded not just by his 
colleagues but by the governments, whose respect he 
had won. And especially the French government (3).’ 
Fernand Braun adds: ‘If the truth be known, Rey really 
came to the fore during the Kennedy Round. For the 
Presidency, that was when he won his spurs’ (4). This 
view is endorsed by Cardon de Lichtbuer: ‘The Kennedy 
Round was his lucky break’. (5) But it would be an exag
geration to attribute the openingup of the Community 
to international trade to Rey.

(1)  Interview with Paolo Clarotti, 28 November 2003. Clarotti started 
work at the Commission in 1959. He was an administrator in 
DG Internal Market before becoming the first head of the Banking 
and Insurance Directorate.

(2)  Interview with Fernand Braun, 8 December 2003 (Translation). 
Mr Braun began his career in Rasquin’s cabinet before joining the 
Commission’s Secretariat‑General, in which he held a number of 
posts. In 1961 he became head of a directorate at DG Internal 
Market before joining DG Industry as a chief adviser. He became 
Deputy Director in 1970.

(3)  Interview with Raymond Barre, 20 February 2004 (Translation). 
Raymond Barre was Vice‑President of the Commission of the Euro‑
pean Communities responsible for economic and financial affairs 
from 1967 to 1972.

(4)  Interview with Fernand Braun, 8 December 2003.
(5)  Interview with Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer, 12 November 2003. 

Cardon joined the Commission as an economist in 1958. He was 
Albert Coppé’s chef de cabinet from 1960 to 1972.
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Commission went along with targeted negotia‑
tions that reduced levies on imports of US to‑
bacco, tinned ham and poultry (1). But it was all 
to no avail. The United States introduced counter‑
vailing duties on a number of bound tariff head‑
ings (tinned tomatoes imported from Italy, dairy 
products) and quantitative restrictions. It even 
tried to oppose the introduction of value added 
tax in Germany, a move foiled by the Commis‑
sion. The Commission accepted that US reactions 
were political but also prepared an appeal to the 
GATT (2). In the meantime, there was increasing 
disruption on international agricultural markets 
when the United States and Canada decided to 
sell their wheat below the price agreed in the 
international cereals agreement. It is also true that 
the CAP was creating imbalances that the Com‑
munity was slow to correct, for instance the over‑
production of dairy products. Export refunds 
were driving agricultural prices down. The pref‑
erential arrangements on citrus fruits between the 
Community, Spain and Israel were also contested 
by the United States.

One might wonder why the United States was 
complaining, since the CAP did not stop it selling 
USD 1.982 billion worth of agricultural products 
in 1970, whereas the EEC’s exports totalled only 
USD 437 million. According to Guy Vanhaever‑
beke, the US view was that ‘this surplus would be 
even greater if you weren’t so protectionist be‑
cause our agriculture is much more competi‑
tive’ (3). It was not until 1972 that a bilateral 
agreement between the EEC and the United States 
committed the two parties to settle their differ‑
ences by negotiation. The GATT had therefore 
been a key arena for the Commission. While 
commitments had been made to liberalise trade, 
Hallstein continued calling for greater flexibility 
to facilitate growth in the developing countries 
and militating for unilateral preferences in their 
favour. The Kennedy Round had been a great 

(1)  PV spéc. 13, EC Commission, 1967, XXXI, pp. 36–37.
(2)  PV spéc. 35, EC Commission, 1968, XIII1, pp. 8–9; PV spéc. 56, 

EC Commission, 1968, XXI, pp. 16–17; PV spéc. 20, EC Commis‑
sion, 13 November 1968, XI, pp. 5–8.

(3)  Interview with Guy Vanhaeverbecke, 25 February 2004.

success for the Commission in its role as negotia‑
tor and a success for the Community, which, de‑
spite serious shortcomings, had presented a unit‑
ed front to non‑member countries. In a similar 
vein, the Malfatti Commission had advocated the 
organisation of a new set of world trade negoti‑
ations after enlargement; this project was en‑
dorsed by the summit convened by President 
Pompidou in late 1972, and the negotiations were 
launched by the GATT in 1973 as the ‘Tokyo 
Round’.

The dismantling of tariff barriers had therefore 
made headway. The Commission had been able 
to apply the trade‑defence measures warranted 
by the attitude of the United States. But it failed 
to gain acceptance from the GATT, and more 
specifically the United States, for international 
agreements to stabilise prices for the main agri‑
cultural products, either because its powers of 
persuasion had proved inadequate or perhaps 
because the Council was not convinced of the 
need for them.

Third challenge: establish ties  
with Europe and the world

The third challenge involved establishing fruitful 
long‑term relations with all European countries 
(OEEC, the Eastern Bloc and Spain) and the rest 
of the world. The Commission had to reassure its 
partners by concluding different types of agree‑
ment. The European Economic Community also 
had to be able to get ready to admit new mem‑
bers. And so association agreements were signed, 
development was promoted, unity of action in 
trade matters was sought and, last but not least, a 
Mediterranean development policy was de‑
vised (4). Thus, the entire period from 1958 to 
1974 is marked by a series of almost never‑end‑
ing negotiations between the Commission and 
dozens of partners all over the world.

(4)  The legal framework for relations with Africa is based on the Trea‑
ty, the Yaoundé Conventions and the Arusha agreements.
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The association agreements in 
preparation for membership 
of the Communities

Greece became a candidate for association in 
June 1959. It began by seeking access to loans 
from the European Investment Bank; the Com‑
mission responded unenthusiastically owing to 
the country’s enormous debt. Greece felt itself 
hard done by, yet provisions allowed it to export 
manufactures to the Community free of customs 
duties, without immediate reciprocity, and to re‑
ceive financial and technical aid for its develop‑
ment with a view to future accession (1). Italy 
demanded a general safeguard clause in respect 
of Greek wines, which was refused by both the 
Commission and Greece. Greece wanted to main‑
tain its trade with its traditional markets outside 
the EEC, as did the United Kingdom subsequent‑
ly (2). The Commission, without the approval of 
the Council or the special committee, initialled an 
agreement (3). Jean Rey also fended off French 
demands that responsibility for monitoring the 
agreement be shared by the Council and the 
Commission. The association agreement with 
Greece was signed in Athens on 9 July 1961 (4). 
The Commission felt it had avoided the prolifer‑
ation of special arrangements that would have 
served as precedents for subsequent agreements. 
This agreement was political in that it took ac‑
count of the strategic concerns of the ‘Free World’ 
engaged in the Cold War. Greece, the first associ‑
ated country, managed to have the objective of its 
eventual accession one day expressly written into 
the Treaty.

The Colonels’ coup in 1967 obviously disrupted 
relations. As Robert Toulemon (5) and, later,  
Umberto Stefani (6) attest, both Émile Noël, the 

(1)  BAC 26/1969 263, Vol. 2–3, State of negotiations with Greece ( July 
1960, report by the External Affairs DG, COM(60) 112).

(2)  BAC 26/1969 264, Vol. 2–3; BAC 26/1969, 262, Vol. 1, September 
1959, first meeting of the Commission on the problems posed by 
the association of non‑member countries with the EEC, and in par‑
ticular the possible association of Greece.

(3)  Initialled on 30 March 1961.
(4)  BAC 26/1969 268, Statement of the grounds for the agreement 

(S/360/61).
(5)  PV spéc. 284, EEC Commission, 9 September 1964, VI, p. 3.
(6)  Interview with Umberto Stefani, 20 January 2004.

Secretary‑General, and Jean Rey lobbied for sanc‑
tions. The Commission suspended financial rela‑
tions, meetings of the association council and the 
customs union. France would have preferred the 
Commission to give the Member States a free 
hand because diplomacy was not the Commis‑
sion’s responsibility; Germany felt the same way 
but was motivated by a desire to hang on to its 
contracts with Greece. The Commission renewed 
its protests after the arrest of figures it held in 
great esteem, although two Commissioners,  
Raymond Barre and Jean‑François Deniau, ab‑
stained, Barre because it was for the Council to 
make such a statement and Deniau because the 
means were not appropriate to the ends (7). The 
arrest, in May 1972, of the former head of the 
delegation responsible for the association agree‑
ment outraged the Commission (8).

Exploratory talks with Turkey opened on 
28 September 1959 (9). The Commission pro‑
posed that the association agreement be less 
binding than that with Greece (10). Jean Rey spoke 
of an association agreement based on the Com‑
munity’s assistance and not on a customs 
union (11). Turkey, however, presented it as the 
way to move towards membership. The preamble 
to the draft, identical to that in the Greek agree‑
ment, states that the agreement’s purpose is to 
support the Turkish people’s efforts to improve 
their standard of living and subsequently to 
facilitate Turkey’s accession to the Community, a 
concession on the Community’s part that contin‑
ues to have repercussions in the early 21st cen‑
tury. A customs union would be phased in (12). 
The agreement was signed in Ankara on 

(7) PV spéc. 117, EC Commission, 15 April 1970, XXXII, p. 25; SEC(70) 
1403, 14 and 15 April 1967.

(8) PV spéc. 205, EC Commission, 10 May 1972, XII, p. 11.
(9) HAEC, Secretariat I/S/06648, memo to the Commission concerning 

Turkey’s association with the Community, Brussels, 5 October 
1959; DG I, summary record of exploratory talks between the 
delegations of Turkey and the Commission (28–30 September 
1959), 3 October 1959.

(10) HAEC, SE, I/S/07997, memo to the Commission concerning asso‑
ciation with Greece and Turkey, draft agreement, 14 December 
1959.

(11) HAEC, DGER, I/S/0827/61, Association Agreement with Turkey,  
10 February 1961.

(12) BAC 11/1966, Vol. 1, mandate from the Council of 27 February 
1963, S/165/63.
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The delegation of the European Communities in London and the attitude  
of the British Prime Minister at the time of the United Kingdom’s first application

(a) Georges Berthoin, a key figure in the London 
office, tells the following story:

‘One day I was in the countryside — because in Eng
land everything happens in country houses at the 
weekend — and I am sitting next to a charming 
young girl of nineteen or twenty. I didn’t really know 
what to say to her. So I asked her: ‘When you’re 
dancing, do you prefer the man to talk or not to 
talk? It is important.’ And she said: ‘It is funny you 
should ask me that. You know who I danced with 
last night? The Prime Minister, Mr Macmillan.’ I 
asked her: ‘So, does he talk or doesn’t he?’ She re
plied: ‘I was terribly intimidated.’

[You may not know this, but upperclass English girls 
are not always highly educated. But there is a trick 
they learn: they glance at the headlines on the front 
page of the Daily Telegraph. They skim the article 
that they more or less understand and, should they 
run into a man of importance, they ask him a ques
tion, the man of importance talks for two hours and 
everybody is happy. Anyway, she had seen some
thing about joining the common market, etc.]

And she said: ‘Oh! Prime Minister. Are we going to 
join the common market? It’s awful!’ And he 
squeezed her in his arms and replied: ‘Don’t worry 
my dear, we shall embrace them destructively!’ And 
she said: ‘Don’t you find that funny?’

The next day I wrote a personal letter to Hallstein 
and Jean Monnet.’ (1)

(b) The letter sent by G. Berthoin to Jean Monnet on  
17 June 1960

Translation:

Dear Sir,

   The Profumo proposals appear to be evolving and the Six are hav
ing great difficulty escaping what could turn out to be very danger
ous consequences. Mr van Kleffens has just sent the High Authority 
and Mr Hirsch a telex of which I attach a copy.

   Yesterday I learnt from a reliable source that at a private function 
a few days ago, when Mr Mac Millan [sic] was talking about the Six 
and the plans for Britain to join the Community, he came up with 
the witty suggestion that ‘We must embrace them, destructively’.

   That perfectly reflects the attitudes in official circles here as we 
perceive them.

Yours truly,
Georges Berthoin

PS.  Has Marianne already set the date for her visit to England? Anne 
and I would be so glad to see her.

(1)  Interview with Georges Berthoin, 31 January 2003. 
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12 September 1963. Camille Becker recounts an 
anecdote on the subject: ‘There were still two or 
three odds and ends to settle with the Turks. Our 
Member States’ embassies told us: “The Turks are 
listening in! And not just behind the door.”’ So he 
and Borschette, when communicating with 
André Feipel of the Council’s General Secretariat 
in Brussels, spoke Luxembourgish (1). The Com‑
mission was receptive to Turkey’s accession owing 
to the secular regime established by Ataturk. An 
additional protocol was signed on 23 November 
1970. Turkey also asked to be involved in the 
discussions on European political cooperation in 
order to be considered an associate on the road 
to accession (2). Nobody at the Commission, claims 
Robert Toulemon, considered the political conse‑
quences of the customs union with Turkey.

Negotiations with Malta and Cyprus culminated 
in association agreements on 5 December 1970 
and 19 December 1972 respectively (3). The new 
agreements were intended to foster stability and 
prosperity in the Mediterranean basin through 
financial, technical, environmental and employ‑
ment measures (4). They did not yet prejudge 
the issue of accession. However, while General 
Franco’s dictatorial regime made it impossible to 
grant Spain’s request for association, a trade 
agreement was concluded in June 1970 (5). The 
Commission believed it could secretly influence 
the Spanish government to prevent the execu‑
tion of Basque militants (6). The lack of an as‑
sociation agreement by no means signified that 
Spain (and Portugal) were ineligible for associ‑
ation and accession, but the circumstances were 
not yet right.

(1)  Interview with Camille Becker, 4 March 2004.
(2)  HAEC, Secretariat‑General, Émile Noël, Memo to Helmut Sigrist, 

DG External Relations, concerning Turkey’s involvement in the 
Ten’s discussions on political cooperation, 28 June 1972.

(3)  PV spéc. 172, EC Commission, 15 July 1971, XXIV, p. 18; SEC(71) 
2614, 12, 14 and 15 July 1972.

(4)  PV spéc. 199, EC Commission, 8 March 1972, XIX, pp. 6–9; SEC(72) 
799‑945, 8 March 1972.

(5)  PV spéc. 179, EC Commission, 28 February 1962, VI, p. 6; S/961/62 
– S/01109/62, 28 February 1962.

(6)  PV spéc. 144, EC Commission, 1970, XVI, p. 11; PV spéc. 144, 
EC Commission, 25 and 27 November 1970, XX, 15, p. 24.

The Commission considered that the European 
countries of the OEEC (now the OECD) were eli‑
gible under the Treaty to join the Community, 
despite the failure of the large free‑trade area in 
November 1958. The non‑Community OECD 
members had, however, formed a small free‑trade 
area of their own, the European Free Trade  
Association (EFTA), and sought closer ties with 
the Community. Austria, Switzerland, Portugal, 
Iceland and Finland, which had been isolated 
since the United Kingdom, Ireland, Denmark and 
Norway had applied to join the Communities,  
applied in their turn for association or member‑
ship (7). ‘Later’, explains Jean‑François Deniau, 
‘when I was a member of the Commission re‑
sponsible for negotiating with the United King‑
dom and, since EFTA was on the way out, the 
Nordic and neutral countries, I proposed a plan 
for association with the neutral countries. This 
was a lifeline for them because, once the United 
Kingdom, Denmark, etc. had joined, 80 % of their 
trade was with the Community.’ (8) But some de‑
manded strict respect for their neutrality or in‑
sisted on their freedom in external tariff matters. 
On 22 July 1972, after the United Kingdom, Ire‑
land, Denmark and Norway had signed a treaty 
of accession to the Communities, free‑trade agree‑
ments were signed with Austria, Switzerland, 
Sweden and Iceland (9). A Norwegian referen‑
dum would later reject accession, and association 
agreements would be signed with Finland in  
October 1972 and Norway in 1973.

Association with Austria raised two awkward 
questions: the maintenance of trade flows with 
the state‑trading countries and the sensitivity of 
the USSR to what it saw as a new Anschluss. But, 
according to Camille Becker, the official respon‑
sible for negotiations, the Soviet reaction was 
moderate. He tells how, when lecturing in Graz, 
he saw white posters with big red letters reading: 

(7)  Bulletin of the EEC, No 3, 1963, p. 27; SG of the Commission, 
‘Agreements with the EFTA states not applying for membership’, 
Bulletin of the EC, No 9, 1972.

(8)  Interview with Jean‑François Deniau, 3 November 2004.
(9)  SG of the Commission, ‘Agreements with the EFTA states not apply‑

ing for membership’, Bulletin of the EC, No 9, 1972.
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‘The EEC without Austria’, which was the title of 
his lecture, albeit without the question mark ini‑
tially announced. One listener asked him what 
the Soviets would do if Austria were to apply for 
accession and Brussels accepted. He answered: 
‘Ich glaube nicht, das sich die Panzer in Bewe‑
gung setzen werden’ (1). The next day a newspa‑
per headline read: ‘The tanks won’t start roll‑
ing.’ (2) But Jean Flory takes a different view: ‘As 
soon as we started talking about Austria’s rap‑
prochement with the common market, the Rus‑
sians said: “Watch out, it is a casus belli, it’s  
Anschluss, you are bringing Austria and Germa‑
ny together again”. And that stalled everything 
for 10 years’ (3). The agreements with the EFTA 
countries provided for the dismantling of tariffs 
for manufactures. The agreements made no pro‑
vision for agricultural harmonisation. This did 
not, as Wellenstein explains (4), preclude special 
‘tailor‑made’ arrangements for specific products. 
Only the agreements with Portugal (tinned fish, 
tomatoes, wine) and Iceland (fishery products) 
and minor arrangements with Austria and Switz‑
erland partly concerned agriculture (5). Portugal, 
with which association was impossible for the 
same reasons as with Spain, secured a free‑trade 
agreement as an EFTA member on 27 September 
1972.

International trade and development

Opening up to the world demanded that the Com‑
mission address underdevelopment. The Commis‑
sion therefore attached considerable importance 
to its status as member of the Development Assist‑
ance Committee (DAC), an OECD group respon‑
sible for coordinating financial aid to the develop‑
ing countries. The Six discussed beforehand issues 
of special interest to the common market, discus‑
sions in which France and Belgium demanded a 

(1)  ‘I don’t think the tanks will start rolling.’
(2)  Interview with Camille Becker, 4 March 2004.
(3)  Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003.
(4)  Letter from Edmund P. Wellenstein to the author, 25 August 2005, p. 3.
(5)  Bulletin of the EC, No 9, 1972, p. 11, and further details provided by 

Edmund P. Wellenstein in a letter to the author of 7 September 
2005, p. 4.

degree of freedom of action (6). It was fundamen‑
tally in favour of agreements to stabilise commod‑
ity prices. The Commission had observer status 
with the International Coffee Council and the  
International Sugar Conference, speaking on the 
basis of positions prepared by the internal trade 
policy committee. There was even an article in the 
agreement giving it the possibility of becoming a 
party to the agreement. The Commission also tried 
to maintain cohesion between the Member States 
at the 1972 United Nations conference on cocoa.

It did not succeed in becoming the Community’s 
sole representative in Unctad or in ironing out 
the differences in the Member States’ develop‑
ment policies. At the 1964 Unctad in New Delhi, 
the developing countries asked for ‘generalised 
preferences’ for their exports to the industrialised 
countries. Determined to improve the prices paid 
for developing countries’ products, the Commu‑
nity granted tariff preferences for a number of 
processed agricultural products and all manufac‑
tures from developing countries (7). But these 
draft international product agreements were not 
accepted. Disappointed with the outcome of the 
April 1972 Unctad in Santiago, the Commission 
stated that the Community and its Member States 
had failed to project the image of a group of 
countries capable of pushing through a coherent 
policy for the developing countries (8).

Trade agreements with the Eastern Bloc:  
the awkward shift to a Community approach

Relations with the state‑trading countries de‑
pended on the political will of the partners. They 
were not subject to the GATT rules since most of 

(6)  The OECD was founded at the Paris Conference of 13 and 14 Janu‑
ary 1960. Its members were: Belgium, Canada, the United States, 
France, Italy, Japan, Portugal, the Federal Republic of Germany, the 
United Kingdom, the Netherlands and the EEC Commission. The 
OECD set up the Development Assistance Committee (DAC). 
HAEC, DGER, report 453, De Baerdemaeker, ‘Joint action in inter‑
national organisations, end of the transitional period’, 15 December 
1969. PV spéc. 94, EEC Commission, 23 February 1960, XXII3, 
pp. 8–10.

(7)  Council decision of 22 June 1971.
(8)  PV spéc. 206, EC Commission, 1972, I, pp. 3–4.
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these countries were not members. Poland and 
Hungary, however, with the Commission’s en‑
couragement, joined the GATT in 1967 by means 
of a special protocol (1). Negotiations were con‑
fined to quotas for the goods traded and the du‑
ration of the agreement. Relations were bilateral. 
The Commission would seek to bring the bilat‑
eral agreements within the Community sphere by 
including in them, following a Council decision 
of July 1960, an ‘EEC clause’ allowing them to be 
renegotiated to include provisions of the com‑
mon commercial policy (2). The entry into force 
of the Community’s agricultural regulations  
(14 January 1962) basically meant that quantitative 
restrictions on imports of the products covered by 
market organisations were abolished, but this 
seemed impossible to apply to trade with the East‑
ern Bloc, where agricultural export prices did not 
reflect market forces; and it was impossible to per‑
suade them to grant the Community compensatory 
measures. The Commission therefore wanted, at 
the very least, some coordination of the Member 
States’ trading policies with the Eastern Bloc, some‑
thing the Council rejected (3). In the end, the Com‑
mission proposed abandoning the system of agri‑
cultural quotas with the Eastern Bloc and replacing 
it with a more flexible system of estimates which, if 
exceeded, would trigger a halt to imports (4).

Strangely, although it refused to recognise the 
Communities, the USSR nevertheless asked them 
for tariff concessions. But it did so through cer‑
tain Member States which would have been only 
too happy to liaise with it on the Community’s 
behalf. Jean Rey refused to let the Council deny 
him the right to negotiate tariffs in his own good 

(1)  Letter from Edmund P. Wellenstein to the author, 7 September 2005, p. 5.
(2)  S/03412 final, clause for insertion in the future bilateral agreements 

of Member States of the EEC (proposal of the Commission to the 
Council), 7 July 1960. The clause stipulated that, where necessitat‑
ed by obligations arising from the EEC Treaty and relating to the 
gradual introduction of a common commercial policy, negotiations 
would be opened as soon as possible to make the requisite amend‑
ments to the agreement concerned.

(3)  ‘Imports of agricultural products from the Eastern Bloc’, COM(62) 
101 final addendum, 26 June 1962.

(4)   ‘Commission proposal to the Council on the arrangements for im‑
ports from State‑trading countries of agricultural products subject 
to regulation’, COM(63) 7, 9 January 1963.

time (5). The Council nevertheless agreed, at the 
Commission’s proposal, to facilitate imports of 
certain Russian products (vodka, caviar, tinned 
crab). The Commission then proposed, as the 
definitive period of the Community neared, that 
Member States limit the duration of bilateral 
trade agreements, which was often very long, 
standardise quota lists and adopt identical im‑
port and control arrangements (6). Furthermore, 
owing to the start of the definitive period of the 
Communities, the Commission notified all the 
state‑trading countries that it alone had the  
power to negotiate trade agreements, thereby 
laying down a major political marker in relations 
with the East. Not until 5 November 1968 did a 
Soviet diplomat, Buzykin, first secretary at the 
USSR’s Brussels embassy, make an official visit to 
the Commission, and that could not be construed 
as recognition (7).

Following the invasion of Czechoslovakia by 
Warsaw Pact forces in August 1968, the Commis‑
sion scaled down its contacts with the Eastern 
Bloc countries that took part, although it main‑
tained unofficial relations with some of them (8). 
Notwithstanding this, the Commission, so quick 
to deplore French bilateralism, accepted, for 
pol itical reasons, a trade agreement between  
Germany and Poland that did not contain an 
EEC clause. In contrast, it demanded an expla‑
nation after France signed a long‑term agree‑
ment with the Soviet Union on 26 May 1969, 
there having been no prior consultations be‑
tween the Six (9), and a 10‑year economic coop‑
eration agreement with Poland in 1972. The 
Commission did all in its power to establish 
sound economic cooperation with the East on 
an equal, non‑discriminatory basis. It strove to 
persuade the USSR to recognise it as the Mem‑

(5)  PV spéc. 212, EEC Commission, 1963, II.2, p. 5; PV spéc. 214, EEC 
Commission, 1963, XV.3, p. 15.

(6)  Colonna di Paliano, G., ‘East–West trade relations’, Bulletin of the 
EEC, No 11, 1965.

(7)  ‘ First official visit by a Soviet diplomat to the Commission, informa‑
tion memo distributed on Mr Deniau’s instructions’, SEC(68) 3799, 
5 November 1968.

(8)  PV spéc. 47, EC Commission, 11 September 1968, VI.D, pp. 7–9.
(9)  PV spéc. 80, EC Commission, 1969, XVI, XIX, pp. 11–14.
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ber States’ sole representative (1). The arrange‑
ments introduced in 1968 to subject these rela‑
tions nonetheless to the rules of the common 
commercial policy was a success for the Com‑
mission on what was a highly sensitive political 
issue, feels Edmund Wellenstein (2), referring to 
the ultimately successful efforts to harmonise at 
least the Member States’ quota lists. By 1973 the 
common commercial policy would be fully ap‑
plicable to the state‑trading countries and the 
Commission would have taken control of the 
old bilateral trade agreements between the 
Member States and the Eastern Bloc countries.

The Commission was particularly supportive of a 
Communist country that had broken with the 
USSR, Yugoslavia, with which it opened trade ne‑
gotiations (3). The draft agreement had a political 
impact in that it would, as the Commission put it 
in 1967 (4), give Yugoslavia a degree of political 
and psychological relief. On 19 March 1970 the 
Council agreed to sign a three‑year agreement 
covering adjustments to the system of levies on 
baby beef (40 % of Yugoslavia’s exports to the 
Community) and price guarantees for wine im‑
ports. A series of visits were made to Belgrade: 
Deniau visited in 1970 and was followed in June 
1971 by Commission President Malfatti. Marshal 
Tito asked them to classify Yugoslavia as  
a non‑candidate EFTA country rather than an 
Eastern Bloc country (5).

Relations with Romania were not purely com‑
mercial either and, when the Federal Republic of 
Germany negotiated a bilateral trade agreement 
with Romania in 1963, the Commission wrote in 
the following terms: ‘Since there are no diplo‑
matic relations per se, the Federal Government 
must view the conclusion of such agreements 
with the Eastern Bloc countries as an opportu‑

(1)  PV spéc. 202, EC Commission, 1972, XIX.A.
(2)  Letter from Edmund P. Wellenstein to the author, 10 August 2005.
(3)  PV spéc. 201, EEC Commission, 10 October 1962, VII1, p. 6.
(4)  Commission communication to the Council concerning the Com‑

munity’s relations with Yugoslavia, G (67) 43, 31 January 1967.
(5)  HAEU, EN 1518, Émile Noël to Renato Ruggiero, memo on Franco 

Maria Malfatti’s visit to Yugoslavia, 21 June 1971. See also HAEU, 
EN 204, Émile Noël to Renato Ruggiero, 10 November 1970.

nity to discuss issues other than economic rela‑
tions per se.’ (6) Romania was highly active to‑
wards the Commission, and its ambassador was 
the only Eastern Bloc ambassador to frequent 
the Commission’s offices. In the 1970s the Com‑
mission, Wellenstein adds (7), proposed that cer‑
tain Romanian products be eligible for gener‑
alised preferences owing to the country’s low 
level of development.

Mutual consultation agreements  
with South America and Asia

Relations with Latin America had been difficult 
since 1958 because the common market had, 
from the very outset, inspired unease and anxiety 
on the South American subcontinent, which, in 
1959, wanted technical assistance to create a  
Latin American common market based on the ex‑
perience acquired in Europe (8). Latin America 
feared capital flight to the common market and 
vehemently objected to the preferences granted 
to the countries and overseas territories linked to 
the Six by the Yaoundé Convention and to a 
Community external tariff that it judged too high. 
Latin American insecurity threatened to compli‑
cate matters for the Community at the GATT.

The Commission therefore wanted to talk, but the 
consultation agreements project met with a frosty 
reception. Hallstein sent Berthoin on a tour of the 
Latin American capitals in 1961 (9). The Commis‑
sion proposed ties with the Organisation of 
American States (OAS) and the US ‘Alliance for 
Progress’ and offered placements for Latin  
American trainees. The Community campaigned 

(6)  HAEC, Commission, Executive Secretariat, I/G/796/63, 10 Decem‑
ber 1963, telegram from the Government of the FRG concerning 
the conclusion of a trade agreement between Germany and Roma‑
nia, Harkort, President and DG I of the EEC Commission, ‘Commis‑
sion proposal concerning the conclusion of a four‑year trade agree‑
ment between the FRG and Romania’.

(7)  Letter from Edmund P. Wellenstein to the author, 7 September 2005, p. 6.
(8)  PV 69, EEC Commission, 22–25 July 1959, VI, p. 8; PV 271, EEC 

Commission, 24 and 25 April 1964, VIII, p. 17, Colombia/Venezu‑
ela regional integration project.

(9)  In his interview (31 January 2003), Georges Berthoin recalls visiting 
Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica, Cuba, Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Honduras, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay and Venezuela.
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in defence of the international agreements on 
tropical products. The Commission recommend‑
ed that the Council grant more generous access 
to the European market for finished and semi‑fin‑
ished products from the Latin American countries. 
This proposal was crowned with resounding po‑
litical success when the Community supported 
the concept of non‑reciprocal generalised prefer‑
ences (GSP) for developing countries and decid‑
ed to apply them on a large scale. Jean Rey also 
asked the Member States to refrain from piece‑
meal contacts with the Latin American countries, 
to keep the Commission closely informed and to 
forgo national rivalries (1). He argued with con‑
viction for the introduction of a single charter for 
economic cooperation between Europe and Latin 
America.

Now that trust had been established, the Com‑
mission received a flurry of requests to negotiate 
trade agreements in 1969. In December 1971 a 
mechanism for dialogue with the Community  
was established at the request of the United 
 Nations Economic Commission for Latin America  
(Unecla) (2). On 8 November 1971 the Commu‑
nity and Argentina signed a three‑year non‑pref‑
erential trade agreement on regular meat exports. 
Brazil called for an association agreement but, 
like other Latin American countries, was looking 
for a mechanism for consultation with the Com‑
munity to limit the impact of the European com‑
mon tariff and the preferences granted to the  
African countries.

At the time, Asia was uncharted territory. Be‑
cause Japan was a low‑wage economy, the Com‑
munity had a special safeguard clause inserted in 
the Member States’ trade agreements with Japan; 
this clause was a source of continual friction. 
The grounds for an agreement with Japan were, 
the Commission wrote to the Council in 1963, 
that there was now a more obvious political  
interest in closer ties with Japan, which was not 

(1)  Memo from Mr Rey on the contents of a Community action pro‑
gramme for Latin America, COM(62) 35, 24 February 1962.

(2)  In 1984 this UN regional organisation became the Economic Com‑
mission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC).

just a leading power in Asia but a country on a 
relatively exposed frontier of the free world (3). 
The Commission, having at last obtained the 
Council’s authorisation, opened negotiations for 
a Community trade agreement in 1969 (4). But 
there were to be no more than bilateral agree‑
ments between Japan and the European countries 
and an EEC–Japan agreement on the voluntary 
limitation of exports of cotton textiles concluded 
on 3 November 1970 (5). Japan was not willing to 
accept the special safeguard clause for its trade 
with the Community in exchange for the end of 
the exception system it enjoyed in the GATT (6).

Georges Berthoin reports contacting the Chinese 
chargé d’affaires in London in 1971: ‘I asked the 
Commission for authorisation. It is the only time 
I did so. It was, after all, a little sensitive.  
Dahrendorf was External Relations Commission‑
er, and he sent me a note saying: “You are estab‑
lishing contact at your own risk.” I have kept the 
note, it is great. So, I had a five‑and‑a‑half‑hour 
conversation with the Chinese chargé d’affaires in 
London. He sent out the interpreter who was 
supposed to advise or, rather, spy on him’ (7). 
Berthoin believes the Communities’ recognition 
by the People’s Republic of China in 1975 can be 
traced back to these contacts.

The Member States were not happy about the 
Commission’s repeated interventions to stand‑
ardise their bilateral trade agreements with the 
Eastern Bloc or Japan. Avoiding tackling them 
head‑on, the Commission promised them that it 
would, if necessary, process their requests for 
derogations under Article 115 in two days. The 
Council decision of 16 December 1969 confer ‑
ring on the Commission exclusive powers — 
rather than powers shared with the Member 
States — for negotiations concerning commercial 

(3)  Commission proposal to the Council concerning Member States’ 
trade relations with Japan, COM(63) 245, 26 June 1963.

(4)  ‘Japan — economic power and partner for the common market’, 
Bulletin of the EC, 1969, No 12, 1969, pp. 17–20.

(5)  Bulletin of the EC, No 1, 1972, p. 43.
(6)  Letter from Edmund P. Wellenstein to the author, 25 August 2005, 

p. 5.
(7)  Interview with Georges Berthoin, 31 January 2003. 
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relations made standardising bilateral trade agree‑
ments easier (1).

A Mediterranean policy  
of good‑neighbourly relations

The Commission wanted to develop a coherent 
Mediterranean policy since peace and cooper‑
ation in the area were historically, politically and 
economically vital to Europe, regardless of 
whether the Mediterranean countries were eli‑
gible to join the Community.

The Commission raised the possibility of an asso‑
ciation agreement with Israel in May 1960 and 
backed the country’s accession to the GATT (2). It 
opposed any attempt to boycott Israel when that 
country asked to open preferential trade negoti‑
ations (3). A first trade agreement was signed on 
4 June 1964 and a second on 29 June 1970. These 
agreements facilitated Israeli citrus exports to the 
Community, but US President Lyndon B. Johnson 
entered the fray. Deniau was visited by the US am‑
bassador, who told him that the United States was 
the world’s biggest citrus producer and had to be 
given the same treatment (4). When dealing with 
Egypt, the Commission took account of Egypt’s be‑
haviour towards Israel and of the attitude of the 
Federal Republic of Germany, which had broken 
off relations with Egypt under the Hallstein doc‑
trine (5). A preferential agreement was signed with 
Egypt on 18 December 1972. In the Maghreb, the 
end of the war in Algeria got things moving again. 
Tunisia and Morocco wanted association agree‑

(1)  Deniau, J.‑Fr., ‘A new stage in the implementation of the common 
commercial policy’, Bulletin of the EEC, No 2, 1970, pp. 5–7.

(2)  PV spéc. 184, EEC Commission, 4 April 1962, XXXIV, p. 13; 
C/138/62, 3 and 4 April 1962.

(3)  PV spéc. 262, EEC Commission, 19 February 1964, VII, p. 8; 
G/59/64; SE, I/S/04037/61, Memo to the Commission on the 
aide‑mémoire from the Government of Israel concerning that 
country’s request to enter into negotiations with the Community on 
questions arising in relations with Israel, 18 July 1961.

(4)  Interview with Jean‑François Deniau, 3 November 2004.
(5)  Hallstein doctrine: The Federal Republic of Germany broke off dip‑

lomatic relations with any country that recognised the German 
Democratic Republic. PV spéc. 76, EC Commission, 30 April 1969, 
XXXV, p. 23; PV spéc. 146, EC Commission, 10 December 1970, 
XVIII, p. 7; PV spéc. 146, EC Commission, 9–10 December 1970, 
XXII, pp. 9 and 10; SEC(70) 4413.

ments. Association agreements, effectively 
free‑trade agreements, were signed with Tunisia 
and Morocco on 28 and 31 March 1969 respec‑
tively. Despite independence, Algeria remained eli‑
gible for EDF aid under commitments given by 
France prior to July 1962 (6). But, before negotiat‑
ing an agreement, the Commission wanted France 
and Algeria first to sign a definitive framework 
agreement. It therefore called for caution (7). There 
would be no cooperation agreement with Algeria 
until 26 April 1976. A global Mediterranean policy 
would first be worked out in 1978.

__________

The Common Market Commission (which be‑
came the Commission of the European Commu‑
nities in 1967) had therefore conducted associ‑
ation negotiations with European countries, 
regardless of whether they were candidates for 
accession; it had also negotiated trade agree‑
ments with the Mediterranean countries. It had 
worked to win the trust of the Latin American 
countries and Japan. The association and trade 
agreements gave the European Community, 
writes Jean‑François Deniau, ‘a European dimen‑
sion that supplemented the national dimension, 
which was necessary for us and useful for the 
rest of the world’ (8). Looking back, Edmund 
Wellenstein very rightly points out that non‑ 
member countries differed in the objectives they 
pursued through association. There were those 
that wished to develop trade relations in the 
GATT (the US, Canada, Japan and, later, certain 
Eastern Bloc countries) and those that wanted a 
non‑preferential trade agreement (including Yu‑
goslavia and Iran). Others were associated by 
virtue of Part IV of the Treaty of Rome, which 
later became the Yaoundé Convention. Some 
wanted association because they had once had a 

(6)  PV spéc. 236, EEC Commission, 17 July 1963, XIII, p. 13.
(7)  HAEC, Secretariat, VIII/G/85/63, memo to the Commission con‑

cerning the working paper on the Community’s relations with Al‑
geria, 29 January 1963; VIII/A/1, ML working paper on relations 
between the European Economic Community and Algeria, 22 Janu‑
ary 1963; HAEC, I/G/355/64 final, interim report by the Commis‑
sion on exploratory talks with Algeria, 9 September 1964.

(8)  ‘Agreements with the EFTA states not applying for membership’, 
Bulletin of the EC, No 9, 1972, p. 22.
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1. Development of EEC imports

1958 1970

% million USD % million USD

Industrialised countries 53 8 526 58 26 411

EFTA 22 3 608 23 10 715

Other European countries 5 834 6 2 887

North America 20 3238 23 10 298

Other industrialised countries 5 845 6 2 511

Developing countries 42 6 824 35 16 105

Associated overseas countries  
and territories

10 1 546 8 3 517

Central Africa 6 1 048 8 3 510

Latin America 10 1 647 8 3 591

Western Asia 11 1 803 9 3 899

Other countries of Asia 5 779 3 1 588

State‑trading countries 5 789 7 3 050

Total 100 16 156 100 45 621

2. Development of EEC exports

1958 1970

% million USD % million USD

Industrialised countries 54 8 638 66 29 836

EFTA 31 4 970 33 14 884

Other European countries 7 1 143 11 4 954

North America 12 1 901 16 7 362

Other industrialised countries 4 623 6 2 636

Developing countries 39 6 125 26 11 546

Associated overseas countries  
and territories

12 1 860 7 3 253

Central Africa 6 941 3.5 1 597

Latin America 10 1 604 6.5 2 945

Western Asia 4 693 4 1 831

Other countries of Asia 6 1 027 4 1 921

State‑trading countries 6 980 8 3 405

Total 100 15 911 100 45 198

Source: Bulletin of the EC, No 6, 1972.

Development of the EEC’s external trade between 1958 and 1970
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special relationship with a member country 
(North Africa) while others wanted a preferential 
agreement (Spain, Israel). And there were Euro‑
pean countries that hoped to accede, some of 
them seeing association as a stepping stone (1). 
The Commission considered each request on its 
merits but noted that the Treaty was an organic 
whole and that the objectives of the common 
market were political as well as economic (2).

Fourth challenge: the Commission  
in international organisations

At the time of the Merger Treaty, which, on 6 July 
1967, brought the EEC and Euratom Commis‑
sions and the ECSC High Authority together 

(1)  Letter from Edmund P. Wellenstein to the author, 10 April 2005, p. 2; see 
also the same author’s ‘25 années de relations extérieures de la Com‑
munauté européenne’, European Documentation, No 4, 1979, p. 16.

(2)  Dahrendorf, R., Speech, 25 January 1971, Deutsche Gesellschaft für 
Auswärtige Politik (Bonn), published in Europe Document, 
12 March 1971.

within the Single Commission, the Communities 
were involved in the following international or‑
ganisations (3):

The EEC Treaty gave no details on the Communi‑
ty’s relations with certain international organisa‑
tions or negotiation forums. Article 229 provided 
for the Commission to liaise with the GATT and 
the UN. Articles 230 and 231 of the Treaty also 
spoke of suitable cooperation to be established 
by the Commission with the Council of Europe 
and the OEEC. But the Commission would seek 
to represent the Community in international or‑
ganisations and all international negotiations of 
an economic nature, as its Executive Secretary 
Émile Noël explained in 1958 (4).

How was the Commission to silence those who 
denied its right to be the Member States’ sole rep‑

(3)  HAEC, BAC 3/1978 503, memo to Jean Rey, 26 June 1967.
(4)  FJME, ARM 19/2/1, memo by Émile Noël on current European  

issues, 26 July 1958, p. 6.
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resentative in international institutions? The Com‑
mission would, in all international negotiations, 
seek the formula that best represented the Com‑
munity interest and would, where powers were 
shared, accept the Community’s representation by 
one member from the Commission and a repre‑
sentative from the Member State holding the 
Council Presidency (1). Where the Community 

(1)  PV spéc. 382, EEC Commission, 29–30 November 1966, XI, p. 8.

had exclusive powers, a memo explained (2), it 
was no longer possible for Member States, wheth‑
er individually or collectively, however much prior 
coordination there may have been, to draft or ex‑
press the Community’s point of view. But the 
Commission constantly found itself having to 

(2)  HAEC, SEC(70) 1229 on the Community’s participation in the work 
of international organisations, I/5169/70‑F, memo to the Commis‑
sion on the Community’s participation in the work of international 
organisations, 1 April 1970.
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point out that the Treaties gave it responsibility for 
preparing and conducting trade negotiations, as‑
sisted by a special committee appointed by the 
Council (1). Deniau recalls this problem when he 
was mandated to negotiate the United Kingdom’s 
accession to the Communities: ‘When there was 
talk of my being appointed to head the team of 
negotiators as the Commission’s representative, 
Boegner (2), on behalf of the French Foreign Min‑
istry, made special representations to tell the Com‑
mission: “Don’t do it! France is against it.”’ (3)

The Commission did not always — at least, not in 
its early days — succeed in ensuring a presence in 
those international forums where it thought its par‑
ticipation was essential. For instance, in December 
1958 it was not invited to a meeting of the UN  
Economic Commission for Africa, a fact Jean Rey 
attributed to ‘the attitude of the European Member 
States of the Economic Commission for Africa’, a 
not‑so‑veiled reference to France and Belgium (4). It 
was, however, present at Unecla, but it had to settle 
for joint representation with a senior official from 
the country holding the Council Presidency (5). The 
Commission refrained from requesting observer sta‑
tus at the UN Economic Commission for Europe 
(UNECE) in Geneva because the Council for Mutual 
Economic Assistance (Comecon), an organisation 
of Eastern Bloc countries controlled by the USSR, 
might claim identical status and so undermine the 
common front presented by the free world (6).  
In 1959, the Commission, with the backing of the 
United States, wanted to represent the European 
Economic Community at the UN Food and Agricul‑
ture Organisation (FAO); some of the Six’s delega‑
tions opposed this, preferring the Commission to be 
confined to a liaison role (7). The Commission and 
the FAO would conclude a working agreement in 
1962. In July 1958 the Commission signed a liaison 
agreement with the International Labour Office 

(1)  Article 111 and Article 113.
(2)  Jean‑Marc Boegner was the French representative to the European 

Community.
(3)  Interview with Jean‑François Deniau, 3 November 2004.
(4)  PV 44, EEC Commission, 7 January 1959, V, pp. 6–7.
(5)  PV 57, EEC Commission, 23 April 1959, IV1, pp. 6–7.
(6)  PV 22, EEC Commission, 19 March 1963, VIII, p. 8.
(7)  PV 79, EEC Commission, 28 October 1959, IV.5, pp. 7–8.

and, like the ECSC High Authority before it, a mu‑
tual consultation and cooperation agreement with 
the International Labour Organisation (8). In 1964 
the Commission exchanged observers with the 
United Nations Education, Scientific and Cultural 
Organisation (Unesco). In late 1958 the Commis‑
sion attended meetings of the United Nations Eco‑
nomic and Social Council (Ecosoc) as the ‘guest of 
the Secretary‑General’. It was an observer at the 
1964 Unctad, where the USSR and the underdevel‑
oped countries accused the European common 
market of being a ‘closed economic grouping’ (9). 
There was very little agreement between the Six 
and the Commission at Unctad (10). The Commission 
proposed organising commodity markets, whereas 
the Member States rejected the tax on coffee and 
cocoa and the harmonisation of their taxes (11). The 
Member States did, however, back the Commission 
on the introduction of generalised preferences for 
developing countries.

More surprisingly, the Commission was invited in 
1958 to attend the meeting of the Board of  
Governors of the International Monetary Fund 
(IMF) in Delhi. Marjolin had to go. The Commis‑
sion asked the Member States not to take a posi‑
tion before it had drawn up proposals (12). In 1965 
the Commission began negotiating procedures 
for reforming the international monetary system 
(IMS) with the US Treasury (13).

(8) Liaison agreement of 7 July 1958 between the International Labour 
Organisation and the EEC, PV 21, EEC Commission, 7 July 1958; 
PV 90, EEC Commission, 3 February 1960, XII, p. 20; PV 123, 
EEC Commission, 9 November 1960, XI, p. 12, text of the agree‑
ment approved by the Commission on 18 June 1958.

(9) HAEC, DGER, I‑A‑3, I/8318/62, information memo on meeting of 
a global conference on trade under the aegis of the UN; HAEC, 
S/07767/62, 26 November 1962, memo to the Commission con‑
cerning the communication on the global conference on trade and 
development; DGER, I/S/07767/62, information memo from Jean 
Rey on the global conference on trade and development, Brussels, 
16 November 1962.

(10) HAEC, memo to Ralf Dahrendorf concerning Commission’s discus‑
sions on President’s attendance at the third Unctad conference, 
1 April 1972.

(11) HAEC, DGER, I/S/0332/64 of 12 February 1964, United Nations 
Conference on Trade and Development, memo from Jean Rey.

(12) PV 68, EEC Commission, 15 July 1959, XI, pp. 8–9.
(13) PV spéc. 328, EEC Commission, 9 September 1965, XIV6, pp. 11–

12. See also paragraph on the Commission’s external trade policy.
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In contrast, relations with the OEEC were an obli‑
gation under Article 231 of the Treaty. Suspicious 
of the European Economic Community, the OEEC 
revised its policy after the failure of the free‑trade 
area. Strict reciprocity of representation was not 
possible because the Commission refused to coun‑
tenance external observers in its directorates‑ 
general, but it did accept regular meetings (1). The 
Paris Convention of 14 December 1960, which re‑
constituted the OEEC as the Organisation for Eco‑
nomic Cooperation and Development, laid down 
the form of the European Communities’ represen‑
tation. The Commission was even invited by the 
French government to make proposals on eco‑
nomic cooperation in the West. With some diffi‑
culty, the Commission obtained Coreper’s consent 
for the Commission to be the Community’s sole 
representative to the OEEC. As Henri‑Marie  
Varenne recalls (2), Jean Rey, who chaired the spe‑
cial committee from the Commission and the 
Member States, used the fact that the Commission 
managed the European Development Fund (EDF) 
to obtain for it a seat on the OECD’s Development 
Assistance Committee (DAC) (3). The Commission 
was also active in the Group of 20+1, the OECD’s 
20 member countries plus the Commission han‑
dling trade policy in the OECD, by virtue of the 
common commercial policy (4). For the Commis‑
sion, the OECD was a forum for consultation and 
coordination upstream of global negotiations in 
the GATT (5). By virtue of Euratom, the Single 
Commission was automatically involved in the 
 European Nuclear Energy Agency (ENEA) and the 
Dragon and Eurochemic joint ventures. In 1970 
the progress made by the Community caused the 
relationship with the OECD to develop (6). For the 
first time, an official meeting was organised be‑

(1)  HAEC, Secretariat, 03912, 25 May 1959, memo to the Commission, 
DGER, Directorate for association with third countries, I‑2466/59‑F, 
‘Information memo on relations to be established with the OEEC’.

(2)  Interview with Henri‑Marie Varenne, 17 December 2003.
(3)  PV and PV spéc. 110, EEC Commission, 6 July 1960, VII–VIII, p. 7 

and p. 4 respectively.
(4)  PV spéc. 89, EEC Commission, 27 January 1960, IV, pp. 4–7;  

20 Member States + the Commission.
(5)  Commission’s response to the questionnaire from the Group of 

Four, COM(60) 36, 10 March 1960.
(6)  BAC 3/1978 572, Permanent delegate to the OECD, DGER, Report 

No 461, 7 April 1970, ‘Relations between the Commission of the 
European Communities and the OECD.’

tween Commission President Jean Rey and OECD 
Secretary‑General Emile van Lennep (7).

Links were established with other organisations, 
among them NATO (though ties were confined to 
the exchange of economic, i.e. non‑military, in‑
formation) and, above all, the Council of Europe. 
Hallstein took care of this personally in 1958 (8). 
The two organisations exchanged annual reports, 
the Secretary‑General of the Commission and the 
Committees of Ministers met at least once a year, 
and Commission officials were involved in the 
activities of the Council of Europe, although that 
organisation was given no formal role in the 
Commission’s decision‑making system. Cooper‑
ation was planned on social affairs, education 
and a range of legal issues (9). Coreper criticised 
Hallstein for this close relationship (10). Observers 
began to be exchanged with the Western Euro‑
pean Union (WEU) in 1958. The two organisa‑
tions did not always cover the same issues; in 
1969 the Commission was not invited to a minis‑
terial session because the topic was not econom‑
ic and the French government did not want the 
Commission at the meeting (11).

When the Non‑Proliferation Treaty (NPT) opened 
for signing by States on 1 July 1968, the Commis‑
sion demanded that Euratom monitor compliance 
by the signatory Community Member States; this 
was opposed by the Soviet Union and the United 
States, which backed the IAEA. The Commission 
feared that application of the NPT would be in‑
compatible with the Euratom Treaty. It therefore 
asked the Community Member States not to ratify 
the NPT until the Commission and the IAEA had 

(7) Report from the Commission Delegation to the OECD on relations 
between the Commission of the European Communities and the 
OECD, 15 April 1970. 

(8) PV 7, EEC Commission, 5–6 March 1958, XIII.b, p. 9; PV 22, EEC 
Commission, 23 June 1958, Xd, p. 9.

(9) HAEC, DGER, memo to the directors‑general on the information meet‑
ing between the European Commission and the Secretary‑General of 
the Council of Europe (Strasbourg, 16 March 1972), 12 April 1972.

(10) PV 56, EEC Commission, 16 April 1959, IV.1, p. 6.
(11) PV spéc. 79, EC Commission, 21–22 May 1969, XVIII2–XXX, 

pp. 6–9; (doc. G/69/98); PV spéc. 80, EC Commission, 4 June 1969, 
XXIV, p. 22; SG, doc. G (69) 98, 23 May 1969, European Commission 
President Jean Rey to Gaston Thorn, President of the Council of For‑
eign Ministers; telegram ‘viens d’apprendre [...]’; telex from 
Gaston Thorn to Jean Rey, 23 May 1969, No 210/69, Comeur, 18, 59.
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concluded a monitoring agreement that ensured 
compliance with the EAEC Treaty. The NPT was 
signed by Luxembourg on 14 August, the Nether‑
lands on 19 August and Belgium on 20 August 
1968; Italy and Germany signed in 1969. The 
European Community and the IAEA signed an 
agreement in September 1972 that took account 
of Euratom and avoided needless duplication of 
the Community’s inspections (1).

__________

The growth in the Community’s foreign trade was 
remarkable — the period 1957–67 saw imports 
from EFTA increase by 96 %, from the developing 
countries by 68 %, from the state‑trading coun‑
tries by 183 % and from the United States by 
108 % — and the Communities’ external relations 
developed rapidly (2). Served well by the Com‑
mission, the Community became a recognised 
and envied partner for non‑member countries. 
The Member States, however, were not yet ready 
to allow the Commission to develop an external 
economic policy encompassing areas other than 
tariffs and trade. In 1972 the commercial policy, 
let alone the external economic policy, had still 
to be fully standardised.

But successes in the GATT brought a trend to‑
wards standardisation. Although the ‘empty 
chair’ crisis was something of a discouragement, 
it did not cause the Commission to give up its 
plans to develop a common commercial, eco‑
nomic and industrial policy (3). According to 
Jean‑François Deniau, it also met with violent 
reactions on the part of the United States: ‘With 
Johnson, we were at daggers drawn: “You’ve 
cheated us! We helped you. You couldn’t have 
built Europe without us. And now you’re com‑

(1)  ECSC, EEC, EAEC, Commission General Report on the Activities of 
the Communities in 1972.

(2)  Bulletin of the EEC, No 3, 1969; see also HAEC, SEC 474 507 1965, 
Com. Pol., DGERR, I/14388/64‑F Rev 1, ‘The EEC’s external trade: 
1958–1963 (general overview)’, December 1964.

(3)  BAC 25/1980 1098, DG VIII, Secretariat 862, Brussels, Hans‑Broder 
Krohn, Memo to Klaus Meyer, Deputy Secretary‑General, on Com‑
munity action for Berlin, 18 February 1972.

peting with us!” (4)’ The monetary crisis that be‑
gan in 1969 brought home to the Community 
the pressing need for a common monetary pol‑
icy. In response to external monetary problems, 
the Commission confined itself to asking the 
Member States to adopt cohesion measures after 
US President Nixon decided to tax imports and 
float the dollar on 15 August 1971. Commission 
President Malfatti issued the following warning: 
‘The problem of our currencies’ value against 
the dollar is important, but I have to be honest 
and tell you that the Community currencies’  
value against each other is still more impor‑
tant.’ (5) The Commission developed a doctrine 
in response to the monetary crisis; the doctrine 
was based on the general realignment of ex‑
change rates, the creation of new international 
cash reserves in the form of special drawing 
rights (SDR) and, above all, the creation of a 
Community mechanism for monetary solidarity.

In the 14 years since the foundation of the institu‑
tions of the Treaties of Rome, the European Com‑
mission had successfully asserted its authority, 
despite resistance from some Member States, be‑
cause it had been able to organise dialogue with 
governments and had proved itself a competent 
partner in world trade negotiations. In short, the 
common external trade policy handed the con‑
trols to new decision‑makers in the persons of 
the directors‑general for external relations and 
external trade and the Commissioners, deter‑
mined to achieve the objectives of the Treaty, 
persuaded of the benefits of European unity for 
the free world, capable of innovating in relations 
with the developing countries and cautious with 
regard to the American superpower. Ever since 
the Communities had been established, the Euro‑
pean ‘federalists’, inside and outside the Commis‑
sion — Monnet being at the heart of the action 
— had strengthened the role of the Commission, 
an institution invested with powers that could be 
used to facilitate political integration. As far back 

(4)  Interviews with Jean‑François Deniau, 3 and 10 November 2004.
(5)  ‘International monetary events’, Bulletin of the EC, No 9/10, 1971; 

Idem, 1971, No 11; Idem, 1972, No 1; Idem, 1972, No 3.
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as 1960, Émile Noël explained that Community 
action demanded agreement on a common de‑
fence policy (1). In the absence of political union, 
the Commission pursued external political activ‑
ities rather than an external policy. The insistence 
with which the Commission demanded a right to 
interpret the guidelines is, however, quite strik‑
ing (2). In 1971 Dahrendorf declared, with con‑
siderable foresight, that external relations would 
one day be the Communities’ third pillar of activ‑
ity. Little by little, the Commission put together 
Community external policies that went beyond 
trade policy: it brought Berlin into the Communi‑
ty’s external relations, it designed a new Mediter‑
ranean policy and formed a new relationship 
with Latin America and the developing countries 
in the GATT and Unctad (3). A common foreign 
policy was not yet on the agenda and, on the eve 
of the first enlargement, the Commission con‑
firmed the importance of the political objectives 
that gave the Community its scope and purpose, 
as if the ‘empty chair’ crisis had never hap‑
pened (4). Before the 1972 Paris summit the Com‑
mission decided to make its contribution to the 
debate on economic and monetary union, the 
Community’s role in the world and the institu‑
tional development of the enlarged Community. 
The Commission, explained a memo from the 
Secretariat‑General, intended to give greater 
thought to issues that were not, strictly speaking, 
within the Community’s powers for the moment 
but which called for Europe to assert its solidarity 
on the international stage (5). It was not therefore 
indifferent to the European political cooperation 
begun in the early 1970s. It was time to move on 
from external trade relations to economic rela‑
tions that reflected political relations, explained 

(1)  HAEU, EN 878, Émile Noël to Jean Monnet, 27 October 1960.
(2)  FMJE, AMK C 33/1/249, translation of interview given by Ralf 

Dahrendorf to Europäische Gemeinschaft. 
(3)  BAC 25/1980 1098, DG VIII, Secretariat 862, Brussels, Hans‑Broder 

Krohn, memo to Klaus Meyer, Deputy Secretary‑General, on Com‑
munity action for Berlin, 18 February 1972.

(4)  HAEU, EN 85, preparations for Conference of Heads of State and 
Government, draft report of ad hoc group to ministers, 6 Septem‑
ber 1972.

(5)  HAEU, EN 148, draft memo to President Malfatti and Jean‑François 
Deniau containing first thoughts on a Commission contribution for 
the Conference of Heads of State and Government in 1972, 
17 January 1972.

Noël in 1972, noting that, in the sphere of exter‑
nal relations, the Council and the delegations har‑
boured great reservations about any increase in 
the Commission’s remit and were already reluc‑
tant to allow it to exercise the powers conferred 
on it by the Treaty (6).

In its eagerness to voice the common project, to 
explain what unity should mean, the Commission 
had found itself embroiled in a rivalry with gov‑
ernments since 1958. Compromise was neverthe‑
less sought by the Commission and accepted by 
the governments. The Commission’s offices or 
permanent representations abroad soon became 
delegations, and the head of delegation was ac‑
credited to the minister for foreign affairs or the 
Head of State, thereby acquiring a new prestige. 
Thus, thanks to the crises and thanks to the Com‑
mission’s remarkable determination to represent 
the spirit of unity, Community diplomats held 
their own, alongside the Member States’ foreign 
offices, proposing common solutions to major  
international problems and taking account of the 
diverse interests of the Member States and 
non‑member countries, albeit with a tendency to 
consider the Atlantic world the centre of gravity 
of international relations. On 1 July 1968, upon 
completion of the customs union 18 months 
ahead of schedule, the European Commission 
stated that: ‘At a time when the organisation of 
the world on the scale of the old sovereign na‑
tions is yielding place to organisation at the level 
of continents, it is important that the errors of the 
past should not be repeated at this higher level, 
that the clash of nations should not give way to 
the clash of entire continents. Consequently, it is 
Europe’s duty to organise its cooperation and as‑
sociation with the other main groups in the 
world’ (7). In 1972 Ralf Dahrendorf, the Commis‑
sioner responsible for external relations, ex‑
pressed the view that the experiment in European 

(6)  HAEU, EN 159, memo to the Commission on external relations and 
the Community’s responsibilities in the world, 8 March 1972. HAEU, 
EN 1046, memo to President Malfatti containing observations on 
the Commission’s role and tasks, 22 June 1970.

(7)  ‘Declaration by the Commission on the occasion of the achieve‑
ment of the Customs Union on 1 July 1968’, Bulletin of the EEC, 
No 7, 1968, p. 5.
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Frank Borman, a NASA astronaut who was part of Apollo 8, the first mission to fly round the Moon,  
visits the Commission on 7 February 1969. Before he left for Europe, Richard Nixon stated: ‘So I think it is very appropriate 

for Colonel Borman to go to western Europe and to bring to them not only the greetings of the people of the United States, 
but to point out what is the fact: that we in America do not consider that this is a monopoly, these great new discoveries.’

(Remarks by Richard Nixon announcing a goodwill tour to western Europe by Colonel Frank Borman, USAF,  
30 January 1969, in Woolley, J., and Peters, G., The American Presidency Project (online). Santa Barbara, CA:  

University of California (host), Gerhard Peters (database). Accessible at: http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=1997.
From left to right: Frank Borman, Jean Rey and Fritz Hellwig.
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unity, conducted in the middle of the Cold War, 
showed that the free countries were capable of 
holding their own against the duopoly formed by 
the United States and the Soviet Union. The last 
word should be left to Jean Rey: ‘The Community, 
and still more the Commission, has always con‑
sidered itself a beginning rather than an end.’ (1)

Gérard Bossuat and anaïs LeGendre

(1)  HAEC, 144/92 867, Jean Rey, New trends in the economic organisa‑
tion of the world, speech delivered on 12 September 1966 to the 
XXXVIth International Congress on Industrial Chemistry, Brussels, 
10–21 September 1966.
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Chapter 18

From ‘overseas countries and 
territories’ to development aid
The Community’s relationship with the overseas 
countries and territories was a particularly impor‑
tant issue during the negotiation of the Treaties of 
Rome and in the first years of the EEC Commis‑
sion’s operation.

Part Four of the EEC Treaty deals with the asso‑
ciation of the overseas countries and territories. 
Although the intentions of the six Member States 
were generous, the objectives were more prosaic. 
As a result, the implementation of the Treaty in 
this field was to prove difficult, despite the con‑
ventions that were drafted and signed with the 
overseas countries and territories.

Cold War and decolonisation

In this area, more than any other, the geopolitical 
context at the time Community policy was being 
developed and implemented was of crucial im‑
portance. In the grip of the Cold War, the United 
States and the USSR were locked in a titanic strug‑
gle to establish their influence in the southern 
hemisphere. Meanwhile, the colonial empires 
continued to disintegrate. Africa followed Asia in 
the struggle for independence. France, which had 
suffered the painful loss of Indochina and then 

recognised the independence of Morocco and 
Tunisia, saw the problem of Algeria descend into 
a tragedy which would continue to reverberate 
until 1962. The French colonies in sub‑Saharan 
Africa gained their independence in the years  
after 1958, but with the establishment of a Franco‑
African Community.

The Belgian Congo was an exception. A plan 
conceived as recently as 1955 did not envisage 
Belgium’s ‘tenth province’ obtaining independ‑
ence for another 30 years! The reality check was 
all the more brutal when it came in 1960. The 
failed independence of Congo‑Léopoldville 
would continue to affect Belgium’s image and 
credibility in matters relating to the African over‑
seas countries and territories for many years to 
come.

This was an area subject to particularly rapid 
change, where the six Member States had very 
different concerns. Two aspects of relations with 
the overseas countries and territories were dealt 
with in the EEC Treaty. The first was trade, the 
second the Member States’ contribution to ‘the 
investments required for the progressive develop‑
ment of these countries and territories’ (Article 
132(3)).
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Trade and investment

As far as trade was concerned, the principle 
adopted at EEC level could in some ways be 
traced back to the open door principle at the 
heart of the final act of the Berlin Conference of 
1885, as it applied to the traditional basins of the 
Congo and Niger Rivers. But although the legal 
conditions were identical for the six Member 
States, the intensity of the colonial tie had created 
special channels and networks which the dawn 

of the post‑colonial era did not immediately  
destroy.

The same was true of the contribution to invest‑
ments which would take the form of a European 
Development Fund (EDF) to be managed by the 
EEC Commission. The Belgians, having contin‑
ued to regard central Africa as their private pre‑
serve, hoped to play a crucial role in running a 
policy where they claimed to have the benefit of 
experience. They were to be disappointed. The 
Luxembourgers, who admitted to having no great 
interest in the dossier, felt that their contribution 
satisfied the requirements of political realism.  
Until the fruits of their economic miracle prompt‑
ed them to expand their presence in Africa, the 
Italians tended to view it merely as a potential 
outlet for their surplus labour. The Dutch distrust‑

1957

Article 136 of the EEC Treaty states that ‘For an 
initial period of five years after the entry into 
force of this Treaty, the details of and 
procedure for the association of the countries 
and territories with the Community shall be 
determined by an implementing convention 
annexed to this Treaty’.

1963

On 20 July the Community and 18 African 
states and Madagascar signed the Yaoundé 
Convention.

1969

The second Yaoundé Convention was signed 
on 29 July. It entered into force on 1 January 
1971.

The conventions between  
the EEC and the overseas  
countries and territories‘Article 131

[...] The purpose of association shall be to pro‑
mote the economic and social development of 
the countries and territories and to establish 
close economic relations between them and the 
Community as a whole.

In accordance with the principles set out in the 
Preamble to this Treaty, association shall serve 
primarily to further the interests and prosperity 
of the inhabitants of these countries and terri‑
tories in order to lead them to the economic, social 
and cultural development to which they aspire.

Article 132

Association shall have the following objectives:

1. Member States shall apply to their trade with 
the countries and territories the same treatment as 
they accord each other pursuant to this Treaty.

2. Each country or territory shall apply to its 
trade with Member States and with the other 
countries and territories the same treatment as 
that which it applies to the European State with 
which it has special relations.

3. The Member States shall contribute to the in‑
vestments required for the progressive develop‑
ment of these countries and territories.

4. For investments financed by the Community, 
participation in tenders and supplies shall be 
open on equal terms to all natural and legal per‑
sons who are nationals of a Member State or of 
one of the countries and territories [...]’.

Aims and objectives of association
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Yaoundé II was signed in the presence of the representatives of the Member States. A Commission official remembers  
the negotiations: ‘It was a long‑drawn‑out, meticulous and tiring process, but it was a positive, enriching experience. 

Anyway, every time we came out, we had without a doubt consolidated the partnership.’ ‘It was a long experience,  
but it was enriching since, as we got to know each other, we understood each other far better. After a few weeks  

of negotiating, lots of prejudices had been overcome.’ (Interview with Jean Durieux, 3 March 2004)
Bottom of the image (left to right): Heinrich Hendus and HenriMarie Varenne.

ed France’s African ambitions and did not want it 
to be forgotten that they still had responsibilities 
outside Europe. Together with the Germans, they 
were the main opponents of the French, whom 
they suspected of trying to grab the richest pick‑
ings; in other words, advocating the spreading of 
risks while planning to reap the lion’s share of 
the economic and political rewards of what would 
come to be known as development aid.

Development aid?

The concept of development aid, like that of the 
Third World, was still a nebulous one at the be‑
ginning of the 1960s. It contained elements from 
western Marxist intellectuals, North African anti‑
colonialists and Christian thinkers. The Cuban 

revolution and its aftermath, the war in Vietnam 
and the Chinese Cultural Revolution only re‑
inforced the idea of a world divided between rich 
and poor. In its pronouncements the Catholic 
church denounced this dichotomy, calling for 
peace and justice.

The evolution of association policy paralleled the 
global trends which formed the backdrop to it. 
Having originally been inspired by the desire to 
maintain a privileged link between the former 
metropolitan countries and their ex‑colonies, and 
underpinned by an ideology that was heavily in‑
fluenced by the motto ‘rule to serve’ of Pierre 
Ryckmans, former governor of the Belgian  
Congo, this policy evolved with the changing 
sensitivities and accession of the United Kingdom 
to the Community, into a more global vision of 
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what genuine development aid was supposed to 
be. Within the Commission, Sicco Mansholt (1) 
and Jean‑François Deniau spearheaded the move 
to rational generosity as opposed to ruthless cal‑
culations of realpolitik. In this sense, the Com‑
mission was for a time (albeit a very short time) 
the setting for an intense public debate, not least 
about development.

A significant evolution

In terms of the history of the EEC Commission, 
the response of the administrative system to the 
paradigm shift can be seen in the successive 
name changes undergone by DG VIII. As a result, 
‘overseas countries and territories’ eventually be‑
came ‘development aid’, after a spell as ‘overseas 
development’.

Headed by French Commissioners (Lemaignen, 
Rochereau and Deniau), although other Com‑
missioners, not least the President, took an inter‑
est in Africa, the directorate‑general represented 
an average of just over 8 % of the Commission’s 
total staff. They were divided between four di‑
rectorates, the two main ones, from the strategic 
point of view, being responsible for the EDF: the 
Development Studies and Programmes Direct‑
orate and the EDF Financial and Technical  
Directorate.

The directorate‑general was based in rue du  
Marais, physically removed from the other direct‑
orates‑general, perhaps subconsciously marking 
the distance between Europe and the overseas 
countries and territories. It was a microcosm of 
the ambitions and objectives expressed more or 
less clearly by the Member States ever since the 
negotiation of the EEC Treaty. So, while the op‑
portunities for working with other directorates‑
general such as external relations and agriculture, 
were relatively limited, the bulk of DG VIII’s ac‑
tivities were focused on managing the EDF, which 
of course entailed contacts with the European  

(1) See p. 180.

The Third World, pawn in the Cold War (1)

‘I had a Senegalese friend who, at the time of inde‑
pendence, sent me the material he received in his 
letter box from the Soviet Union, in French [...]. 
Then there was the World Trade Union Federation, 
which was based in Prague [...]. An incredible 
amount of propaganda! Based on that, and work‑
ing via the African press, I would buy newspaper 
space to publicise who was financing what [...]. 
We had an exhibition in Tananarive. The President 
of the Republic at the time was pro‑association 
[...]. There was minimal opposition [...]. In  
Senegal, there was a Communist party headed by 
a chemist. It was the only Communist party fund‑
ed by the Americans, because it called itself the  
“African Independence Party” [...]. That was how I 
came to fall out with the American Vice‑Consul.’

Interview with Pierre Cros, 8 December 2003.

The Third World, pawn in the Cold War (2)

‘My Director sent me on a trip to Somalia [...]. [It was 
connected with] the scholarships the Commission 
was offering Somalis. But, for every one we offered, 
the USSR and Czechoslovakia provided 20. [...] In 
the case of the scholarships it was all about self‑inter‑
est. We would meet the Prime Minister and the For‑
eign Minister, and the others from Education. The 
USSR’s influence and approach were intelligent and 
very pervasive. The Prime Minister told me they had 
signed the convention with the European Commu‑
nity but were undecided about the next one. Why? 
The Somalis were really uncertain. Somalia was 
afraid of being stifled by the USSR politically. So they 
were very cautious. Another restraining factor for So‑
malia was the spirituality (if not exactly religious be‑
lief) of the population. They feared the economic 
and military power of the United States, which is 
why they were hesitating. As far as Europe was con‑
cerned, they feared a covert form of colonialisation. 
They still bore the scars of the old regime [...]. So, as 
they saw it, the choice was between freedom with 
uncertainty and security in servitude. On my return 
in November 1959 I drafted quite a long memo in 
which I said that Africa was a continent in its own 
right, not an extension of Europe, as we liked to 
think of it. Our relationship had to change.’

Interview with Umberto Stefani, 26 January 2004.
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‘Gemeinsamer Markt. “Los, Michel — schließe die Augen und denk’ an Europa!” (‘Common market. “Come on Michel — 
close your eyes and think of Europe!”’) The Federal Republic was at pains to avoid upsetting French political interests  

in black Africa, but in 1955 it was extremely reluctant to go along with large‑scale French investment projects in North Africa. 
It remained reluctant as it saw no reason why it should join in highly expensive but substantially unrealistic plans.  

On the other hand, Germany would be quite happy to join a political association with the former French colonies,  
provided the process was properly ‘Europeanised’.
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Commissioners’ trips to Africa

1. Jean Rey in Africa

‘Jean Rey was interested in the same way as  
Hallstein was, because they understood, and saw 
on the spot, that this was an area of application of 
the Treaty where the Commission had considera‑
ble means and wide‑ranging powers of decision. 
That naturally corresponded to their aspirations 
for a Europe where the Commission was the real 
executive among the other institutions. Because 
of his background and nationality, Rey was famil‑
iar with many of the problems, especially of Afri‑
can countries through his experience of the Con‑
go, and I have to say that — I accompanied him 
on several trips to Africa that I organised for him 
at his request — he always struck just the right 
note. I witnessed many of his talks with men such 
as Senghor, Houphouët Boigny, and Modibo Keita 
in Mali. He operated on an equal level with them, 
took time to familiarise himself with matters of in‑
terest to these Heads of State or Government. He 
expressed his satisfaction at what had been 
achieved both to his colleague Henri Rochereau 
and to his collaborators, of whom I was one.’

Extract from the interview with Jean Chapperon,  
23 January 2004.

2. Visit by Henri Rochereau, Commissioner for Co‑
operation and Development, to Côte d’Ivoire in 1965

‘One example of a huge agricultural develop‑
ment project is the palm grove project in Côte 
d’Ivoire. It is thanks to the EDF that the Côte 
d’Ivoire has become the leading producer of oil 
palms in the world. This was a project wholly 
funded by the EDF.’

‘The palm oil project involved rooting out 4 mil‑
lion trees and replacing them by 4 million oil 
palms. This was no mean feat. It transformed Côte 
d’Ivoire into a leading producer. Was that a good 
thing or not? For many years it was one of Côte 
d’Ivoire’s main resources. Then, as always, other 
countries, in particular countries such as Indonesia 

and other countries in the Far East, began to make 
palm oil. [...] Côte d’Ivoire suffered the effects of re‑
cession on palm oil markets [...] but it was a project 
which, at the time, seemed glaringly obvious when 
the world needed palm oil.’

Extracts from the interview with Jacques Ferrandi,  
29 May 2004.

3. Von Staden accompanied Hallstein to Léopoldville 
for the celebrations to mark the independence of  
Congo‑Léopoldville on 30 June 1960

‘Belgium had undertaken a huge civilising mission 
and created a remarkable infrastructure [...], but the 
colonial regime had remained exceptionally patriar‑
chal. All the important posts were held by Belgians. 
There were almost no Congolese with a university 
education. The future for a young, multi‑ethnic state 
did not augur well [...].

The new Prime Minister, Patrice Lumumba [...], was a 
powerful orator and a born revolutionary. A man 
without higher education and a former postal worker, 
he was remarkable for his sharp mind but could also 
be a victim of his own impetuousness at times. Far 
from thanking the Belgians for their civilising efforts, 
he criticised their colonial rule and the patriarchal na‑
ture of the regime in terms that must have seemed 
offensive to them [...]. That evening I found myself at 
the banquet seated next to the former head of the 
German delegation. Opposite us sat the King of 
Rwanda, a Watutsi (or Tutsi). He was a very tall, very 
handsome man dressed in national costume, and he 
bore a striking resemblance to the king in the famous 
film of King Solomon’s Mines. The Minister of Hous‑
ing, who was clearly enchanted, observed in clearly 
audible tones that someone should invite this fantas‑
tical figure to Germany to exhibit him on the stage. 
Clearly, the idea that a monarch from a former Ger‑
man colony might understand the language of Goe‑
the never even occurred to him.

On the last day of our visit to Léopoldville we had an 
audience with Lumumba [...]. [He] spoke about fu‑
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Investment Bank. The importance of the EDF in‑
creased as a result of the Yaoundé Convention in 
July 1963, and several possible scenarios for the 
future were considered in the run‑up to the mer‑
ger of the executives.

The challenges and difficulties, hopes and 
achievements of DG VIII were evoked, often in 

lively terms, by those who embodied the spirit of 
the organisation in the years of transition from the 
colonial era to one of development aspirations.

MicheL duMouLin,  
on BehaLf of the consortiuM

 

ture relations of his country with the West and the 
Community in moderate and realistic terms, without 
committing himself too much. Yet the impression he 
gave was completely different: this was a dangerous, 
ambitious man driven by strong feelings who, I 
thought, still had a few nasty surprises in store for us. 
In the plane on the way home I concluded in my re‑
port to the Commission that it would not be possible 

to work with him. Unfortunately, Hallstein asked 
me to replace this pessimistic prediction with a 
much more moderate assessment [...].’

Staden, B. (von), Ende und Anfang. Erinnerungen 
1939–1963, IPa, Vaihingen/Enz, 2001, pp. 223–226.
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‘Deniau the African’:  
‘A true demonstration of our solidarity’

‘As far as internationalism is concerned, Europe must 
always be one step ahead [...]. The same question 
will arise as regards the association of African coun‑
tries. I firmly believe that the preferential customs 
treatment that was the main instrument of this as‑
sociation is doomed in the long term. That leaves 
aid and the European Development Fund. I suggest 
another instrument which would be a true demon‑
stration of our solidarity. Studies show that the sur‑
vival of these developing countries depends almost 
entirely on the quantities and export price of a small 
number of agricultural and mineral commodities: 
groundnuts, cocoa, copper, etc. Europe must set up 
a fund to stabilise this revenue, which is too depend‑
ent on the vagaries of climate and international 
speculation. Before talking about development, let 
us combat anti‑development. I did the rounds of the 
European governments and succeeded in winning 
them all over, despite the “liberal” objections of the 
United States. This is the system which, after my de‑
parture, my successor, Claude Cheysson, would  
apply with such success under the name Stabex.’

Deniau, J.‑Fr., Mémoires de sept vies. 2. Croire et oser,  
Plon, Paris, 1997, pp. 293 and 294.

More about Stabex

‘The attempts at price regulation and market or‑
ganisation — which ran counter to what our col‑
leagues in external relations were up to with 
UNCTAD and GATT — [...], were doomed to fail‑
ure. The Stabex formula [...] was a sort of [...] last 
resort, which the beneficiary countries them‑
selves did not really use in the spirit of the institu‑
tion. They simply thought of it as a way of obtain‑
ing some extra funding by showing losses in 
export revenue by adroitly and, we hope hon‑
estly, presenting their statistics. Then [...] it was a 
matter of doing the calculations: losses of so 
many millions and, with that, you undertook pro‑
jects which were supposed to directly benefit the 
producers or producing regions concerned. But 
I’m not sure that anyone ever checked up on that 
very carefully.’

Interview with Jean Chapperon, 23 January 2004.

‘I was actually inspired by what we had done in 
the Netherlands in the area of aid to developing 
countries. It was an area that interested me a lot, 
in the Treaty of Rome too. But it was not at all 
popular in the Netherlands. In fact the Dutch 
wanted nothing to do with it. It was something 
imposed on us by the French. But I was in favour 
of it and so was Mansholt. So that is how I ended 
up in DG VIII [...]. I got to meet the African presi‑
dents and ministers, it was a very worthwhile ex‑
perience. These were ties that have lasted for 
many years. [...]. I also played a very active role in 
the association of Surinam with the Community. I 
was in charge of negotiations between Nigeria 
and the Community. I received a lot of support 
from Lemaignen, and later Rochereau, to open up 

what was a very close‑knit association built around 
the French and Belgian colonies. We wanted to in‑
volve English‑speaking Africa too. I had a lot of con‑
tact with London. So I played quite an active role in 
bringing the English‑speaking countries of Africa clos‑
er to the Commission — although I would not go so 
far as to say I succeeded. Lemaignen approved and so 
did Rochereau. But Paris didn’t [...]. Boegner tried to 
oust me as Director by a diplomatic manœuvre [...] 
because he felt (and Paris agreed) that I wasn’t the 
man for the job.’

Interview with Jacob Jan van der Lee,  
15 December 2003.

A Dutch view of DG VIII
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Exchange of best practice

Jean Chapperon explained his work as chef de 
cabinet at the Commission:

‘We’re in a state of permanent negotiation. “If you 
don’t make life difficult for me about the develop‑
ment of vanilla growing in Madagascar, I won’t 
cause you any trouble about the agricultural rules 
you’re drawing up on the manufacture of ice cream, 
to which you want to add artificial vanilla flavouring 
made from coal.” I exaggerate somewhat but I use 
this example because it is compelling. One day, as I 
could not be sure that I would have the agricultural 
Cabinet’s support on a matter concerning projects 
in Madagascar, I cornered my friend and said that “I 
don’t believe that Rochereau will agree with his col‑
league Mansholt on this matter”.’

Extract from the interview with Jean Chapperon,  
23 January 2004.

Bending the rules?

‘The Commission immediately decided to limit 
the checks on Development Fund expenditure. It 
was a matter of allowing more freedom to cajole 
the heads of government in Africa into admitting 
the Commission with its charitable projects. That 
was the line taken at the time. There was a Com‑
mission decision [...] to the effect that financial 
control would not monitor the “sound manage‑
ment” of the Development Fund’s expenditure.’

Interview with Hubert Ehring, 4 June 2004.

‘The Directorate consists of a Programme Division 
and a General Studies Division, both of them very 
large.

In fact, the Programme Division is more of a 
“projects” division, in that its job is to examine 
the economic quality of the requests submitted to 
the Fund. It is therefore legitimate to wonder 
whether it ought really to be in the Fund 
Directorate. However, its future seems to lie in 
evolving towards a genuine programme division 
with studies of infrastructure and global long‑
term forecasts.

The General Studies Division seems to have a 
highly complex and hierarchical structure [...].

The EDF Financial and Technical Directorate is 
essentially a technical body. Because of the role of 
the Programme Division of the Studies Directorate 

in the economic evaluation of projects, its 
functions are limited to financial, accounting and 
auditing aspects [...].

It might be better to bring together the issues 
affecting the Fund into a single directorate, thus 
giving one authority the responsibility for 
operations from start to finish where the unity of 
such operations is beyond dispute.’

AHUE, FMM 3, Rapport sur l’organisation des services  
de la Commission de la Communauté Économique 

Européenne, [1961] VIII‑3 and 4.

The Ortoli Report’s comments on the Development Studies and Programmes Directorate 
and the EDF Financial and Technical Directorate (1961)
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March 1965, the European Development Fund finances the construction  
of a dam at Yaramoko in Upper Volta (now Burkina Faso).
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An EDF (1)-funded project from design to implementation (1963)

On the back of this photo of Jean Chapperon, 
chef de cabinet to Rochereau, during a visit to 

Côte d’Ivoire in 1965, we found the following 
words: ‘Houphouët‑Boigny, President of the 

Republic of Côte d’Ivoire, looks on in 
amusement as Henri Rochereau plants the 
umpteenth “first” oil palm financed by the 

European Development Fund.’
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‘[...]

(a) Retain the present structure, based on 
management of a fund (or granting loans) 
and development of links with the countries of 
sub‑Saharan Africa.

(b) Transfer the purely political activities to the 
external relations DG, while management of 
the Fund — or loans (to a possibly larger 
number of beneficiaries) — would be 
entrusted to a separate technical department.

(c) Extend activities if the Community agrees and 
implements a general development aid policy.

In the current climate, option (c) has to be ruled 
out on political grounds. The majority of Member 
States (and France in particular) are against the 
idea of extending the Community’s competence 
to general development problems.

There is no very convincing argument for 
adopting option (b) while the effective action 
undertaken by the Community in the 

development aid field is confined to the EDF and 
the reservations outlined above continue to apply 
as regards any extension of the Community’s 
responsibilities in this area [...].

It should be noted that some research has already 
been carried out, in conjunction with the Euratom 
Commission, into the possibility of the EDF 
funding certain projects that have been examined 
by Euratom in the area of the phytosanitary 
applications of atomic techniques. The High 
Authority has consistently expressed to the 
associated African countries and Madagascar an 
interest in prospecting for mineral deposits and 
extending the use of steel.’

AHCE, BDT 144‑92 643, Rapport du secrétaire général de 
la Haute Autorité et des secrétaires exécutifs des 

Commissions de la CEE et d’Euratom sur l’organisation des 
services de la Commission des Communautés Européennes, 

SEC(67)3001, 1 July 1967, pp. 28 and 29.

Possible scenarios for DG VIII in 1967

‘I found [in 1964] that the EDF worked in a very 
pragmatic, highly intuitive way. It was to some ex‑
tent an extension of the colonial practice. The 
competent people were essentially French — Fer‑
randi, Auclert, Cellerier [...]. There were other na‑
tionalities apart from the French, but the ones 
with experience of Africa were obviously French in 
most cases. There were some Belgians too, but 
they weren’t best placed as authorities on devel‑

opment given the dramatic turn of events in the Con‑
go. So, essentially, it was the former officials from the 
French overseas administration who were at the helm 
and who exerted an influence. It was a pragmatic, 
rough‑and‑ready approach.’

Interview with Jean Durieux, 3 March 2004.

‘Pragmatic, rough‑and‑ready work’
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Lack of communication between a French 
official and his non‑French colleagues  
in DG VIII

‘Ferrandi [...] was a typical ex‑colonial official who 
knew the colonies inside out and in this sense was 
undeniably competent, but he felt absolutely no 
need for contact with anyone who wasn’t French.’

Interview with Jacob Jan van der Lee,  
15 December 2003.

‘So I graduated from the École coloniale in 1938. 
During the war I served as an officer in a Senega‑
lese infantry regiment. I returned to France in 
1945 and was appointed to the Ministry for 
French Overseas Territories. I then spent a year 
working for the minister, Pierre Pflimlin, and in 
1953 was appointed Director‑General of Econom‑
ic Services for French West Africa (AOF), so I re‑
turned to Africa in March that year. I stayed there 
for five years and the final year marked something 
of a turning point in my career. In November 
1957 we had a visit from Maurice Faure, who was 
accompanied by his chef de cabinet Jean François‑
Poncet [...]. They stopped in Dakar. They ex‑
plained the ins and outs of the Treaty of Rome and 
in particular Part 4 of the Treaty, which dealt with 
the association of the overseas countries and ter‑
ritories [...]. I had a problem. The Deferre Act of 
1956 would put an end to the West African Fed‑
eration in 1958 and give the eight territories, if 
not full independence, at least a large measure of 
autonomy. All of this was due to start in January 
1958 and from that date onwards the Govern‑
ment‑General of French West Africa would cease 
to exist [...]. I had no plans, no future, no career 
prospects [...]. I was available [...] It came as a 
 surprise to me to learn, at the end of December 

1957, that one of the two French Commissioners in 
Brussels was to be [...] Robert Lemaignen, whom I 
knew very well for one very simple reason. He was an 
important figure in the French employers’ associa‑
tion, the CNPF, at the time. He was the chairman of a 
very big French company, SCAC (Société commer‑
ciale d’affrètements et de combustibles). It was par‑
ticularly important because it had the monopoly on 
supplying coal and various other fuels to all French 
ports. But Robert Lemaignen also had a second role, 
which he indulged in on the side, as it were, because 
it was something he did for fun: he was chairman of a 
subsidiary of SCAC called Socopao, Société commer‑
ciale des ports de l’Afrique occidentale. In this capac‑
ity he made frequent trips to Africa and, of course, he 
often stopped over in Dakar. So we had got to know 
each other there and had become quite close friends. 
I was delighted to hear of his appointment, but that 
was it. So I was quite surprised when a mutual friend 
asked me if I would agree to head Robert Lemaignen’s 
cabinet in Brussels. This mutual friend was Governor 
Rey [...], the Governor of Senegal [...] and later Robert 
Lemaignen’s adviser on Africa.’

Interview with Jacques Ferrandi, 28 May 2004.

Jacques Ferrandi before he joined the Commission
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(1) Jacques Ferrandi.

‘When I finished secondary school, I took the ex‑
ams for what was at the time still known as the 
École coloniale (Colonial College), which became 
the École de la France d’outremer (College for the 
French Overseas Territories) shortly after I went 
there. I passed the exams in 1940 and did a year 
there before the war took me away from my stud‑
ies. Thanks to an arrangement organised by the 
director of the college to protect the students 
from conscription or problems with the occupy‑
ing forces, I was able to go to Africa on an initial 
placement even though I had not completed my 
studies. I had not graduated, but an exception 
was made because of the war.

My first spell was in Guinea. There I was called up 
because of my age. I served until 1945 [...] in a 
Senegalese infantry regiment, first in Senegal and 
Morocco, then in the 1st Free French Division, 
where my unit was brought up as reinforcements 
after the heavy losses suffered by the Free French 
Division in the North Africa campaign, in Tunisia, 
and then Italy.

After demobilisation I was appointed to the Minis‑
try for French Overseas Territories, where, on the 
advice of some of my ex‑fellow students who had 
become friends, I gravitated towards develop‑
ment aid procedures [...] and their organisation in 
both Paris and the various French colonies [...]. 

The work was very interesting. It did rather take me 
away from the romantic role of colonial administra‑
tor, out in the bush, on tour. I did spend some time in 
the bush, but mine was a different job. It was also the 
time when the first representative political institutions 
were being set up in Africa, particularly the territorial 
assemblies and then the two federal assemblies for 
French West Africa (AOF) and French Equatorial Africa 
(AEF). I did a lot of work in this area. In very practical 
terms it was a matter of explaining the texts, teaching 
the elected representatives about parliamentary com‑
mittees, budgets, dossiers, regulations, laws and so 
on. Well anyway, this was how I approached the job 
of administrator, and one way or another I continued 
like that more or less to the end. And it was by virtue 
of this training and the experience I had acquired that 
at some point an old school friend who was working 
for the European Commission (1), asked me if I would 
be interested in a job there. This was at the end of 
1961. And, on the basis of the job description and the 
terms of employment, I accepted. So that is how I 
found myself in Brussels in the spring of 1962 taking 
up an appointment as chef de cabinet to Henri 
Rochereau, who was starting his term as European 
Commissioner with prime responsibility for the asso‑
ciation policy provided for in the Treaty of Rome and 
the conventions annexed to it.’

Interview with Jean Chapperon, 23 January 2004.

Jean Chapperon, born in 1921, describing his career before joining the Commission
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Chapter 19

Moves towards an economic  
and monetary policy
Establishing a Community economic and mone‑
tary policy has been a major concern of the Com‑
mission since its inception. As the customs union 
and the common market in agriculture were being 
put in place, what mattered was safeguarding the 
Community’s internal cohesion, coupled with the 
determination to ensure that the common policies 
being mapped out remained intrinsically coher‑
ent. But the external pressures associated with the 
destabilisation of the international monetary sys‑
tem and its growing fragility during the 1960s 
meant that the six Member States had to strive to 
consolidate regional monetary stability while as‑
serting a monetary identity on the world scene.

Economic policy coordination and monetary uni‑
fication were, therefore, two of the main pre‑
occupations of the Commission for many years.

Towards the ‘convergence’ of economic 
and monetary policies

The Treaty framework and the players 
involved

In the economic and monetary spheres, the EEC 
Treaty imposed few constraints on Member States 

and afforded the Commission little room for ma‑
noeuvre. Most of the projects launched during 
the interwar period with a view to achieving the 
economic unification of Europe had underscored 
the need for a monetary union but, since the es‑
tablishment of the European Payments Union in 
1950, stabilisation and the return to currency con‑
vertibility in Europe were just two of the major 
concerns facing what was at the time an econom‑
ically weakened Europe. Since the 1930s many 
governments had become accustomed to regard‑
ing the currency not only as an attribute of their 
sovereignty but also as a key element in the 
economy. They reserved the right to intervene in 
this area under comprehensive policies for which, 
in their view, they were solely responsible. Nev‑
ertheless, it was clear that on several occasions 
the weakness of certain currencies, including the 
French franc, frustrated the attempts at restoring 
free trade in Europe during the 1950s. If such a 
situation had been repeated, this would have 
jeopardised the establishment of the customs 
union. And so it was around the concepts of joint 
responsibility and solidarity that Articles 103 to 
109 of the Treaty of Rome were framed.

Article 103 stated that Member States were to 
 regard their short‑term economic policies as a 
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‘matter of common concern’ and to consult each 
other and the Commission on measures taken in 
this connection. Article 104 stipulated that each 
Member State was to aim for a high level of em‑
ployment, price stability, ‘the equilibrium of its 
[overall] balance of payments’ and the mainte‑
nance of ‘confidence in its currency’. Accordingly, 
stability and currency convertibility were identified 
as prime objectives without which the customs 
union could not be established and could not op‑
erate effectively. The content of subsequent articles 
follows on logically from these objectives by lay‑
ing down the principle of economic policy coordi‑
nation (Article 105) and the principle whereby 
each Member State was to treat its exchange rate 
policy as ‘a matter of common concern’ (Article 
107).

The persistent instability in those areas when the 
Treaty was being negotiated led those at the ne‑
gotiating table to envisage a number of crisis situ‑
ations: a country facing balance‑of‑payments dif‑
ficulties liable to impede the functioning of the 
common market would have its position investi‑
gated by the Commission and could be recom‑
mended to take economic policy measures while, 
where appropriate, being granted ‘mutual assis‑
tance’ by its partners (Article 108). However, 
France saw to it that the possibility of ‘necessary 
protective measures’ being taken in the event of 
a sudden balance‑of‑payments crisis was written 
into the Treaty (Article 109). Clearly, such a crisis 
would be evidence of a sort that the objectives 
referred to earlier had not been met, and the 
Commission was determined that it should not 
come to that.

The institutional means assigned to the Commu‑
nity by the Treaty at the outset in the area of 
economic and monetary policy were slender. A 
Monetary Committee, provided for in Article 107 
of the Treaty, was soon set up. Alongside the two 
Commission representatives, who also provided 
the secretariat, the Committee comprised one 
representative of the economics and finance min‑
istry in each Member State and one representa‑
tive of the central bank in each Member State, 

ensuring that both economic policymakers and 
monetary policymakers were represented.

Since it rapidly became clear that this economic 
framework was insufficient, the Commission per‑
suaded the governments to set up new bodies 
with the task of strengthening concerted action.

First, Robert Marjolin and then Raymond Barre 
took charge of economic and financial matters 
within the Commission. Both were economists 
and had sound practical experience at both inter‑
national and European level. Robert Marjolin was 
influenced by Keynesian ideas and was a propo‑
nent of economic planning, two factors that 
shaped to quite a large extent the options he pro‑
posed to the Commission. Raymond Barre, an 
economics professor who was more liberal in 
outlook than his predecessor, subsequently ad‑
hered to the Gaullist view that the opening up of 
the French economy to Europe was a powerful 
means of modernising it. And, lastly, the two men 
were different physically: Michel Albert referred 
to Marjolin’s ‘youthful rangy physique’ and liked 
to recall Raymond Barre’s witty reference to him‑
self as ‘a square man in a round body’ (1).

Although largely the fiefdom of economists, the 
Commission’s Directorate‑General for Economic 
and Financial Affairs (DG II) was successively en‑
trusted to two senior Italian civil servants, both 
former diplomats and both experts in European 
matters: Franco Bobba and Ugo Mosca. Under 
the authority of the director‑general, three and 
then four directorates whose individual remits 
closely reflected the main concerns of the day 
were set up: National Economies and Short‑Term 
Economic Policy, Monetary Matters, Economic 
Structure and Development (all 1965) and, lastly, 
Budgetary and Financial Matters (1968). Both be‑
cause of the nature of the interests at stake and 
given the personality of the men in charge of 
these matters at the Commission, there was a 
marked French influence at the time within the 
directorate‑general. This influence cannot though 

(1)  Interview with Michel Albert, 18 December 2003.
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be likened to the influence that the government 
offices on the rue de Rivoli in Paris exerted over 
the institutions in Brussels. If we are to under‑
stand fully the different influences exerted at the 
time, we need to look at the role played by  
Robert Triffin in his capacity as adviser to the 
Commission from 1958 onwards. Robert Triffin’s 
influence was particularly marked in the case of 
Robert Marjolin. The two men had known each 
other in Washington during the war and had met 
up again in Paris at the beginning of the 1950s, 
when Marjolin was Secretary‑General of the 
OEEC (Organisation for European Economic Co‑
operation) and Triffin headed up the IMF’s Paris 
office. Triffin also had a marked influence on 
Boyer de la Giroday, a former IMF official who, 
under Raymond Barre, was in charge of the Mon‑
etary Matters directorate. Another person influ‑
enced by Triffin was Roland de Kergolay, who 
had worked at the OEEC following his studies in 
the United States and who became Secretary of 
the Monetary Committee between 1962 and 1969 
following in the footsteps of Alain Prate, who 
later became economic adviser to General  
de Gaulle. A former student of Triffin at Yale, 
Claudio Segré also spent a short time within the 
Monetary Matters directorate. Last but not least, 
there were the links that existed between Monnet 
and Triffin as members of the Action Committee 
for the United States of Europe, which counted 
the Belgo‑American economist as its adviser, as 
well as those that existed between a certain 
Boyer de la Giroday and the Action Committee (1). 

Improved economic policy  
coordination

It was not very long at all before Robert Marjolin 
cautioned that the provisions of the Treaty were 

(1)  Maes, I. and Buyst, E., ‘Triffin, the European Commission and the 
project of a European Reserve Fund’ in Dumoulin, M., (ed.) Réseaux 
économiques et construction européenne/Economic networks and 
European integration, Euroclio, Études et documents/Studies and 
documents, No 29, PIE‑Peter Lang, Brussels [...], Vienna, 2004, pp. 
431–444. Robert Triffin, conseiller des Princes, documents compiled by 
Catherine Ferrant and Jean Sloover, with the collaboration of Michel 
Dumoulin and Olivier Lefebvre, Ciaco, Louvain‑la‑Neuve, 1990.

insufficient as practices in the field of economic 
policy coordination. He took the view that a Com‑
munity economic policy did not exist but that 
there were national policies which, fortunately, 
moved in parallel and did not clash, although 
there was no assurance that this fortunate state of 
affairs would continue indefinitely. He went on to 
recall the importance of a ‘coordinated’ Commu‑
nity economic policy and to call ultimately for a 
‘unified’ (2) economic policy. Marjolin’s arguments 
suggesting such a new departure were prompted 
by factors within the Community. He maintained 
that such unification would become necessary as 
the common market took shape and that the con‑
sequences of different or indeed contradictory 
economic policies, of inflationary or deflationary 
crises or of far‑reaching adjustments in exchange 
rates between Community countries would be 
such as to jeopardise the rapid progress that was 
being made (3). As the EEC began to assert its 
presence on the international scene and given the 
risks to which the project for the economic unifi‑
cation of Europe was exposed as a result of the 
deterioration in the workings of the international 
monetary system, the Commission decided to 
make its move. In Marjolin’s view, as the free 
world’s second most important power, Europe had 
to assume its responsibilities (4).

Aware of the need to take action, albeit within a 
restricted institutional framework, the Commission 
fairly quickly set about strengthening the role of 
the existing institutions and setting up new bodies. 
The role of the Monetary Committee initially con‑
sisted of a six‑monthly examination of the situa‑
tion in each country, based on reports submitted 
to the Council and the Commission. Those reports 
provided details of credit policy and the size and 
financing of deficits. However, it quite soon 

(2)  Marjolin, R., ‘Pour une politique économique commune’, statement 
to the Economic and Social Council, Revue du Marché Commun, 
October 1959, p. 393 et seq.

(3)  Ibid.
(4)  Secret report, Harmonisation des politiques monétaires nationales 

des pays de la Communauté, Brussels, 30 August 1960, referred to 
by Bottex, A. ‘La mise en place des institutions monétaires eu‑
ropéennes (1957–1964)’, Histoire, économie et société, No 4, 1999, 
pp. 753–774.
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Born in Flobecq (Belgium) on 5 October 1911, 
Robert Triffin graduated from Leuven University 
and in 1938 presented his doctorate on 
monopolistic competition and general 
equilibrium theory at Harvard. After taking US 
nationality in 1942, he was recruited by the 
Federal Reserve and then joined the IMF in 1946. 
A fervent advocate of European integration, he 
was seconded in December 1949 to the 
Economic Cooperation Administration, where the 
political approach pursued was more in line with 
his ideals than at the IMF. He managed to 
convince the US Delegation and then the OEEC 
(through Robert Marjolin, its Secretary‑General) 
that the arrangements for the European Payments 
Union (EPU) should include a unit of account with 
technical characteristics such that its value would 
remain as stable as possible and which would 
unofficially serve as the cornerstone of monetary 
union. In 1951 Triffin was appointed to the Chair 
of Economics at Yale University but he was still 
attentive to European concerns. In 1957 he 
returned to join the team set up by Jean Monnet.

In 1958 Triffin embarked on a dual role at the 
Commission. He was personal adviser to Robert 
Marjolin but he also exerted considerable 
influence within DG II, thanks especially to 
Frédéric Boyer de la Giroday and Franco Bobba. 
He took advantage of this to encourage the 
Commission to use the unit of account that had 
been adopted by the ECSC for managing its 
current transactions and to defend the planned 
European Reserve Fund, which was designed to 
pave the way for the monetary unification of 
Europe.

However, this initiative met with mixed success. 
The Monetary Committee, which consisted 
primarily of central bank representatives, was 
opposed to Triffin’s ideas. Instead, it welcomed 
the July 1961 Accession Agreement between the 
EEC and Greece, which provided for use of the 
dollar. Triffin and Marjolin failed to get their views 
across. Raymond Barre subsequently came up 
with his own ideas for moving towards economic 
and monetary union and his successor, Wilhelm 

Haferkamp, called into question Triffin’s contract 
at the Commission. Even so, Triffin was always 
behind the scenes: initially, at the Hague Summit 
in December 1969, where, at Jean Monnet’s 
request, he acted as adviser to Willy Brandt, and 
then, in 1977, in the entourage of the 
Commission President, Roy Jenkins. In 1979, a 
currency basket (the ECU) was adopted, and the 
supporters of a single currency used it on private 
markets as one way of promoting their ideal. The 
success achieved on this front facilitated progress 
towards the future economic and monetary 
union.

On his return to Belgium, this ‘Atlantic citizen’, as 
Kennedy called him, pressed ahead with his 
research work and continued to exert an influence 
that very often went beyond the strict framework of 
economics. He died in Ostend on 23 February 
1993.

J. W.

See Wilson, J., ‘Triffin (Robert)’,  
Nouvelle Biographie Nationale, Académie royale des 
sciences, des lettres et des beaux‑arts de Belgique, 

Brussels, 2003, pp. 344–347.

Robert Triffin, the European Commission and monetary union

Robert Triffin (1911–93) addressing the Japan Economic 
Research Center in Tokyo in 1967. The Belgian 

economist, who acquired American nationality but 
reverted to his original nationality at the end of his life, 
played a major role at the Commission, on the ACUSE 

and in major commercial banks in fostering the project 
for a single European currency.
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became clear that, with the Monetary Committee 
being content to examine ex post the main eco‑
nomic and monetary developments in each Mem‑
ber State and to issue opinions, a new body was 
needed.

A short‑term economic policy committee (the 
‘Conjunctural Policy Committee’) was set up fol‑
lowing the initiative taken in the spring of 1959 
by the German Secretary of State for Economic 
Affairs, Alfred Müller‑Armack. The Commission, 
in the shape of DG II, had been monitoring 
short‑term economic developments in the differ‑
ent countries in consultation with national ex‑
perts from the economic institutes and research 
centres in each country. The Committee was set 
up in March 1960 with a view to stabilising and 
strengthening contacts with national policymak‑
ers in the interests of, where possible, more pre‑
cise and more upstream coordination: as Brussels 
saw it, regular meetings with those who were 
more directly responsible in their countries for 
short‑term economic policy would make it pos‑
sible not only for the administrations tasked with 
managing external relations but also for all the 
departments with short‑term economic policy‑
making powers to become involved (1). The 
Committee was made up of prominent individu‑
als with responsibility for ‘the conduct of eco‑
nomic and monetary policy at the highest lev‑
el’ (2) and one of its prime objectives was to draw 
up a code of conduct for defining the measures 
that the Member States would commit themselves 
to taking or, on the contrary, to not taking, in 
order to render their short‑term economic poli‑
cies compatible with those of the other Member 
States and of the Community (3). Lastly, the Com‑
mittee was given the task of drawing up, on the 
Commission’s behalf, the programmes of jointly 

(1)  Coordination of Member States’ short‑term economic policies, pro‑
posal for a regulation presented by the Commission to the Council, 
annexed to PV 87, EEC Commission, 19 January 1960.

(2)  Marjolin, R., ‘The economic situation and policy relating to eco‑
nomic trends’, Bulletin of the EEC, No 2, 1960.

(3)  Draft regulation on the coordination of the short‑term economic 
policies of the Member States; Commission statement to be insert‑
ed into the minutes of the Council discussions of the draft regula‑
tion.

agreed short‑term economic policy measures that 
might need to be taken to deal with changes in 
the economic situation.

These objectives were dictated by what had hap‑
pened in the very recent past. In France the ex‑
ternal account difficulties in 1957–58, the weak‑
ness of the national currency and the resulting 
uncertainty, both economic and political, regard‑
ing the country’s effective participation in the 
common market are etched in everyone’s memo‑
ry. However, the remedial measures taken by 
France in December 1958 defused those con‑
cerns. As early as the following year, the Commis‑
sion was, therefore, in a position to envisage 
what was, for it, one of the important milestones 
in achieving genuine economic integration, namely 
the first stage in the liberalisation of capital move‑
ments within the Community, as provided for in 
Articles 67 to 73 of the Treaty. But the lack of a 
detailed timetable meant that a measure of cau‑
tion was called for in view of the vulnerability of 
some countries’ external balances and the deter‑
mination of others to retain control of potentially 
disruptive capital flows. At the same time, the 
Commission quite rightly regarded the eventual 
establishment of a Community capital market as 
one of the building blocks of an economically 
integrated Europe. The first step, therefore, was 
to interpret Article 67(1) of the Treaty, which stip‑
ulated that all restrictions on capital movements 
were to be abolished during the transitional pe‑
riod ‘to the extent necessary to ensure the proper 
functioning of the common market’. The deliber‑
ations on this matter between the Member States 
and the Commission within the Monetary Com‑
mittee paved the way for the publication of a first 
liberalisation directive in May 1960, followed by a 
second, supplementary directive in December 
1962. These directives removed restrictions on, in 
particular, direct investment flows and personal 
transfers because the very broad measure of au‑
tonomy enjoyed by the Member States in the eco‑
nomic policy field prevented any wider‑reaching 
liberalisation. At the same time, the restrictions in 
existence pointed to the need for increasingly 
close coordination of national economic policies. 
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As one of Marjolin’s priority objectives, such 
 coordination was particularly justified as turmoil 
on foreign exchange markets resulted in the re‑
valuation of the German mark and the Dutch 
guilder on 6 and 7 March 1961 respectively.

Economic programming and new 
institutional developments

The Community action programme for the sec‑
ond stage of the EEC, which was presented in 
October 1962, was the Commission’s comprehen‑
sive response to all the concerns and constraints 
evident at the time. In the economic field, the ac‑
tion programme was, to a large degree, inspired 
by the views of Marjolin and distinguished be‑
tween economic development policy, structural 
policy and monetary policy. As for economic de‑
velopment, the Commission envisaged strength‑
ening its role as an expert in order to usher in 
gradually a Community short‑term economic pol‑
icy that would bring together all the national pol‑
icies. Faithful to the method developed by it since 
its inception, the Commission reckoned on 
achieving this by way of more refined prelimi‑
nary studies, comparisons of national macroeco‑
nomic data and budgets, and an increasingly 
close dialogue with the Member States.

The major innovation in all this was medium‑term 
programming, which was justified by the need to 
shed light on national and Community decisions 
the effects of which would be discernible only after 
a certain time‑lag, to explain how government re‑
sources were allocated and how the governments 
themselves set about planning and implementing 
common policies, to clarify regional and industrial 
redevelopment policies, and to pave the way for an 
incomes policy. This extensive programme was 
based on comparisons of national programmes, 
which were incorporated into a Community pro‑
gramming exercise that was drawn up in 1963 and 
initially covered the period 1964–68.

The second strand of the programme concerned 
monetary affairs. The objective was to complete 

the transitional period, bringing about, according 
to the Commission memorandum, both economic 
union and fixed exchange rates, not to mention 
monetary union. This prospect was hemmed in 
by both internal and external constraints as the 
cohesion of the common market could not fail to 
be seriously affected by deep‑seated monetary 
upheavals, even if those upheavals occurred in 
the first instance in countries other than the Mem‑
ber States. In this respect, the action programme 
called for a stronger institutional base involving 
the setting up of a committee of governors of the 
Central Banks of the EEC, thereby giving substan‑
tial shape to the unofficial meetings that had been 
held in Basle at the headquarters of the Bank for 
International Settlements (BIS) since 1959. The 
extension of monetary cooperation between the 
Six had to take place not only within the Com‑
munity but also vis‑à‑vis the rest of the world. 
Internally, decisions were needed on creating a 
currency. From an international viewpoint, action 
was needed to promote the emergence of an ex‑
ternal monetary policy involving relations be‑
tween the Community and the IMF and the re‑
form of the international monetary system. With 
such a policy, consultations would have to take 
place before any important decisions were taken, 
and there would have to be a procedure for issu‑
ing recommendations. Likewise, the Member 
States would have to introduce mutual assistance 
arrangements under Article 108 of the Treaty. 
These arrangements would at last impart fresh 
impetus to the programme for liberalising capital 
movements, which had been set in motion by the 
first two directives. The overall ambition was to 
move gradually from coordination to centralisa‑
tion of monetary decisions, with monetary union 
becoming the objective of the third stage of the 
common market (1). It should here be pointed 
out that the conflicting short‑term economic de‑
velopments in a number of European countries 
and the resulting monetary strains from 1963 on‑
wards justified the Commission’s approach (2).

(1)  Action programme for the EEC during the second stage.
(2)  Extract from the speech given on 29 October 1963 before the 

Economic and Social Committee by Robert Marjolin. Revue du 
Marché Commun, No 64, December 1963.
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Some of its proposals were proactive and called 
into question the traditions of national self‑reli‑
ance. The determination to incorporate Commu‑
nity decisions in a more rigorous programming 
framework than in the past was challenged by 
those of liberal persuasion, both within the Com‑
mission and outside. In monetary matters, gov‑
ernments were not prepared to undertake the 
transfers of power needed to strengthen first co‑
ordination and then the Community’s monetary 
remit.

The medium‑term economic programming  
arrangements were quite clearly inspired by  
Marjolin’s experience as a colleague of Monnet at 
the National Planning Agency (Commissariat au 
Plan) in France, and the spirit of the proposals 
recalled some of the ideas put forward by France 
in the very early days of the OEEC (1).. At the 
beginning of the 1960s, French planning received 
a further strong boost from the return to power of 
General de Gaulle, and it was this model that 
clearly provided the basis for the arrangements 
proposed by Marjolin. ‘European programming’ 
was the theme of the symposium held in Rome in 
December 1962 but it left ample room for discus‑
sion of national models, of which it was designed 
to be a sort of extension. At the symposium, 
Pierre Massé, who headed the National Planning 
Agency and was the most prominent proponent 
of French planning under the Fifth Republic, pre‑
sented the French model (2). The setting up of 
the Medium‑Term Economic Policy Committee 
thus seemed to be geared to adapting the French 
model to the circumstances of the Community by 
coordinating the national plans through regular 
consultation of policymakers at national level, 
with back‑up from the experts in DG II. The gen‑
eral thrust of the common policies and, to some 
extent, of the future industrial or regional policy 
was decided within that committee. It was quite 
clear that such an initiative called for general 
agreement on the main principles of planning at 

(1)  Bossuat, G., La France, l’aide américaine et la construction  
européenne, 1944–1954, CHEFF, Paris, pp. 192–195.

(2)  Massé, P., ‘Rapport sur la programmation économique en France’, 
Revue du Marché Commun, No 53, December 1962.

the level of the Member States, followed by ac‑
ceptance of the step change sought by Marjolin 
and his colleagues. Marjolin was well aware that, 
by itself, the idea of planning gave rise to much 
opposition, hence the care taken in presenting it, 
preference for the term ‘programming’ as op‑
posed to planning, and enumeration of the vir‑
tues of competition. That said, Marjolin’s aims 
were the subject of much criticism. As Jean Flory 
explained after the event, things did not go par‑
ticularly well at the outset because some of 
France’s partners, Germany in particular, took the 
handy expression ‘medium‑term policy’ to mean 
planning (3). At a more fundamental level, the 
French liberal economist, Jacques Rueff, was cer‑
tainly doubtful as to whether programming as 
practised was, in reality, the effective instrument 
that outsiders envied (4). For their part, the em‑
ployers’ organisations, through UNICE, voiced 
their opposition to state intervention in any form, 
demanding that programming safeguard entre‑
preneurial freedom, while economic policymak‑
ers in Germany showed scant interest in pro‑
gramming, which they readily likened to state 
intervention. Ludwig Erhard himself was critical, 
and the virtues of a planned economy were chal‑
lenged at a conference organised by the List So‑
ciety and bringing together Alfred Müller‑Armack, 
State Secretary for Economic Affairs, and a num‑
ber of renowned German economists, but also 
Walter Hallstein and Hans von der Groeben (5).

Within the Commission itself, and especially the 
Competition Directorate‑General (DG IV), criti‑
cisms were levelled at a form of European plan‑
ning that called into question the central role 
played by competition in the integration process. 
The clash between these two schools of thought 
resulted in a number of compromises. It was 

(3)  Interview with Jean Flory, 3 December 2003.
(4)  Maes, I., ‘Projects d’intégration monétaire à la Commission européenne 

au tournant des années 1970’, in Bussière, E., Dumoulin, M. and Schir‑
mann, S. (eds), Milieux économiques et intégration européenne au XXe 

siècle — La crise des années 1970, Euroclio. Études et documents, No 
35, PIE‑Peter Lang, Brussels [...] Vienna, 2006, pp. 35–50.

(5)  Maes, I., Macroeconomic and monetary policy‑making at the Euro‑
pean Commission, from the Rome Treaties to the Hague Summit, 
Working papers. Research series, No 58, National Bank of Belgium, 
Brussels, August 2004.
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Born into a modest family in Paris on 27 July 1911, 
Robert Marjolin left school at 14. His capacity for 
work, his determination and his enormous 
intellectual curiosity allowed him, however, to 
return to his studies some years later. After passing 
the equivalent of the baccalaureate, he first read 
philosophy and then economics and law.

At the age of 21, he won a one year scholarship 
at Yale University. His discovery of the United 
States marked him deeply. He was at the time a 
young socialist militant — he joined the Socialist 
Youth in 1929 — and was, if anything, critical of 
things American. It was his time at Yale that gave 
him his first insight into the benefits that 
economic liberalism could bring society. He 
wrote: ‘The truth is that I was then, as I was often 
to be subsequently, intellectually and emotionally 
torn between a desire for social justice and 
equality and a deep aspiration towards an 
efficient and productive society.  
It could be that this kind of tension is the key to 
my personality.’ (1) Throughout his life, he 
remained good friends with senior officials in the 
US administration.

In 1934 Léon Blum appointed him economics 
editor of the socialist newspaper Populaire. Two 
years later he became a special adviser to the 
Popular Front government. Following a 
disagreement, he resigned and published a series of 
articles in the review L’Europe nouvelle in which he 
called for an economic and social policy in France 
that was geared primarily to preparing for war.

During the Second World War, he met Jean 
Monnet, who in January 1944 appointed him 
head of the French purchasing agency in the 
United States. In 1945 Monnet arranged for the 
Provisional Government of the French Republic 
(GPRF) to appoint him Director for External 
Economic Relations and subsequently brought 
him onto his team to assist in implementing the 
French modernisation and infrastructure plan. His 

activities and his visits to London and Washington 
gave him food for thought and led him to believe 
that abandoning protectionism was the only way 
in which France could be modernised. His 
preference for opening up the French economy 
was associated with a strong belief in the benefits 
of Keynesianism and planning. When the Marshall 
Plan was launched, he became head of the 
French delegation to the Committee for European 
Economic Cooperation (CEEC).

As Secretary‑General of the Organisation for 
European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) in 1948, 
he attempted, without much success, to convince 
the European countries of the need for a customs 
union. He resigned in 1955 and soon after joined 
the team headed by Christian Pineau at the 
Foreign Affairs Ministry, where he took part as an 
expert in the negotiations on the Treaty of Rome. 
He was not in favour of just any kind of European 
unity. He believed above all in the common 
market. This was why he defended the EEC 
against the British proposal for a free trade area 
(1956–58). His commitment to Europe was, 
though, free of any idealism or lyricism. And so it 
did not come as a surprise that, for him, the 
central role of the European Commission was 
confined to applying the Treaty of Rome: 
‘Marjolin did not believe that the concept of 
“nation” could be replaced by the concept of 
“Europe” in a single generation or even over 
several generations, simply by creating new 
institutions.’ (2)

He left the European Commission in 1967 and 
shortly afterwards joined the world of business, 
being appointed, among other things, as a board 
member of Royal Dutch Shell and economic 
adviser to IBM.

He died in Paris on 15 April 1986 after putting 
the finishing touches to his memoirs Architect of 
European unity.

A. L.

Robert Marjolin 

(1)  Marjolin, R., Architect of European unity — Memoirs, 1911–1986, 
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 1989, p. 41.

(2)  Ball, G. W., The past has another pattern, Norton and Company, 
New York, 1982, p. 102.
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decided, for instance, that the studies on medi‑
um‑term programming were not to be regarded 
as setting targets but simply as mapping out pros‑
pects. For its part, the Council was at pains to 
prune back the independence of the future Medi‑
um‑Term Economic Policy Committee by assert‑
ing Member States’ responsibility for economic 
policy coordination.

After being amended by the Commission itself and 
then by the Member States meeting within the 
Council, the Commission programme led to the 
setting up of a number of new committees: the 
Committee of Central Bank Governors, the Bud‑
getary Policy Committee and the Medium‑Term 
Economic Policy Committee. Alongside this, the 
tasks of the Monetary Committee were reinforced. 
Generally speaking, prior consultation and 
in‑depth coordination were needed for budgetary 
policy, exchange‑rate adjustments and positions to 
be adopted on the functioning and possible  
reform of the international monetary system.

Coordination with modest results

The wide‑ranging objectives spelt out in the 1962 
action programme and the institutional innova‑
tions introduced in May 1964 gave way to more 
modest prospects in the ensuing years. At inter‑
national level, discussions focused on the key 
questions posed by the difficulties with the US 
balance of payments and the dollar and by the 
reform of the international monetary system. The 
Europeans agreed on one thing: the domestic im‑
balances in the United States and unduly large 
capital outflows were largely responsible for the 
difficulties encountered by the dollar and hence 
by the international monetary system. Conse‑
quently, the United States had to show the disci‑
pline that was essential to safeguard the interna‑
tional monetary system, while the Six had to play 
a role commensurate with their economic stature 
both in the discussions on the reform of the sys‑
tem and within the international monetary insti‑
tutions. However, views diverged widely on the 
attitude to be adopted to the reform of the inter‑

national monetary system. At the same time, the 
pronouncements by General de Gaulle on the 
matter from March 1965 onwards meant that the 
discussions became tougher and cast a shadow 
over the attempts by the Commission to help 
bring about a solution acceptable to all (1).

But any common approach at international level 
necessitated effective coordination of economic 
policies. This, though, remained elusive. At the 
beginning of 1967, the Chairman of the Monetary 
Committee, Émile van Lennep, raised the matter 
of a new phase in the strengthening of economic 
policy coordination involving the introduction of 
rules on budgetary policy, monetary policy and 
payments balances. While approving this ap‑
proach, Marjolin pointed out that it was the mis‑
givings voiced within the Council that restricted 
the scope of the Commission’s initiatives in this 
respect. The Competition Commissioner, Hans 
von der Groeben, was even more pessimistic, 
drawing attention to a gap between the efforts 
made and the coordination procedures laid down, 
on the one hand, and the actual situation, on the 
other. For him, as for President Hallstein, who 
was, though, less pessimistic overall, the Com‑
munity and each individual Member State had to 
find ways of taking on board what was needed 
for Europe at the political level.

Generally speaking, it was the attitude taken by 
the different governments that accounted for the 
less‑than‑satisfactory headway made towards co‑
ordination and frustrated any new advances in 
liberalising capital movements. Marjolin, who was 
convinced of the need for a Community capital 
market and aware of the risks involved, claimed 
that jumping in at the deep end was the way to 
learn how to swim provided that all the neces‑
sary safeguards were in place.

In January 1967 van Lennep described the actual 
situation with regard to economic policy integra‑
tion in the following terms: ‘We need to act with 

(1)  ‘La CEE et les questions monétaires internationales’, statement by  
Mr Robert Marjolin to the European Parliament, 23 March 1965.
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perseverance, even if no spectacular progress is 
made, and we need to tighten the constraints on 
independent action by national governments in 
order to offset the weaknesses that political ne‑
cessity often introduces into measures taken by 
national governments and, in so doing, to achieve 
an increasingly close degree of effective coordi‑
nation’ (1).

The first attempt at economic  
and monetary union

The ‘first Barre plan’

The years 1968–72 remain in the collective mem‑
ory as those that witnessed the first attempt at 
economic and monetary union. Paradoxically, the 
circumstances at the time seemed, in the words 
of Jean‑Claude Paye, both to offer optimism and 
to portend danger: optimism was in the air be‑
cause growth was buoyant and the impression 
was that it would continue. In addition, the con‑
struction of Europe had recently registered some 
major advances (2). There was, however, a feeling 
of anxiety following a series of monetary devel‑
opments that confirmed the extreme vulnerability 
of the international monetary system and threat‑
ened to undermine a still fragile European edi‑
fice. The sterling crisis that led the United King‑
dom government to devalue its currency under 
difficult conditions in the autumn of 1967 was the 
last scare before a dollar crisis that heralded the 
demise of the international monetary system. A 
few months later, the crisis of May 1968 exploded 
in France, one of the key members of the Com‑
munity. According to Paye, viewed from Brussels 
and in the day‑to‑day practice at the Commission, 
these events alerted him and his colleagues to the 

(1)  FJME, AMK 13, Émile Noël to Klaus Meyer, discussion with Mr van 
Lennep during the Commission meeting on 6 September 1967.

(2)  Paye, J.‑Cl., ‘Vers le plan Werner: le rôle de la Commission des 
Communautés, 1967–1973’, Le rôle des ministères des finances et 
de l’économie dans la construction européenne (1957–1978), 
Histoire économique et financière de la France, t. II. Animation de 
la recherche CHEFF, Paris, 2002, p. 114. Jean‑Claude Paye here 
discusses his experience as the chef de cabinet of Raymond Barre, 
the new Commissioner responsible for economic and financial 
affairs.

fact that progress towards the construction of  
Europe was fragile and could be undone. More‑
over, there was no reason why the same should 
not happen elsewhere at a later stage and per‑
haps with more serious repercussions (3). Hence 
the feeling that urgent action was needed to pre‑
serve 10 years of achievement in the economic 
construction of Europe, the argument being that, 
thanks to political determination underpinned by 
increasingly close cooperation, the dangers 
threatening the construction of Europe could 
probably be averted provided that the situation 
was not just left at that and progress was made in 
strengthening coordination and solidarity. For 
Raymond Barre, it was crucial to shelter the Com‑
munity (4). Benefiting from the experience of his 
predecessor and given his perfect mastery of in‑
ternational monetary matters and of what rapidly 
became close contacts with the Committee of 
Central Bank Governors, he wasted no time in 
launching the first initiatives to that end.

The memorandum on Community action in the 
monetary field, presented to the Council in Feb‑
ruary 1968 and then kept secret because of an 
extremely strained international monetary envi‑
ronment, emphasised that the Six had no choice 
but to become more cohesive in the face of the 
new storms that were brewing: this involved mu‑
tual agreement prior to any exchange‑rate adjust‑
ment, abolition of the margins of fluctuation au‑
thorised until then between Member States’ 
currencies, establishment of a mutual assistance 
mechanism and a European unit of account, 
along with jointly agreed action within the inter‑
national monetary institutions.

May 1968 seemed initially to cast doubt on 
whether a truly coordinated economic and mon‑
etary policy was actually possible. In France, the 
introduction of safeguard measures of a protec‑
tionist nature at a time when the customs union 
between the Six had just come into being on 
1 July 1968, and the inflationary environment 

(3)  Ibid., p. 116.
(4)  Interview with Raymond Barre, 20 February 2004.
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 expected in the wake of the wage agreements 
between the unions and employers appeared to 
run counter to what was needed at the time. Ray‑
mond Barre sought to safeguard what was essen‑
tial. During the summer months he was at pains 
to persuade the French government to comply 
with the requirement to consult on safeguard 
measures while at the same time he endeavoured 
to make things easier for it in its dealings with the 
Commission. He later recalled that the discus‑
sions with the Commission on the French safe‑
guard measures were often very tense, going on 
late into the night until a vote was taken (1). A 
few months later, in November 1968, when the 
French franc suffered a new bout of weakness on 
the foreign exchange market and both the coop‑
eration and the solidarity between the Six ap‑
peared to be quite inadequate, Raymond Barre 
approached General de Gaulle and persuaded 
him not to devalue the French franc as this would 
have had serious repercussions at both national 
and Community level. Satisfied with the outcome, 
the Commission concluded from this that mone‑
tary solidarity and economic cooperation be‑
tween the Six needed to be strengthened as a 
matter of urgency since this was the only way of 
creating, at the heart of the EEC, the cohesion it 
needed to prepare for the gathering storm clouds.

On 5 December 1968, the Commission presented 
to the Council a memorandum ‘on the possible 
Community policy to deal with present economic 
and monetary problems’. The memorandum of 
12 February 1969, which is now commonly re‑
ferred to as the ‘first Barre plan’, fleshed out the 
Commission’s proposals for both economic poli‑
cy convergence and monetary cooperation (2). 
Reflecting the Commission’s concerns since the 
beginning of the 1960s, it advocated medium‑term 
economic policy consultations — particularly the 

(1)  Paye, J.‑Cl., ‘Vers le plan Werner [...]’, op cit., p. 116. Interview with 
Raymond Barre, 20 February 2004.

(2)  The Commission memorandum to the Council on economic policy 
coordination and monetary cooperation within the Community has 
been the subject of numerous publications. The text of the memo‑
randum can be found in Le rôle des ministères des finances et de 
l’économie dans la construction européenne (1957–1978), t. II, 
CHEFF, Paris, 2002.

prospects for economic growth and employment, 
the inflation rate and the external payments equi‑
librium — by more closely synchronising nation‑
al economic programmes and dealing in a coor‑
dinated manner with the structural problems 
facing each economy. The coordination of 
short‑term economic policies, themselves built 
around each country’s medium‑term programmes, 
had to be stepped up via consultations prior to 
economic policymaking and through the intro‑
duction of early‑warning indicators. The corollary 
of closer coordination involved, among other 
things, establishing a short‑term monetary sup‑
port mechanism between central banks to be ac‑
tivated in response to a simple request from the 
country concerned but subject to a ceiling and to 
a posteriori consultations, and granting medi‑
um‑term financial assistance following a Council 
decision for countries for which the short‑term 
monetary support was not sufficient. In point of 
fact, the first Barre plan differed from the Febru‑
ary 1968 memorandum in that it placed greater 
emphasis on the need for economic policy coor‑
dination, since the events of 1968 had shown 
that, more than ever, internal cohesion and the 
ability to withstand external shocks were linked. 
There was also no doubting the fact that, within 
the Monetary Committee, the Dutch and German 
representatives regularly stressed the need for 
discipline on the inflation front and that the Feb‑
ruary 1969 memorandum took this into account.

Towards economic  
and monetary union?

The initiatives leading to the decisions taken by 
the Six at the Hague Summit, one of the most 
symbolic of which was the attainment of eco‑
nomic and monetary union in Europe by 1980, 
stemmed from numerous factors.

In May 1969, the markets were buffeted by a fresh 
bout of turmoil that caused the German mark to 
appreciate but the German government, isolated 
from its partners, failed to decide on a date for a 
revaluation. The devaluation of the French franc 
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on 8 August 1969 followed by the revaluation of 
the German mark on 27 October eased the strains 
and paved the way for discussions between the 
Member States while two new governments, led 
by Georges Pompidou in France and Willy Brandt 
in Germany, showed themselves willing to re‑
launch the construction of Europe. For its part, 
the Action Committee for the United States of  
Europe, advised by Robert Triffin, urged, as a 
prelude to the creation of a European currency 
and a European central bank, the launching of 
the ambitious project to set up a European Re‑
serve Fund. At the Commission, Raymond Barre, 
who was very much aware of the difficulties of 
intergovernmental cooperation as a result of de‑
liberations within the Monetary Committee, ar‑
gued though for a more cautious policy. In Mons, 
in April 1969, he explained to the finance minis‑
ters that completion of the customs union neces‑
sitated monetary cooperation, pointing out that 
the Commission’s monetary proposals were rea‑

sonable and that, if they were to be jettisoned, 
this should not have been done on 1 July 1968.  
In his opinion, something was needed in the 
place of the levers that external foreign trade pro‑
vided (1). While he persuaded the ministers to set 
up a short‑term support mechanism in January 
1970, he knew just how difficult it would be to 
obtain more in the way of mutual assistance. On 
21 February 1970 he explained to Monnet that 
the approach taken by the German finance min‑
ister, Schiller, was to defer any discussion of mon‑
etary organisation until the programme for eco‑
nomic and monetary union had been completed. 
According to Monnet, Barre was of the opinion 
that monetary measures were needed beforehand 
and the idea of a European Reserve Fund scared 
him. Monnet went on to say that, in Barre’s view, 
this difficulty could be sidestepped by not using 
this term and by securing successive agreements 
that gradually committed national currency re‑
serves, just like the agreement on automatic as‑
sistance had begun to do. Monnet maintained 
that Barre now had experience of central banks 
and finance ministries and that they had to be‑
come accustomed to this and to move forward 
one step at a time (2).

On the basis of the conclusions reached at the 
Hague Conference, the Commission set about 
drafting a proposal for a stage‑by‑stage plan lead‑
ing to the attainment of economic and monetary 
union; this plan soon became known as the ‘sec‑
ond Barre plan’. It was presented to the Council 
on 4 March 1970, two days before the Werner 
Group was set up by the Finance Ministers of the 
Six with the task of examining the economic and 
monetary union project. The Commission com‑
munication to the Council on the plan took fur‑
ther the ideas spelt out earlier in this connection. 
Economic and monetary union was to be seen 
against the background of moves to create a ‘fron‑
tier‑free economic area’ and a distinctive entity on 
the international scene. National instruments 

(1)  AMAEF, F 30, B 50 479, Mons Conference, Handwritten notes:  
20–21 April 1969.

(2)  FJME, AMK C 33/1/126, Conversation with Raymond Barre, 19 Feb‑
ruary 1970.

Caricature of the Commissioner responsible for economic 
and financial affairs from 1967 to 1972, Raymond Barre, in 
the December 1972 issue of 30 jours d’Europe, a periodical 

put out by the Information Office in Paris.
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Raymond Barre was born at Saint‑Denis on the 
French island of Réunion on 12 April 1924. After 
fighting with the Free French forces in 1943, he 
had a brilliant academic career, which was not 
typical for French politicians of his generation: he 
graduated from the Institute of Political Studies in 
Paris (IEP) but did not apply to study at the École 
nationale d’administration (ENA), choosing 
instead to pursue his university career. In 1950 he 
passed the examination to become a lecturer in 
economics.

He became professor of economics (Caen, Tunis, 
Paris, IEP) and was a man of convictions: as a 
liberal, he was opposed to French protectionism.

Alongside Jean‑Marcel Jeanneney, the Industry 
Minister from 1959 to 1962, whose private office 
he headed, Barre devoted his energies to bringing 
about France’s economic regeneration. He then 
joined the board of the Centre for Income and 
Cost Studies (CERC) at the National Planning 
Agency (Commissariat général du plan) in 1966 
before taking up his appointment in Brussels in 
1967.

Regarded at first as ‘de Gaulle’s man’ by the other 
Commissioners, who were somewhat wary of him 
when he arrived, Barre soon made an impression 
with his pro‑European views extending across a 
whole range of issues.

In Brussels, Barre was in regular contact with 
Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, at the time the 
Economic and Financial Affairs Minister in 
Georges Pompidou’s government. His relationship 
with the future President of the French Republic 
had a determining influence on his subsequent 
career. On 12 January 1976, following a 
ministerial reshuffle, Raymond Barre was 
appointed Minister for External Trade in the 
government of Jacques Chirac. Seven months 
later, when Chirac resigned, he became Prime 
Minister, the first non‑Gaullist head of 
government in the Fifth Republic.

With France in the throes of a full‑blown 
economic and financial crisis, Barre became not 
only Prime Minister but also Economic and 

Financial Affairs Minister. He brought in a series of 
remedial measures and asserted his determination 
to give priority to restoring the main economic 
aggregates and to redressing the economic 
situation. It was during his term of office that 
France took an active part in setting up the 
European Monetary System (EMS).

He stood as a candidate in the presidential 
elections of 1988 and obtained 16 % of the votes 
in the first round.

Raymond Barre played a determining role in 
shaping economic policy in France, regardless of 
who was in power, the Left or the Right. The 
discipline he introduced into the conduct of the 
economy influenced the Left, and in particular 
Pierre Bérégovoy, as well as the Right, including 
Édouard Balladur. Between 1995 and 2001, 
Raymond Barre was Mayor of Lyon.

G.L.

Extract from the interview given by Barre on  
20 February 2004 concerning his experience at 
the Commission:

‘I would say that my experience at the 
Commission helped to round off my training.  
I had no problem with the idea underlying the 
construction of Europe. I believe it is important 
for my country. But talking about Europe is not 
enough. One needs to have experienced it. The 
relationships between governments. The tension. 
The political influences. The trade‑union 
influences. It is all a game in which you had to 
have taken part. Secondly, there are the 
relationships between Europe and the rest of the 
world. Here too, I must say, nothing was 
straightforward. In other words, both at European 
level and at international level, you gain what is 
extremely useful experience. An experience that 
served me well when I became Prime Minister, by 
the way. If Giscard d’Estaing appointed me, it was 
in large part because I had had that experience. 
So there you are. I have very good memories of 
my five and a half years at the Commission.’

(Translated from the French)

Raymond Barre
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would thus have to be replaced by Community 
instruments as a means of directing and exerting 
overall control of the economy and developing a 
structural policy that would reduce the disparities 
between economies. The objective was to create a 
stable and distinctive monetary area in the context 
of a weakened international monetary system. 
There was a sense of urgency at the time regard‑
ing the contribution that such an area could make 
to providing monetary stability. Action had to be 
taken before the final crisis within the internation‑
al monetary system brought about the demise of 
the Community experience. The arrangements 
proposed by the Commission were in response to 
the Member States’ wish for a progressive ap‑
proach, the need to balance out the constraints 
imposed by coordination and the requirement for 
solidarity between Member States. The first two 
stages, the preliminary stage (1970–71) and the 
preparatory stage (1972–75), covered four areas in 
which cooperation would be stepped up: coordi‑
nation of economic policies, establishment of a 
single capital market, tax harmonisation and mon‑
etary solidarity. It was only during the third stage 
(1976–78) that the institutional adjustments need‑
ed to complete the process would be made: es‑
tablishment of a Committee of Governors, creation 
of a European Reserve Fund, the irrevocable fix‑
ing of exchange rates, totally free movement of 
capital and abolition of tax frontiers. Ambition 
and caution were thus the watchwords of the 
Commission’s proposals: parallelism between the 
efforts at economic convergence and the efforts to 
achieve solidarity, institutional adjustments involv‑
ing the transfers of sovereignty that would be 
needed at the end of the day, and implementation 
of the medium‑term economic policy programme 
for the years 1970–75 as the test of progress to‑
wards economic convergence.

The deliberations of the Werner Group took place 
between March and October 1970. The Commis‑
sion had plenty of contact with its members, if 
only because of the respect and friendship that 
existed between Bernard Clappier (Chairman of 
the Monetary Committee) and Hubert Ansiaux 
(Chairman of the Committee of Central Bank Gov‑

ernors), on the one hand, and Raymond Barre, on 
the other. This was also the reason why, once the 
Werner Report had been published, Barre had no 
difficulty in demonstrating that a good number of 
the report’s recommendations were ‘the very ones 
which the Commission has not merely been rec‑
ommending but has set out in detail for months, 
not to say years’ (1). Even so, the proposals sent 
by the Commission to the Council on 29 October 
1970 and based on the recommendations of the 
Werner Plan testified to the same concern for 
pragmatism and caution as was evident in the 
plan presented to the Council on 4 March. It was 
in connection with the institutional arrangements 
— a matter of great sensitivity to the French gov‑
ernment, as Barre was only too aware — that this 
pragmatism was most marked. Where the Werner 
Group referred to the setting up of an economic 
policy decision‑making centre that would be po‑
litically answerable to a European Parliament and 
a set of institutional reforms that would be drawn 
up during the first stage of EMU, the Commission’s 
proposals referred to the transfer of certain pow‑
ers that would have to be limited to what was 
necessary for the cohesion of the Union and the 
effectiveness of Community action and did not 
touch on the nature of the bodies to be set up or 
on the allocation of powers between them. Fol‑
lowing several meetings of the Council and then 
a meeting between Brandt and Pompidou, an 
overall compromise was reached between the 
Member States on 9 February 1971 and the foun‑
dations of the first stage of EMU were adopted on 
22 March. Under the proposals, economic policy 
coordination and monetary cooperation would 
operate in parallel. In practice, the decision to 
narrow the Community currencies’ permissible 
margin of fluctuation against the dollar with effect 
from 15 June was the first step towards setting 
fixed parities between the Community currencies. 
For this to succeed, however, the Member States 
would have to be capable and to have the requi‑
site political resolve to coordinate their actions 

(1)  ‘The economic and monetary union: its objective and its problems’, 
statement by Mr Raymond Barre to the European Parliament, 
18 November 1970’, Bulletin of the EC, No 1, 1971.
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sufficiently to cope with the final convulsions of a 
moribund international monetary system and with 
the strains that its demise would create within the 
EEC.

Disillusion sets in

The speculative crisis that took hold in the spring 
and summer of 1971 scuttled the options decided 
on in March. In the face of a massive inflow of 
footloose capital attracted by the safe haven be‑
ing offered to an increasing extent by the Ger‑
man mark, the Bundesbank decided on 5 May to 
abandon support for the dollar and to close the 
foreign exchange market. The central banks of 
Belgium and the Netherlands followed suit. For 

the general public, this crisis, which provided 
confirmation that the warnings issued by the 
Commission over a number of years had been 
justified, raised the question of the ability of the 
Six to agree on a common approach. At a meet‑
ing on 8 May, the finance ministers of the Six 
failed to reach agreement. Since it wished to pre‑
serve the monetary cohesion between the Six 
within a stable international system, the Commis‑
sion had proposed fixed parities between the 
Community currencies, alongside measures to 
monitor movements of footloose capital so as to 
protect the Community from further disruptive 
inflows. The German government, for its part, 
proposed a coordinated floating of the Commu‑
nity currencies against the dollar as a means of 
ensuring Community cohesion. The failure to 
reach agreement led to the break‑up of the Euro‑
pean currency area. The German mark, and then 
the Dutch guilder, floated upwards against the 
dollar. The French and Italian authorities sought 
to hold their parities steady by introducing ex‑
change controls. The Belgian authorities set up a 
two‑tier foreign exchange market. In the wake of 
the crisis, Raymond Barre insisted on giving his 
substantive analysis of the situation to the Euro‑
pean Parliament: ‘So long as the Member States 
do not arrive at some measure of political con‑
sensus on certain major problems, we shall al‑
ways have to live — despite declarations of prin‑
ciple expressing good intentions — with qualified 
commitments and, in difficult situations, with de‑
cisions designed mainly to safeguard what each 
country considers to be its own vital inter‑
ests’. (1)

The decision by the US government on 15 August 
1971 to suspend the gold convertibility of the 
dollar and to introduce a 10 % import surcharge 
threw down a new challenge to the Community 
that was not taken up immediately. At their meet‑
ing on 19 August, the finance ministers were 
 unable to agree on a common approach, and so 
the European currency area remained divided 

(1)  Statement by Mr Barre to the European Parliament, 18 May 1971, 
Bulletin of the EC, No 6, 1971.

The Courrier du personnel on 18 February 1971 highlights 
the decisions taken by the Council to establish economic 

and monetary union and presents a photomontage which 
points the way towards the euro.
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1958 27 December: return to currency convertibility in 10 European countries

29 December: devaluation of the French franc

1961 6–7 March: revaluation of the German mark and the Dutch guilder

1964 8 May: establishment of the Committee of EEC Central Bank Governors

1967 18 November: devaluation of sterling

1969 12 February: ‘Barre plan’ on economic policy coordination and monetary support

8 August: devaluation of the French franc

24 October: revaluation of the German mark

1–2 December: Hague Conference: first EMU project

1970 9 February: EEC sets up short‑term monetary support mechanism

16 October: presentation of the Werner Report

1971 22 March: adoption of the three‑stage EMU programme — EEC sets up medium‑term financial 
assistance mechanism

10 May: floating of the German mark and the Dutch guilder

15 August: suspension of the gold convertibility of the dollar, floating of the dollar

17–18 December: Washington Agreements, currency parity readjustments

1972 24 April: establishment of the European currency snake (Basle Agreements)

1 May: sterling enters the snake

23 June: sterling leaves the snake

1973 12 February: devaluation of the dollar

13 February: Italian lira leaves the snake

19 March: floating of the dollar

1974 19 January: French franc leaves the snake

The EEC and international monetary instability: sequence of events

between a German mark that was appreciating, a 
Benelux currency area centred on a jointly agreed 
float of the Dutch guilder and the Belgian franc, 
and exchange controls in Italy and France. The 
Europeans immediately realised that this compli‑
cated matters for agricultural prices since, as uni‑
form prices were no longer guaranteed because 

of the divergent fluctuations in the Community 
currencies, the common agricultural policy, which 
had been so painstakingly put in place, came un‑
der threat. As a result, a complicated system of 
monetary compensatory amounts (MCAs) was in‑
troduced and was, for many years, a source of 
controversy between Member States.
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Faced with the threat posed by the dollar’s depre‑
ciation and the import surcharge, which might 
impede exports to the United States and, more 
generally, to the dollar area, the Six managed to 
reconcile their differences in September and to 
agree to make one last‑ditch effort to preserve 
their cohesion. A series of bilateral meetings be‑
tween European Heads of State or Government 
enabled them to present a united front to the 
Americans at the conference held at the Smith‑
sonian Institute in Washington on 17 and 18  
December 1971. The US import surcharge was 
dropped while the parities of the dollar, the yen 
and the Community currencies were readjusted 
within the context of an international monetary 
system with more flexible rules.

The full significance of these decisions at interna‑
tional level can be understood only in the light of 
the efforts made by the Europeans to resolve 
their differences. The establishment of the ‘snake 
in the tunnel’ (‘currency snake’) was, in effect, the 
second strand of a comprehensive programme 
that had, as its first strand, the agreements reached 
in Washington. The decision taken by the Six on 
21 March 1972 to narrow the permissible margins 
of fluctuation between their currencies to 2.25 % 
against the dollar was prompted by the need to 
secure cohesion and by the view that the Com‑
munity currencies should, in the place of the dol‑
lar, play a more important role than in the past in 
transactions between European economic opera‑
tors. The sound performance of the snake was, 
however, due to a complex range of factors: ef‑
fective coordination of economic policies, and in 
particular measures to combat inflation; solidarity 
between Europeans in matters of monetary coop‑
eration, which seemed to be foreshadowed by 
the agreement signed between central banks in 
Basle on 10 April 1972; serious resolve on the 
part of the US government to help defend the 
system and on the part of the Six to organise 
themselves in such a way as to control specula‑
tive capital flows. As Raymond Barre put it in a 
statement made before the European Parliament 
on 18 January 1972, reflecting the general phil‑
osophy that had been his since 1968: ‘In an inter‑

national context which provides the Community 
with an exceptional opportunity to organise and 
strengthen monetary cooperation between its 
members [...] the Commission proposes that the 
Member States strive for concrete progress that is 
economically reasonable, technically possible 
and politically acceptable’ (1).

In point of fact, the external shocks attributable 
to the US authorities’ weakness of resolve in sta‑
bilising their economy very soon put paid to the 
European efforts, which were themselves insuffi‑
cient. At of the end of June 1972, the UK au‑ 
thorities refused to join the ‘snake’, while the 
Bank of Italy secured certain changes in the way 
it financed market intervention. While the Paris 
Summit of Heads of State or Government reaf‑
firmed, in October 1972, the European resolve to 
implement the project of economic and monetary 
union, it became increasingly likely that this 
would take place against the background of a 
generalised floating of currencies, something 
which Raymond Barre had not ruled out back in 
July 1972 (2). Under the circumstances, alongside 
the strengthened solidarity arrangements, the 
sound coordination of national economic poli‑
cies became even more necessary than in the 
past, particularly as regards the fight against infla‑
tion. This was one of the conditions of European 
monetary stability mentioned by Raymond Barre 
in his statement before the European Parliament 
on 18 May 1971: ‘Today it must once more be 
reiterated that the trend of wages and prices re‑
mains a cause for concern, that a tight policy on 
credit and public finance is absolutely necessary 
and that this policy must be accompanied by re‑
straint on the part of the two sides of industry in 
the matters of incomes and prices.’ In October 
1972 the Commission presented to the Council a 
communication on the measures to be taken to 
combat inflation. The differences of opinion as to 
the magnitude of the inflationary danger and the 
differences in attitude on the part of politicians in 

(1)  Statement by Mr Barre to the European Parliament, 18 January 
1972, Bulletin of the EC, No 3, 1972.

(2)  Statement by Mr Barre to the European Parliament, 4 July 1972, 
Bulletin of the EC, No 8, 1972.



The European Commission 1958–72 — History and Memories of an Institution408

This debate took place between Mansholt and 
Barre (1), who had, according to his adviser Jean 
Degimbe, ‘gone onto the offensive’ (2), in the form 
of an exchange of correspondence during 1972. 
It quickly became public knowledge and had a 
marked impact on many Commission officials, 
including Degimbe and Rencki (3), who took the 
view that, when the Commission was capable of 
triggering a debate within society, it gave proof of 
its existence and showed that it was irreplaceable.

On 9 February 1972, echoing the concerns 
expressed by the Club of Rome and by his friend 
Professor Tinbergen, the Nobel Prize Winner for 
Economics, and in response to a report from the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology on the limits 
to growth, Mansholt wrote to the members of the 
Malfatti Commission, expressing the hope that 
certain economic policy problems with serious 
implications for the future of Europe but also for 
the future of mankind would be discussed by the 
Commission with a view to presenting well 
thought out proposals to the Council.

These problems stemmed from the following:

—   world population trends (twofold increase by 
the year 2000), at a time when lowering the 
birth rate was conditional on improvements in 
living standards (India, Latin America, China, 
etc.);

—   food production, which was increasing but at 
the same time was upsetting the ecological 

balance (pesticides and insecticides discharged 
into the river system, deforestation, water 
shortages, etc.);

—   industrialisation, at a time when the 
consumption of raw materials and energy in 
the industrialised countries was some 25 times 
higher than the average in the developing 
countries;

—   pollution;

—   use of natural resources;

—   equality of opportunity for all, a principle that 
must underlie any reform;

—   the industrialised countries’ relations with the 
developing countries at a time when the 
pursuit of growth in the West was widening the 
gap in living standards between both groups of 
countries.

Replying on 9 June 1972, Raymond Barre 
disagreed with Mansholt’s findings. For him, 
technology could resolve the problems it created 
provided that it was used to that end.

For Mansholt, a radical policy rethink was needed. 
He wondered what ‘Europe’ as such could do and 
what needed to be done to prevent the machinery 
from seizing up. He even questioned whether 
anything could actually be done, whether Europe 
was capable of intervening and whether this was 
not a matter for the world as a whole.

‘What type of growth, and with what objectives for the population of Europe 
and mankind?’: debate between Sicco Mansholt 
and Raymond Barre at the Commission in 1972  

(1)  Sicco Mansholt came over as a convinced supporter of the Club of 
Rome report and a fervent advocate of ‘zero growth’ in the book  
La Crise, published in 1974.

(2)  Interview with Jean Degimbe, 15 December 2003.
(3)  Interview with Georges Rencki, 13 January 2004.

the face of this phenomenon were clearly not 
conducive to policy coordination in this field. 
The 1973 oil shock simply accentuated the diver‑

gences and made it more difficult to preserve the 
Community’s economic and monetary cohesion.

éric Bussière
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Mansholt did not believe that there would be a 
change at global level. In his opinion, only Europe, 
therefore, could exert real influence in the world 
and, by strengthening its institutions, could pursue 
an effective policy in the years to come since the 
United States was on the decline and did not have 
the political presence necessary to guide the world 
towards a solution for this major problem.

For Mansholt, the key issue was population trends 
throughout the world. Assuming a stable world 
population, he wanted to see the number of births 
restricted to a replacement family size, i.e. two 
children. Barre emphasised that this was one of the 
recurring themes in the history of economic 
thought and maintained that technological 
progress gave reason to believe that agricultural 
production would grow faster than the world’s 
population.

Mansholt retorted that, even if world population 
growth was brought under control, action would 
still be needed to ensure the survival of mankind 
and that this would entail:

1.   priority being given to food production, with 
investment also going into agricultural products 
deemed to be ‘uneconomic’;

2.   a marked reduction in the per capita 
consumption of tangible goods, to be offset by 
an increased supply of intangible goods (social 
welfare, intellectual pursuits, organisation of 
leisure and recreational activities, etc.);

3.   a significant increase in the useful life of 
equipment by preventing waste and avoiding 
the production of non‑essential goods;

4.   measures to tackle pollution and raw material 
depletion by redirecting investment towards 
recycling and anti‑pollution measures, and this 
would naturally lead to a shift in demand and 
hence in production.

As regards non‑reproducible mineral resources, 
Raymond Barre stressed the need to know fairly 
rapidly that a particular resource was running out 
so that prices and hence consumption could 
adjust. But he also had recourse to more optimistic 

statistics, maintaining that proven fossil energy 
resources (coal, oil) would satisfy the needs of 10 
billion people with a level of consumption double 
that in the United States for 40 years. Above all, he 
felt that rapid reactors could be developed that, 
given proven raw material resources, could satisfy 
those same needs for a million years. For him, the 
most serious problems were those involving the 
distribution of resources and people between the 
regions of the world, and the relationship between 
man and his environment could be brought under 
control provided that social relationships between 
individuals could also be brought under control.

Mansholt took the view that the society of 
tomorrow could not be growth oriented, at least 
not in the material sense. He thus suggested 
replacing GNP with gross national utility or ‘gross 
national happiness’ (even so, it remained to be 
seen whether such a concept could be quantified). 
Barre underscored the extent to which the 
well‑being of a community could not be quantified 
because this was an eminently subjective concept. 
That said, he was not in favour of forcing the pace 
of growth since, in his opinion, this might benefit 
productivity more than employment, might raise 
expectations more quickly than they could be met 
and might aggravate rather than help mitigate 
industrial unrest.

For Barre, though, the consumer society was a 
success and his objectives were quite different:

—   broad sections of society did not yet have 
access to a decent material standard of living;

—   job insecurity still weighed heavily on many 
people;

—   the problem of a fairer distribution of incomes 
was all the more pressing in that global income 
had increased more strongly over the previous 
20 years;

—   lastly, as regards the quality of life, living 
conditions in modern urban areas were 
affected by many more factors than just 
pollution, e.g. housing, transport or working 
conditions. 
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Whereas Mansholt proposed focusing on the 
problems of planning and tax policy so as to 
safeguard the ecological balance, Barre replied that 
there should not be too many illusions about what 
national or supranational plans could achieve since 
the market economy had already been 
substantially modified by the intervention of the 
public authorities. Whereas Mansholt sought to 
put in place a non‑polluting system of production 
(‘Clean and Recycling’), to promote the durability 
of consumer goods via taxation or even to prohibit 
non‑essential goods or to tax them very heavily, 
Barre drew a distinction between industrial plant 
and consumer durables: he was opposed to 
extending the useful life of the former since he was 

concerned that this would hamper the 
dissemination of technical progress, but he actually 
proposed abolishing VAT on second‑hand goods.

G.L.

Sources: Letter from Mansholt to Malfatti,  
Brussels, 9 February 1972; Reflections on the letter from 

Mr Mansholt to the President of the Commission 
(Memo from Mr Barre), SEC(72)2068, 

Brussels, 9 June 1972.

See also the interviews with Mansholt,  
and in particular those published in the Nouvel 

Observateur, 12–18 June 1972 and 19–25 June 1972, 
and in his book, La Crise, Stock, Paris.
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Chapter 20

European regional policy:  
the foundations of solidarity

The duty of the European Economic Community 
to assist the regions is laid down in the preamble 
to the Treaty of Rome, where the Six state that 
they are ‘anxious to strengthen the unity of their 
economies and to ensure their harmonious devel‑
opment by reducing the differences existing be‑
tween the various regions and the backwardness 
of the less‑favoured regions’. 

An almost silent Treaty

Article 2 of the Treaty itself, which sets as the task 
of the Community the establishment of a com‑
mon market, simply refers to the harmonious 
 development of economic activities throughout 
the Community, without, however, providing for 
a financial instrument to achieve that end.

However, some of the ways in which the compe‑
tition rules were applied could be seen as a sort 
of ‘negative image’ of a regional policy. Articles 
92 and 93, which banned State aid for invest‑
ments in firms, included an exception for ‘areas 
where the standard of living is abnormally low or 
where there is serious under‑employment’.

These provisions allowed the Commission to 
check whether a region was genuinely eligible 

for this exceptional treatment but, in the end, 
amounted to no more than a framework for 
 national regional policies (1).

By reading the preamble in conjunction with Ar‑
ticle 2 of the founding text, certain ‘maximalists’ 
who sought, here as elsewhere, to exploit to the 
full the opportunities offered by the Treaty set 
themselves two goals. The first was the harmoni‑
ous development of the Community’s territory, 
and hence of each of its regions. The second was 
the convergence of economic policies, which 
also implied regional policies (2).

Some governments went beyond highlighting the 
existence of striking imbalances between the var‑
ious regions which would form the future Com‑
munity of Six and were aware of the importance 
of this topic in terms of securing assistance for 
their own national policies. Italy was a case in 
point. Since its unification, it had been faced with 
the serious problem of the Mezzogiorno. After 

(1)  Dossier of Georges Rencki to Michel Dumoulin, 9 April 2006.
(2)  Romus, P., Économie régionale européenne, fifth ed., Presses uni‑

versitaires de Bruxelles, Brussels, 1989, pp. 53–54. By the same 
author: Expansion économique régionale et Communauté  
européenne, Sythoff, Leiden, 1958, and L’Europe et les régions, 
Labor/Nathan, Brussels/Paris, 1979.
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the Messina Conference, one of the aims of the 
Italian government was to use the common mar‑
ket to promote the economic development of the 
south (1).

The protocol on Italy explicitly addressed the 
question of the Mezzogiorno, and the situation of 
the regions was also mentioned as an essential 
element in achieving various objectives of the 
Treaty from agricultural to transport policy and 
including the free movement of labour (2).

When it began to implement the Treaties of Rome, 
the Commission decided to set up within DG II 
(Economic and Financial Affairs) a Directorate for 
Economic Structure and Development, including 
a regional development division. In the begin‑
ning this was little more than a name. Paul 
Romus, a Belgian Commission official who was 
to play an important role in this field remembers 
that, when he joined it, there was no one there. 
He met Duquesne de La Vinelle (Director of the 
Directorate for Economic Structure and Develop‑
ment), who said to him: ‘Well, Romus, you’re the 

(1)  See, for example, the references to this topic in the memorandum 
presented by Italy to the Messina Conference; see ASMAE — 
Servizio Storico e Documentazione, Gaetano Martino e l’Europa 
dalla conferenza di Messina al Parlamento Europeo, Istituto Poli‑
grafico e Zecca dello Stato, Rome, 1995, pp. 173–176.

(2)  See the points made in Beutler, B., Bieber, R., Pipkorn, J., Streil, J. 
and Weiler, J. H. H., L’Unione Europea — Istituzioni, ordinamento 
e politiche, Il Mulino, Bologna, 1998, pp. 609–610.

first, here’s your office and we’ll get a few more 
people.’ (3) In any event, until the early 1960s the 
division, headed by the Italian Emanuele Tosco, 
comprised only a few A grade officials: Romus, 
two Frenchmen, an Italian and a German.

Virtually virgin territory

However, various Community countries were be‑
coming increasingly interested in regional ques‑
tions, as was reflected in the establishment of bod‑
ies to develop these policies: DATAR in France and 
the Cassa del Mezzogiorno in Italy, and research 
institutes such as Svimez, again in Italy. Further‑
more, the ECSC had already planned a series of 
actions based on the idea of tackling certain eco‑
nomic problems on a regional basis, as had been 
done with the Belgian coalfields since 1958 (4). For 
the time being, the Commission did no more than 
collect statistics and studies on regional matters, 
while seeking to define the concept of ‘region’ and 
ranking the regions by their level of development. 
Immediately after the Commission had been set 
up, at the initiative — it appears — of Robert Mar‑
jolin, the member responsible for DG II (5), an ini‑
tial group of specialists in regional policies within 
the national administrations of the Six was estab‑
lished to create links between the Community 
body and those involved in the various Member 
States. From 6 to 8 December 1961, again under 
the aegis of the Commission, a conference on the 
regional economies was held in the Palais des 
Congrès in Brussels.

The aims of this meeting were: to establish the 
closest possible contacts between those respon‑
sible for the design and implementation of re‑
gional policy in each of the six countries; to iden‑
tify clearly and precisely the lessons to be drawn 

(3)  Interview with Paul Romus, 20 January 2004.
(4)  Spierenburg, D. and Poidevin, R., The history of the High Authority 

of the European Coal and Steel Community: Supranationality in 
operation, London, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1994, pp. 395–417.

(5)  On Marjolin’s commitment as a member of the European Commis‑
sion, see Marjolin, R., Architect of European unity — Memoirs 
1911–1986, London, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1989, pp. 245–368. 
However, this work makes no mention of regional policy.

10 January 1958  
to 5 July 1967

Robert Marjolin

6 July 1967  
to 1 July 1970

Hans von der Groeben

2 July 1970  
to 5 January 1973

Albert Borschette

Members of Commission 
responsible for regional policy
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from the efforts made in those countries to 
achieve a more harmonious development of the 
major regions within each national economy; to 
draw attention to the aspects of regional prob‑
lems which were of shared interest (including the 
impact of the common market on these problems 
and possible solutions to them); to enlighten gov‑
ernments and the Commission on certain basic 
principles underlying regional policy; and to look 
at how the Commission could help the Member 
States in this area (1).

Some 300 delegates attended, of whom about 20 
spoke. Work was divided between two commit‑

(1)  See ‘La conférence sur les économies régionales’, Revue du Marché 
Commun, No 41, November 1961, p. 391.

tees, the first headed by Sicco Mansholt (2) (re‑
sponsible for the common agricultural policy) 
and the second by Hans von der Groeben (re‑
sponsible for competition policy). Marjolin’s two 
speeches, opening and closing the conference, 
were particularly striking. He opened the confer‑
ence by noting the existence of regional imbal‑
ances within the EEC and the extent to which 
they could hinder the economic development of 
the Six, without, however, ignoring the social 

(2)  Sicco Mansholt’s presence at this conference was all the more ap‑
propriate because, as far back as the conference of the Member 
States at Stresa, he had stressed his view that the Community need‑
ed a regional policy, partly to resolve the problems of European 
agriculture itself (Stresa agricultural conference, points 5 and 9 of 
the final resolution; Mansholt’s speeches at Bad Godesberg on 
10 June 1961 and at Milan on 6 April 1962). See the chapter on the 
common agricultural policy, pp. 333–339.

Regional policy as such was a late add‑on. But the awareness of the need to develop it dates back to the early days of the EEC. 
From 6 to 8 December 1961 the Commission organised a conference on regional economies.

On the platform, from left to right: Hans von der Groeben, Robert Marjolin and Sicco Mansholt.
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 aspects of these problems. He then reviewed the 
work done by various countries in this field and 
emphasised the influence which the common 
market was already exerting, in particular the 
concentration of wealth in certain central regions 
and the concomitant growth in disparities be‑
tween these regions and the EEC’s less‑developed 
regions. He pointed at the same time to the work 
already being done by the Community indirectly 
through the agricultural, social, energy and trans‑
port policies. Turning to direct assistance, 
Marjolin mentioned the work of the EIB, the ESF, 
and a series of studies launched by the Commis‑
sion (1). Winding up, he commented that the 
meeting should provide the Commission with 
suggestions on how to tackle certain problems, 
among which Marjolin included those associated 
with the frontier regions, with the dispersal or 
concentration of new investments, with the na‑
ture and extent of the aid given by the various 
governments to private enterprises, looked at 
from both the positive and the negative point of 
view, with social and cultural infrastructure, 
which was an essential aspect of regional devel‑
opment, and with the regional aspect of the trans‑
port problem (2). Marjolin was reserved about the 
work of the Commission, considering that, at that 
juncture, the institution should concentrate on 
cooperating with governments and incorporate 
regional requirements in other policies. His only 
reference to a more proactive role for the Com‑
mission was the possibility of stepping up studies 
on the subject in order to establish a number of 
industrial centres in the Community (3).

Despite this restrained attitude, the Brussels con‑
ference encouraged the Commission to set up 
three working groups: the first to look at ways of 
promoting the development of outlying regions 
which were lagging behind the rest of the Com‑
munity, the second to identify remedies for the 
decline of certain economic sectors in areas 

(1)  Marjolin, R., ‘Les économies régionales’, Revue du Marché Com‑
mun, No 41, November 1961, pp. 393–401.

(2)  Marjolin, R., ‘Summing‑up of the Conference on Regional Econo‑
mies’, Bulletin of the EEC, February 1962, p. 27.

(3)  Ibid., p. 28.

which had been heavily industrialised, and the 
third to examine the link between aid to firms for 
regional development purposes and the imple‑
mentation of the Community’s competition poli‑
cy. Progress was certainly slow, mainly because 
the Commission officials involved in the project 
were operating in largely uncharted territory, 
where information and statistics were often lack‑
ing and it was even difficult to define the word 
‘region’ (4). However, some suggestions were 
made, such as the establishment of a develop‑
ment centre for southern Italy in the Bari‑Taranto 
area, the launching of forms of cooperation 
between southern Belgian Luxembourg and 
northern Lorraine, and development of the Eifel–
Hunsrück region.

First communication  
on regional policy

The three working groups completed their tasks 
at the end of 1964 but it was not until the follow‑
ing May that the Commission issued its First Com‑
mission communication on regional policy in the 
European Economic Community. The Commis‑
sion’s reticence in a sector where the Treaty of‑
fered only vague regulatory guidance is con‑
firmed by the choice of the word ‘communication’ 
rather than ‘report’. Paul Romus stated that it was 
also necessary to align the work of the division 
responsible for regional matters in DG II with 
DG IV’s objectives as regards the competition 
rules designed to prevent measures which could 
result in market distortion. Despite these restric‑
tions, the communication was an event of major 
importance. It began by setting out the aims of 
the regional policies pursued in the various coun‑
tries of the Europe of Six and then reviewed the 
instruments used by the Member States in this 

(4)  See interview with Paul Romus, 20 January 2004. Romus provided 
the secretariat for the study group on the old industrial regions, 
chaired by the Belgian E. Persoons, Deputy Director of the Banque 
de Bruxelles. The first group was headed by the Secretary of State 
at the German Ministry of Economic Affairs and the third by the 
Frenchman Mr Bloch‑Lainé, Director‑General of the Caisse Dépôts 
et Prêts. The chairmen of all three groups were therefore drawn 
from outside the Commission. 
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On 19 November 1964 the Commission sent the 
Italian government a study on the promotion of 
an industrial centre in southern Italy.

The study proposed using a novel method to 
launch industrial development in large outlying 
regions, based on the role of exchanges of 
intermediate goods and services in the economy 
of industries with a complex cycle: specifically, it 
proposed the simultaneous establishment of all 
the activities required for the operation of the 
industrial sector to be promoted, and of an 
adequate number of industries in this sector to 
justify the existence of these activities, which 
were linked in economic terms. 

In Italy the authorities rapidly developed policies 
for the south, where serious regional problems 
and economic difficulties had long been only too 
evident. The first development aid was effective 
in attracting capital‑intensive heavy industries 
and stimulating processing industries aimed at 
the local market. But the impact on the other 
processing industries, such as engineering or 
second‑stage chemicals, was limited.

The development possibilities for primary 
industries are obviously limited; and, if they are 
aimed at the local market, they are subject to the 
expansion of export activities to stimulate the 
regional economy.

This requires the development of processing 
industries with much broader markets. Hence, in 

1960, the Commission considered promoting 
growth centres in southern Italy designed to 
draw on the primary industries so as to establish 
centres for the processing industry using a 
method similar to that which had given birth to 
the main industrial centres in the United States 
and western Europe.

When it prepared its study, the Commission 
found that this method could not be used here 
because the technical and economic conditions 
which had allowed this type of development in 
the past had changed substantially.

Because each industrial plant was increasingly 
specialised — in order to be competitive and to 
increase its productivity — so that each industry 
was concentrating on a single activity, the 
Commission decided to change its approach to 
the problem.

Because a businessman would consider 
manufacturing a finished product only in 
industrial centres where he could find all the 
activities linked to his sector and because a 
subcontractor would set up in business only if he 
had an adequate number of client businesses 
locally and the related activities which he himself 
needed, the Commission considered it necessary 
to establish all the activities needed for the 
industrial area in the Bari‑Taranto project at the 
same time.

G. L.

Original features of the project to promote an industrial centre 
in southern Italy, Taranto-Bari
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area: from financial aid to the construction of 
 infrastructure, and taking in administrative and 
financial structures. It also noted that each of a 
series of Community policies for which there was 
express provision in the Treaty (agriculture, trans‑
port, energy and vocational training) exerted its 
own influence on the various situations of the 
regions and confirmed the role played by a vari‑
ety of Community financial instruments: the EIB, 
loans from the ECSC High Authority, the EAGGF, 
the ESF and ‘study appropriations’.

In its conclusions based on these prime consider‑
ations, the Commission put forward a number of 
suggestions on the regional policies being pur‑
sued by the various governments. It stressed in 
particular the need for well‑considered and coor‑
dinated measures. It proposed the establishment 
in outlying regions of development centres to 
host industrial plants, services and infrastructure. 
As for the areas of long‑standing industrialisation, 
the Member States should not simply encourage 
the establishment of new industries but should 
also promote the regeneration of urban areas and 
the reskilling of the labour force through voca‑
tional training. It proposed better cross‑border 
coordination to help frontier areas and under‑
lined the importance of a policy for the construc‑
tion of infrastructure in the broadest sense (com‑
munications routes, educational measures, town 
planning). The Commission renewed its commit‑
ment to pursuing a study programme and its de‑
sire to take regional requirements into account in 
devising other policies, particularly the CAP and 
policy on vocational training, and to promoting 
cooperation between those responsible in the 
various Member States, noting the work which 
had already been carried out for several years by 
the group of senior national officials, who would 
be joined by representatives of the EIB and the 
ECSC High Authority (1). It should be noted that 
over that period the High Authority, which had 
broader powers, had developed vigorous mea‑

(1)  Première communication de la Commission sur la politique régio‑
nal dans la Communauté économique européenne, SEC(65) 1170, 
11 May 1965.

sures, in a way ‘regional’ in nature, to cope with 
the persistent crisis in the coal industry, particu‑
larly in Belgium (2).

In the months following this communication, 
concrete measures were therefore limited.

But in 1966 the Medium‑Term Economic Policy 
Committee looked at the possibility of a Euro‑
pean regional policy. This body, which drew 
heavily on the Commission’s suggestions (3), in‑
cluded, besides the representatives of the admin‑
istrations of the Six, Marjolin, Levi Sandri, von der 
Groeben, plus Bobba, Director‑General for Eco‑
nomic Affairs, and Prate, Director‑General for the 
Internal Market.

Creation of a specific  
directorate‑general

It was, however, the merger of the executives of 
the three Communities which played a decisive 
role in the creation in 1967 of the Directorate‑
General for Regional Affairs, marking a turning‑
point in the work of the Commission. We know 
that the ECSC had already proposed some initia‑
tives in this field. As Paul Romus notes, several 
senior officials from the High Authority joined the 
Commission. It is not surprising that the French‑
man Jacques Cros, who came from the High Au‑
thority, was appointed Director‑General of the 
new DG XVI (4), while the German von der 
Groeben became the member of the Commission 
with responsibility for this sector.

The von der Groeben programme

These changes in the structure of the Commis‑
sion, no doubt influenced by the boost given to 
the regional policies of some of the Member 
States, raised awareness of these topics. The new 

(2)  Spierenburg, D. and Poidevin, R., op. cit., pp. 600–614.
(3)  BAC 20/1979 28, ‘Avant‑projet de premier programme politique et 

économique à moyen terme 1966–1970’, Brussels, 25 March 1966.
(4)  Interview with Paul Romus, 20 January 2004.
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Commission President, Jean Rey, in a speech to 

the European Parliament in May 1968, identified 

regional policy as one of the sectors where the 

merger of the executives could provide a fresh 

stimulus (1). In any case, the customs union had 

been completed and discussion begun on intro‑

ducing a monetary policy. More generally, after 

1968 there was a tendency for the political bal‑

ance in Europe to slide towards the left, with 

greater attention being paid to social problems, a 

field which it was felt should include regional 

disparities in some form. It was in this propitious 

climate that von der Groeben placed the question 

before the Strasbourg Assembly in May 1969.  

(1)  See Bulletin of the EC, No 6, 1968, pp. 10–11.

After detailing the results secured by the EEC in 
achieving a common market, the member re‑
sponsible for DG XVI drew attention to the con‑
tinuation of contradictions and economic dispari‑
ties, particularly at regional level. The Commission 
was to seek solutions to three problems: ‘the cre‑
ation of conditions similar to those obtaining on 
a domestic market, the effective coordination of 
economic control through common economic 
and monetary policies, a common structural and 
regional policy’ (2). He went on to refer to the 
serious problems being caused in certain regions 
by the decline in the number of agricultural work‑
ers and the often chaotic growth of urban areas; 

(2)  Von der Groeben, H., ‘Regional policy: an essential and urgent 
Community task’, Bulletin of the EC, No 6, 1969, p. 13. 

The European Investment Bank grants loans for 
investment projects, including those intended to 
assist the less developed regions of the Member 
States. It finances projects for the modernisation 
and conversion of businesses as well as projects, 
mainly of a cross‑border nature, involving several 
Member States.

A financial contribution to assisting less developed 
regions was the Bank’s first field of assistance. 
Originally, funding was provided for primary 
industries and energy production; it was then 
extended to processing industries and the 
development of agriculture.

Then, when the Commission had defined a 
number of priorities in the transport field, the 
Bank provided assistance there too.

Between 1958 and 1973 Italy received over half 
the total amount of loans, followed by France and 
Germany, with about 20 % each; Belgium, the 
Netherlands and Luxembourg shared the 

remaining 10 % or so.

It is important to remember that the European 
Investment Bank was not set up to finance each 
and every investment. It dealt only with those 
which offered a reasonable return, even if this 
took time to come to fruition. No operating 
assistance is provided.

The Bank has its own rules about carrying out 
operations which comply with banking standards 
but which are limited to the objectives laid down 
by the Treaty. Its aims are to ensure both that the 
region participates in general economic progress 
and that it contributes to it.

It is not acceptable for either the Commission or 
the Bank for there to be regions whose 
development is entirely dependent on 
Community assistance.

G. L.

The European Investment Bank
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Organisation chart of Directorate‑General II: Economic and Financial Affairs (1958–63)

1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963

Director–General Bobba Bobba Bobba Bobba Bobba Bobba

Assistant Malavasi Malavasi Malavasi Malavasi Malavasi

Directorate C:  
Economic Structure  
and Development 

Duquesne 
de La Vinelle

Duquesne 
de La Vinelle

Duquesne 
de La Vinelle

Millet Prate Prate

Division 2:  
Regional Development 

Tosco Tosco Tosco Tosco Tosco

Organisation chart of Directorate‑General II: Economic and Financial Affairs (1964–67)

1964 1965 1966 1967

Director–General Bobba Bobba Bobba Mosca

Assistant Stefani Stefani Stefani Stefani

Directorate C:  
Economic Structure and Development

Prate Albert Albert

Division 2: Regional Development Paelinck Solima Solima

Organisation chart of Directorate‑General XVI: Regional Policy (1968–72)

 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972

Director–General Cros Cros Cros Cros Cros

Assistant Baré Baré Baré Baré Baré

Directorate A: Studies and 
Documentation

Dutilleul Dutilleul Dutilleul Dutilleul Dutilleul

Division 1: Analysis and 
Documentation

Wäldchen Wäldchen Wäldchen Wäldchen Wäldchen

Division 2: Objectives and 
Methods of Regional 
Programming

Sünnen Sünnen Sünnen

Specialist department: Policy 
Instruments for Regional 
Development 

Romus Romus Romus Romus Romus

Directorate B: Development and 
Conversion

Solima Solima Solima Solima Solima

Division 1: Harmonisation and 
Coordination

Stabenow Stabenow Stabenow Stabenow Stabenow

Division 2: Regional Policy 
Measures 

Bonnemaison Bonnemaison Bonnemaison Bonnemaison Bonnemaison

Organisation chart of the departments responsible for regional policy
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hence the need for a regional policy which 
should not only promote economic development 
but also provide solutions to certain social prob‑
lems. Von der Groeben touched on the need for 
the Community to place the individual at the cen‑
tre of its concerns so that the public authorities 
would be more involved. He ended by including 
among the Commission’s objectives: ‘(a) coordi‑
nation of aims and means by joint work on devel‑
opment prospects and confrontation of aims and 
priorities [...], (b) directing efforts towards the so‑
lution of problems arising in the various catego‑
ries of regions as a result of changes in the vari‑
ous sectors of the economy [...], (c) escalation of 
aid is another problem requiring solution’ (1). 
New studies were required in specific cases, and 
in this connection he mentioned the Aachen/
Liège/Belgian Limbourg/Maastricht triangle and 
the Twente‑Westmünsterland frontier region. 
These references are particularly interesting be‑
cause in recent years there had been experiments 
with cross‑border forms of cooperation, particu‑
larly between France and Belgium, which had 
caught the eye of Commission officials (2).

A proposal for a decision

In the spring of 1969 the Institut d’études euro‑
péennes of the Université Libre de Bruxelles 
(ULB) scheduled for November of that year a 
symposium on the ‘frontier regions in the age of 
the common market’. It contacted Commission 
staff, including the Director‑General of DG XVI, 
Cros, and von der Groeben (3). The Commission 
responded positively and, at the gathering on 
27 and 28 November, von der Groeben gave the 
introductory and final speeches, while a number 
of Commission officials also spoke: Jacques Cros 
himself, Georges Michel, director in the Social 
 Affairs DG, Jean‑Paul Rey, principal administrator 
in the Transport DG, Robert Sünnen, head of 
 division in Directorate‑General XVI, and Chris‑

(1)  Von der Groeben, H., ‘Regional policy: an essential and urgent 
Community task’, Bulletin of the EC, No 6, 1969, pp. 15–16.

(2)  Interview with Paul Romus, 20 January 2004.
(3)  See correspondence in BAC 20/1979.

tophe Dupont of the EIB (4); Paul Romus was 
also present as a lecturer at the ULB and Secre‑
tary‑General of the symposium.

This symposium was particularly timely. A month 
earlier, the Commission had sent the Council a 
proposal for a decision on the organisation of 
Community instruments for regional develop‑
ment, accompanied by a note on the Community’s 
regional policy detailing the regional problems 
which existed in the Community, setting out the 
themes and objectives of regional policy and con‑
sidering ways of achieving them. The proposal for 
a decision was of the utmost interest. The Com‑
mission, while noting that regional policy initia‑
tives were a matter for the Member States, drew 
attention to studies showing that, 12 years after it 
was founded, the EEC’s regional disparities had 
grown, so undermining the effectiveness of a se‑
ries of Community policies. It concluded by argu‑
ing for more powers for the Community, for which 
it would need adequate financial resources. The 
proposal gave the Commission the task of exam‑
ining, along with the Member States, the various 
problems of a regional nature and gave it the 
power to make recommendations to the Member 
States if it so wished. A Regional Development 
Committee was to be set up and an interest rebate 
fund for regional development, managed by the 
Commission and funded from budget appropria‑
tions (5), was planned. This document constituted 
a further turning‑point because the Commission, 
mainly thanks to the direct involvement of certain 
senior officials, sought an extension of its powers 
in this area and enhanced budget resources. But, 
as Rosario Solima, then Director for Development 
and Conversion in Directorate‑General XVI says, 
the proposal had not been drawn up without in‑
ternal discussions with the Commission member 
responsible, who originally favoured more mod‑
est financing arrangements (6). Furthermore, this 

(4)  BAC 20/1979, Programme of the symposium ‘Les régions fronta‑
lières à l’heure du marché commun’, 27 and 28 November 1969, 
Institut d’études européennes — Université Libre de Bruxelles.

(5)  ACEU, Dossier 9099, R/1887/69 (ECO 200) (FIN 339), 22 October 
1969. See also the speech by von der Groeben, H., ‘Regional policy 
in the Community’, Bulletin of the EC, 12/1969, pp. 5–7.

(6)  Evidence from Rosario Solima, 28 December 2005.
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Agricultural productivity in Europe grew 
substantially between 1958 and 1973, although 
this success was not equally spread. One of the 
features of this period is the decline of certain 
less‑favoured agricultural regions in the 
Community.

Growth in this period did not enable the 
agricultural regions with the lowest incomes to 
catch up with the richer ones — indeed the gap 
between them widened. The index of agricultural 
incomes in the poorest and richest regions was 89 
and 112 in Germany, 73 and 112 in the United 
Kingdom, 54 and 165 in Italy, and 53 and 338 in 
France. At Community level, the gap was still 
more striking.

Why was this so? The common agricultural policy 
was not the only culprit. Until the creation of the 
ERDF in 1975, regional policy had had no real 
resources. In the absence of any genuine regional 
policy in the period, the rapid reduction in the 
agricultural population had only rarely been offset 
in the less‑favoured regions by the creation of 
jobs in other sectors within those regions.  
This had led to large‑scale migrations to distant 
regions, or even abroad (in the case of the 
Mezzogiorno, for example), and to substantial 
human and economic problems.

To what extent was the common agricultural 
policy responsible? In accordance with 
contemporary economic thinking, it helped 
deprive the regions of instruments for structural 
action by giving priority to a system for 
organising agricultural markets which was 
inevitably centralised and comparatively rigid. 
This economic thinking was also perfectly happy 
with regional inequalities and a major flight from 
the land, which benefited industrial activity 
elsewhere (90 % of farm workers left for the cities 
with no vocational training).

How did the officials in charge of the CAP see this 
development? Georges Rencki argued that the 
defect of the old‑style economic thinking was not 
the refusal to maintain unviable agricultural 
holdings but the inadequate consideration given 
to a limit on the migration to the cities.  
No thought was given to the longer‑term 
consequences of a haphazard exodus for either 
the regions of origin or those which became 
overpopulated — what we now call the 
megalopolis of the north of the Community.

During that period it was the dynamic young 
farmers who left the less‑favoured regions, so the 
population aged. In the regions where production 
conditions were difficult (mainly mountainous 
regions), there was a danger of depopulation and 
the low population density made any sort of 
community life impossible in such regions. 
Businesses and craftsmen disappeared because 
they had no customers, and public services such 
as roads lacked maintenance because not enough 
taxes were being paid. State services such as 
schools were kept going only at an enormous 
cost per person.

This depopulation had a price, as did the swelling 
of the large urban areas.

Accordingly, the Commission decided to alter the 
role of the CAP: from 1972 it ceased to be merely 
a common market in agriculture and became in 
addition an instrument for the modernisation of 
holdings, supported by substantial Community 
finance for the less‑favoured agricultural regions. 
Two resources were provided: the offer of early 
retirement to heads of holdings, aged at least 55, 
and help for young farmers to purchase, enlarge 
and modernise holdings in these regions. But 
these measures were not applied in the same way 
in all countries, with France and Italy remaining 
on the sidelines. Rencki notes that this regional 
approach was supported by the public 
announcement in 1972 that the Commission 

The common agricultural policy and the less-favoured regions
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position reflected a ‘social’, and not merely eco‑
nomic vision of a European regional policy that 
would give the Community greater room for ma‑
noeuvre. This stance, it should be remembered, 
was consonant with the link the Commission had 
established between its proposals for structural 
reform in agriculture, the ‘Mansholt Plan’, its opin‑
ion on the reform of the European Social Fund 
and this draft decision (1).

The Council considered the Commission’s pro‑
posal on 10 November 1969 and sent it to the 
European Parliament and the Economic and So‑
cial Committee, which gave their opinions in 
April and May 1970 (2). Meanwhile, the Hague 
Summit in 1969 had set the ambitious aims of 
enlargement, completion and deepening, which 
seemed to call for new policies, including more 
vigorous action on regional matters (3). The entry 
of countries such as the United Kingdom, with its 
severe regional imbalances, must also have made 
this question appear more urgent.

Slow progress

Results, however, were not up to expectations. 
This was partly because of differences of opinion 
on regional matters between countries such as 

(1)  Introduction to the proposals concerning implementation of the 
memorandum on the reform of agriculture in the EEC, 11 April 
1970, pp. 1–2, and communication from the Commission to the 
Council and proposal for a resolution on the new guidelines for 
the common agricultural policy, 15 February 1971, COM(71) 100, 
p. 10.

(2)  ACEU, Dossier 9097, Note R/1979/69 (ECO 210) (FIN 368),  30 October 
1969 and memorandum from the Council Secretariat, 15 May 1970.

(3)  See Guasconi, M. E., L’Europa tra continuità e cambiamento — Il 
vertice dell’Aja del 1969 e il rilancio della costruzione europea, Sto‑
ria delle relazioni internazionali, No 8, Polistampa, Florence, 2004.

Italy which were attached to the needs of the 
outlying regions and others such as Belgium 
which were concerned with the needs of the 
frontier areas or declining industries. Nor was 
there a single vision of what the Commission 
should be doing. Under the new Malfatti Com‑
mission, responsibility for Directorate‑ General XVI 
went to the Luxembourger Albert Borschette. At 
the end of October 1970 the Council confirmed 
that different positions existed. The Italian repre‑
sentatives, supporting the Commission’s posi‑
tions, naturally concentrated on the needs of the 
outlying regions and matters related to agricul‑
ture. They also supported the introduction of in‑
struments to provide financial assistance and the 
establishment of a Standing Committee for Re‑
gional Policy. The French position was much 
more reserved while the Belgian delegates 
stressed the needs of the frontier regions. Several 
delegations simply asked for further studies and 
Luxembourg was unenthusiastic about setting up 
an ad hoc committee (5).4The Council then con‑
centrated on three key points: financing a region‑
al policy, setting up a standing committee and the 
priorities for a policy of this sort. But the discus‑
sion ended with scarcely any concrete results be‑
cause of the continuing differences between the 
representatives of the various countries. The Ital‑
ian delegation vigorously defended the dynamis‑
ing role of a standing committee in defining the 
objectives and resources for regional policy. Here 
supported by the German representatives, it con‑
sidered that these tasks could be carried out by a 
committee assisting the Commission. By contrast, 

(4)  Dossier of Georges Rencki to Michel Dumoulin, 9 April 2006.
(5)  ACEU, Dossier 9101, R/2276/70 (ECO 229) (FIN 468), 10 November 

1970.

intended to put forward a directive on agriculture 
in mountainous and less‑favoured areas that 
would be adopted later. The directive provided 
for direct income support to compensate for 
natural handicaps to production and avoid 
depopulation. This represented a move away 

from simple reliance on market forces to the 
adoption of a regional planning approach (4).

G. L.
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the French delegation proposed that the commit‑
tee should be part of the Council so that it could 
have a constructive role because its constituent 
delegations would commit their governments (1). 
Once again, there was clear opposition between 
those countries favouring a supranational ap‑
proach and those preferring an intergovernmen‑
tal system.

The plan for a European Regional 
Development Fund

Meanwhile, the Commission had not been idle. 
At the end of December 1970 it decided to de‑
velop a work programme to identify instruments 
to finance a regional policy (2). This led in 1971 
to the plan for a European Regional Development 
Fund, the future ERDF, despite the continuing di‑
vision within the Council as to the methods of 
finance and the duties of the standing committee. 
This deadlock was, however, in the process of 
being overcome as a result of certain external 
events. First of all, in June 1971 the Italian gov‑
ernment presented a long memorandum on em‑
ployment policy in the Community, stressing the 
need for Community action to resolve the prob‑
lems of unemployment in certain regions of the 
EEC, particularly the Mezzogiorno. This text, 
which stressed the need to tackle existing region‑
al imbalances (3), was carefully considered by the 
Commission, especially the DGs concerned with 
social affairs and regional policy. The latter in 
particular found in the arguments put forward by 
Italy a confirmation of its own views on the need 
for Community assistance entailing the mobilisa‑
tion of appropriate financial resources. It was 
therefore not surprising that Commissioners Cop‑
pé (social affairs) and Borschette (regional poli‑
cy) concluded their communication to the Com‑
mission in April 1972 by stating that, although the 

(1)  ACEU, Dossier 9101, T/39 f/71 (AG), Brussels, 27 January 1971.
(2)  ACEU, Dossier 9101, T /64/72 (AG), Brussels, 9 February 1971. See 

statements by the Commission representative.
(3)  See the text of this memorandum in Ballini, P. L. and Varsori, A 

(eds), L’Italia e l’Europa (1947–1979), Vol. II, Rubbettino, Soveria 
Mannelli, 2004, pp. 768–800.

resources currently available to the Community 
were inadequate to cope with the scale of the 
problems posed by the particularly significant im‑
balances in regional economic structure in cer‑
tain Member States, their implementation as part 
of Community programmes could pave the way 
in the Community’s priority regions for the activa‑
tion of an autonomous development mechanism 
which could intervene when the availability of 
adequate resources meant that the required mass 
and rhythm of investment could be achieved (4).

It is also significant that in the same month the 
Commission organised a conference in Venice on 
Industry and Society, attended by over 120 repre‑
sentatives of trade union and employers organi‑
sations. One of the subjects on the agenda was 
how to reduce social and regional disparities.

Another major event was the enlargement of the 
EEC. Even in the negotiating phase, the British 
authorities had made the introduction of an effec‑
tive regional policy one of the priority aims of 
their strategy vis‑à‑vis the Community, nor did 
their interest wane subsequently (5). Defining 
Community regional measures, especially for the 
development of other policies being considered 
by the Nine (monetary, industrial and social poli‑
cies), was henceforth considered important. In 
addition, increasingly vigorous interest groups 
put clear pressure on Brussels to take concrete 
initiatives (6).

(4)  BAC 20/1979 22, Interim report on the Italian memorandum on 
employment policy in the Community (communication from 
Mr Coppé and Mr Borschette to the Commission), annexed to 
memorandum SEC(72) 1283, 5 April 1972.

(5)  Poggiolini, I., ‘La Grande‑Bretagne et la politique régionalle au mo‑
ment de l’élargissement (1969–1972)’, in Bitsch, M.‑Th. (ed.), Le 
fait régional et la construction européenne, Organisation interna‑
tionale et relations internationales, Bruylant, Brussels, 2003, 
pp. 133–152.

(6)  See, for example, ACEU, Dossier 9332, letter from Domenico  
Morpurgo, President of the Trieste Rotary Club to the President of 
the Council of Ministers of the European Community, 12 April 
1972; letter from Bucholz, Secretary‑General of the Standing Con‑
ference of EEC Chambers of Commerce to Christian Calmes, Gen‑
eral Secretary of the Council of the European Communities,  
17 April 1972; letter from Théo Rasschaert, Secretary‑General of the 
European Confederation of Free Trade Unions to Christian Calmes, 
26 July 1972. The question of regional autonomies and the role of 
regional bodies was becoming important, see on this point Bitsch, 
M.‑Th. (ed.), op. cit., particularly the contributions by J.‑M. 
Palayret, L. De Rose, etc.
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The regional question steadily gained in importance during the 1960s. This was highlighted in an article entitled ‘Explosion 
régionale en Europe’ in Communauté européenne, issue No 125 (December 1968).



The European Commission 1958–72 — History and Memories of an Institution424

In June 1972 a communication from the Commis‑
sion to the Council recalled the importance of 
establishing a regional development fund and 
suggested setting up a regional development 
company. At the Paris European Summit from 
19 to 21 October 1972, the leaders of the Nine at 
last decided to tackle the question of regional 
policy. In the final statement, they made resolving 
problems relating to regional imbalances a top 
priority, principally to avoid these contradictions 
compromising the introduction of economic and 
monetary union. The European Summit asked 
the Commission to carry out a specific study on 
the subject, while the Member States undertook 
to coordinate their regional policies and invited 
the Community institutions to set up a Regional 
Development Fund the following year (1). This 
was, in fact, only a first step in a process which 
was to encounter many obstacles and difficulties 
because of the enduring divergences among the 
Member States (2). For its part, the Commission 
continued to put pressure on the national gov‑
ernments. In May it issued a report on regional 
disparities within the Community and, more im‑
portantly, in July it made a proposal for a Council 
decision to set up a Regional Policy Committee, a 
proposal for a Council regulation setting up a Re‑
gional Development Fund and a proposal for a 
financial regulation on the special provisions ap‑
plicable to the European Regional Development 
Fund (3). Meanwhile, particularly because of the 
accession of new countries to the Community, 
Directorate‑General XVI was somewhat altered. 
Jacques Cros, the Frenchman who had led it dur‑
ing a particularly delicate phase, felt forced to 
leave, marking the end of an era in this sector. As 
Paul Romus remembers, the end of his term was 
difficult. ‘He just said to me in his office one day: 
“Mr Romus, I’m going.” What could a humble  

(1)  ACEU, Dossier 9157, Conference of Heads of State or Government 
of the Member States and of acceding countries to the European 
Communities, extract from the final declaration.

(2)  See, for example, ACEU, Dossier 9157, R/2941/72 (PV/CONS/R 7) 
Extr. 1, Extract from the draft minutes of the 216th meeting of the 
Council, held in Brussels on Monday, 4 and Tuesday, 5 December 
1972.

(3)  ACEU, Dossier 9264, doc. R/2055/73 (ECO 200) (FIN 517),  
3 August 1973.

The European Regional Development 
Fund: convincing the Commissioner

‘After moving in 1966 from the High Authority of 
the ECSC (where I was concerned with Commu‑
nity assistance to industrial regions undergoing 
conversion) to the Commission, where I was Head 
of Division and then Director for Regional Devel‑
opment, one of my priorities was to convince 
Mr von der Groeben, the member of the Commis‑
sion responsible for regional policy, of the need to 
set up a fund for the development of the regions 
which were lagging behind and the conversion of 
industrial regions in difficulties.

His first reaction was negative because he thought 
that Community help to these regions should 
come from the EIB, via its loans. However, after 
lengthy discussions during which I drew his atten‑
tion to the fact that EIB loans were granted at 
market rates and after an extremely rigorous se‑
lection process (which meant that the EIB was an 
excellent instrument for “finance” but not for 
“development”), Mr von der Groeben favoured 
the establishment of a fund of 50 million units of 
account financed from budgetary resources (one 
billion units of account, I think) for the agriculture 
sector, the famous “Mansholt Reserve”.

Initially, Mr von der Groeben wanted a “revolving 
fund”, i.e. an instrument making interest‑free 
loans, like the finance provided to Germany from 
the financial resources originating in the Marshall 
Plan. After further discussions he accepted that 
the impact of such a fund would be minimal and 
agreed to a fund that would make grants. How‑
ever, the option selected was grants in the form of 
interest‑rate subsidies, in order to provide lever‑
age for the resources available, which were neces‑
sarily limited.

It was only later that the formula selected was that 
of the European Regional Development Fund 
making grants to investment projects.’

Reminiscences written by Rosario Solima,  
28 December 2005. 

(Translated from the French)
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official like myself say? He told me his reasons: 
regional policy was under way and, since he had 
nothing more to expect, he was going home’ (1).

But the ERDF was not adopted until 1975. It was 
to provide capital assistance for productive in‑
vestment and infrastructure. In other words, it 
took a further two years of effort to achieve this 

(1)  Interview with Paul Romus, 20 January 2004.

result. Once again, the Commission and its offi‑
cials had helped develop a Community policy for 
solidarity for which there was originally no 
 provision in the Treaty and which one day would 
play a crucial role in promoting the building of 
Europe.

antonio Varsori
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Chapter 21

The emergence of a social 
Europe

In the tense climate of the Cold War, Jean Monnet 
and the Six could not fail to make the workers in 
the two sectors covered by the ECSC aware of the 
fact that the first attempt at European integration 
along functionalist lines would not merely take 
account of the interests of employers and of 
Member States’ economic policies but would also 
represent an opportunity for all those working in 
the coal and steel industries. There was a clear 
will to launch a constructive dialogue with the 
representatives of the trade unions unaffiliated to 
the Communist Party. The Treaty of Paris of 1951 
and the ECSC in its initial form seemed to meet 
these requirements. 

Two trade union representatives were members 
of the first College of the High Authority, presid‑
ed over by Monnet. A consultative committee was 
set up, comprising representatives of the trade 
unions, employers, and ‘users and stockhold‑
ers’ (1). The High Authority, taking as its basis the 
provisions of the Treaty, also encouraged a num‑
ber of initiatives which heralded the advent of a 

(1)  Regarding the ECSC, see Spierenburg, D. and Poidevin, R., 
The History of the High Authority of the European Coal and Steel 
Community. Supranationality in operation, London, Weidenfeld 
and Nicolson, 1994. 

true European social policy: studies on the im‑
provement of working conditions, financial com‑
pensation and funding for vocational training 
courses for workers affected by the restructuring 
of the mining and steel industries, and plans for 
the construction of housing for workers and their 
families (2). It was therefore no coincidence that 
several trade unions formed a good relationship 
with Monnet (3), having been impressed by the 
action taken by the High Authority in this area.

(2)  Regarding the action taken by the ECSC in the social field, see in 
particular Mechi, L., ‘Una vocazione sociale? Le azioni dell’Alta Au‑
torità della CECA a favore dei lavoratori sotto le presidenze di Jean 
Monnet e di René Mayer’, Storia delle relazioni internazionali, X‑XI, 
1994/1995, No 2, pp. 147–183; Idem., ‘L’action de la Haute Autorité 
de la CECA dans la construction de maisons ouvrières’, Journal of 
European Integration History, Vol. 6, No 1, 2000, No 1, pp. 63–88.

(3)  Jean Degimbe: ‘The fathers of Europe (Robert Schuman, Alcide De 
Gasperi, Konrad Adenauer and Paul‑Henri Spaak) wanted a demo‑
cratic and liberal Europe in which competition and the market 
economy would be accompanied by solidarity mechanisms. This 
was the characteristic feature of the ECSC Treaty. While it is true 
that Jean Monnet wanted to launch a constructive dialogue with 
the non‑communist trade unions, it should be remembered that in 
1950, when Robert Schuman launched the “Schuman Plan”, very 
little time had passed since the end of the war, during which the 
major trade unionists had played an active role in the resistance 
and, in doing so, had often established bonds of mutual trust with 
employers. Jean Monnet, at the end of his Presidency of the High 
Authority, set up the Committee for the United States of Europe, in 
which the main leaders of the employers’ organisations and trade 
unions of the Six were actively involved. This Committee played a 
very influential role in European issues at the time.’ (Translation) 
(Note from Jean Degimbe, 10 March 2006).
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The individual as an economic 
operator — living and working 
conditions

The economic and political context in which the 
European Economic Community was ‘revived’ and 
created was different from that in which the ECSC 
had come into being. The EEC was built on the 
principles of economic liberalism — at least with‑
in the market formed by the Six — and was set up 
and developed at a time of sustained economic 
growth. The negotiators of the Treaties focused 
their attention on the economic objectives of the 
project, to which they appeared to give prece‑
dence over the other aspects of the Treaties. 

This was evident in the social field. Under the EEC 
Treaty, individuals were regarded primarily as eco‑
nomic operators. The problem concerned freedom 
of movement (Articles 48 to 51) and freedom of 
establishment (Articles 52 et seq.), which formed 
the foundations of the internal market. The provi‑
sions governing them had direct effect.

However, the Treaty referred very tentatively to a 
policy on the living and working conditions of 
workers in a separate title (Articles 117 to 128).

Yet, as some would not fail to point out, there 
were plenty of reasons for tackling both issues 
together (1), particularly as it was an area in 
which Community law would change significant‑
ly in order to take into account the way in which 
the Court of Justice interpreted the law over the 
years (2). Social issues thus constituted a minor 
aspect of the EEC Treaty, and the Community’s 
powers in this area were in fact nothing more 
than simple instruments for implementing an ef‑
ficient market which could be used to promote 
economic growth (3).

(1)  Fallon, M., Droit matériel général des Communautés européennes, 
Academia Bruylant, Louvain‑la‑Neuve, and L.G.D.J., Paris, 1997, 
p. 387.

(2)  Ibid., p. 409.
(3)  See the arguments put forward in Degimbe, J., La politique sociale 

européenne du Traité de Rome au Traité d’Amsterdam, Institut syn‑
dical européen, Brussels, 1999, pp. 60–62. For an interpretation of 
the features of European social policy, see Ciampani, A., ‘La politica 
sociale nel processo d’integrazione europea’, Europa Europe, X, 
No 1, 2001, pp. 120–134.

With Articles 48, 49 and 51 being included at the 
request of Italy and Article 119 at the request of 
France, the Treaty affirmed the need to improve 
living and working conditions, advocated increased 
cooperation between the social partners, and made 
provision for freedom of movement for workers 
and the equal treatment of men and women. The 
Treaty also set up a European Social Fund, which 
would ‘have the task of rendering the employment 
of workers easier and of increasing their geograph‑
ical and occupational mobility within the Commu‑
nity’ (Article 123). In practical terms, this meant 
implementing a policy of assisting workers who 
found themselves with less work or no work at all 
after their company had been converted to other 
types of production. Assistance of this kind was 
designed to ensure ‘productive re‑employment’ of 
workers by means of vocational retraining and/or 
resettlement  allowances (Article 125). 

A particularly important aspect of this strategy was 
the development of a common policy in the field of 
vocational training. An Economic and Social 
Committee was also set up on a tripartite basis 
(representatives of trade unions, employers and 
other activities) as an advisory body responsible 
for giving opinions to the Commission and, to a 
lesser extent, to the Council on a number of eco‑
nomic and social issues relating to implementation 
of the Treaty (4).

Right from the start of the negotiations, Italy, as 
the country which had the weakest economy and 
was furthest behind in social terms largely  
because of the serious problem posed by the 
Mezzogiorno (southern Italy), showed consider‑
able interest in framing a specific social policy for 
the EEC. The Italian authorities hoped that this 
would enable them to tackle any adverse effects 
associated with the establishment of the EEC 
while also helping to resolve the ‘southern ques‑
tion’ (5). It was undoubtedly no coincidence that 

(4)  Calandri, E., ‘La genesi del CES: forze professionali e strategie nazi‑
onali’, in Varsori, A. (ed.), Il Comitato Economico e Sociale nella 
costruzione europea, Marsilio, Venice, 2000, pp. 47–65.

(5)  See Varsori, A., ‘La scelta europea dal centrismo al centro sinistra’, 
in Ballini, P., Guerrieri, S., Varsori, A. (eds), Le istituzioni repubbli‑
cane dal centrismo al centro‑sinistra 1953–1968, Carocci, Rome, 
2006.
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‘Article 48

1. Freedom of movement for workers shall be 
secured within the Community by the end of the 
transitional period at the latest.

2. Such freedom of movement shall entail the aboli‑
tion of any discrimination based on nationality  
between workers of the Member States as regards 
employment, remuneration and other conditions of 
work and employment.

3. It shall entail the right, subject to limitations  
justified on grounds of public policy, public security 
or public health:

(a) to accept offers of employment actually made;
(b) to move freely within the territory of Member 

States for this purpose;
(c) to stay in a Member State for the purpose of 

employment in accordance with the provisions 
governing the employment of nationals of that 
State laid down by law, regulation or adminis‑
trative action;

(d) to remain in the territory of a Member State 
after having been employed in that State,  
subject to conditions which shall be embodied 
in implementing regulations to be drawn up 
by the Commission.

4. The provisions of this Article shall not apply to 
employment in the public service.’

‘Article 49

As soon as this Treaty enters into force, the Council 
shall, acting on a proposal from the Commission 
and after consulting the Economic and Social Com‑
mittee, issue directives or make regulations setting 
out the measures required to bring about, by pro‑
gressive stages, freedom of movement for workers, 
as defined in Article 48, in particular:

(a) by ensuring close cooperation between na‑
tional employment services;

(b) by systematically and progressively abolishing 
those administrative procedures and practices 
and those qualifying periods in respect of eli‑
gibility for available employment, whether re‑
sulting from national legislation or from agree‑
ments previously concluded between Member 
States, the maintenance of which would form 
an obstacle to liberalisation of the movement 
of workers;

(c) by systematically and progressively abolishing 
all such qualifying periods and other restric‑
tions provided for either under national legis‑
lation or under agreements previously con‑
cluded between Member States as imposed on 
workers of other Member States conditions 
regarding the free choice of employment other 
than those imposed on workers of the State 
concerned;

(d) by setting up appropriate machinery to bring 
offers of employment into touch with applica‑
tions for employment and to facilitate the 
achievement of a balance between supply and 
demand in the employment market in such a 
way as to avoid serious threats to the standard 
of living and level of employment in the vari‑
ous regions and industries.’

‘Article 51

The Council shall, acting unanimously on a pro‑
posal from the Commission, adopt such measures 
in the field of social security as are necessary to 
provide freedom of movement for workers; to this 
end, it shall make arrangements to secure for mi‑
grant workers and their dependants:

(a) aggregation, for the purpose of acquiring and 
retaining the right to benefit and of calculating 
the amount of benefit, of all periods taken into 
account under the laws of the several coun‑
tries;

(b) payment of benefits to persons resident in the 
territories of Member States.’

Articles 48, 49 and 51 of the EEC Treaty

responsibility for the Directorate‑General for 
Social Affairs (DG V) was for a long time entrusted 
to an Italian member of the Commission: 
Giuseppe Petrilli, a Christian Democrat who 
initially held the post, was succeeded by 

Lionello Levi Sandri, an expert in labour law with 
close ties to the Social Democratic Party. Although 
Petrilli did not hold the post for long as he left the 
Commission in 1960, Levi Sandri remained in of‑
fice until 1970.
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The Commission proceeds  
with great caution

In its early stages, the Commission proceeded 
with considerable caution in the social field. 
Petrilli himself, in a long document written in 
1959, pointed out that the Treaty ruled out almost 
any possibility of the Commission taking direct 
action in this area (1). In the same communica‑
tion, the Italian Commissioner said, however, that 
the implementation of an effective social policy 
was one of the key objectives of the EEC Treaty 
and he listed the areas in which the Community 
should take action: freedom of movement for 
workers, the European Investment Bank, the 
Euro pean Social Fund, vocational training in the 
agricultural sector and the coordination of eco‑
nomic and social policies. As regards the Com‑
mission’s role, Petrilli stressed that use should be 
made of studies, consultations and opinions (2). 
In fact, from the moment of its inception until the 

(1)  ‘La politique sociale — traits généraux et programme’, by Giuseppe 
Petrilli, COM(59) 143, 20 November 1959.

(2)  Ibid.

early 1960s, the Commission did use these instru‑
ments in most cases. In 1959, for example, it sup‑
ported the plan for an initial conference on the 
social impact of automation in the common mar‑
ket (3), focusing in particular on subjects such as 
changes in employment and wage levels (4).

Although the Commission chose to adopt a cau‑
tious approach, it did so also because the Com‑
mission’s staff had to familiarise themselves with 
complex subjects and therefore needed to have 
specialist knowledge and to be able to access 
data which were not always easy to find. During 
this ‘settling‑in’ period, the Commission also had 
to develop a clear relationship with the other 
Community bodies, in particular with the Eco‑
nomic and Social Committee (ESC), and with 
those responsible for the various interest groups 
involved in social issues.

The ESC embarked on its work with consider‑
able enthusiasm. It counted among its members 
leading trade unionists and employers and 
sought above all to enhance its responsibilities. 
The Commission imposed strict limits on the 
powers of the ESC, based on the provisions of 
the Treaty. Although the ESC saw itself as an 
auxiliary body, was essentially technical in na‑
ture and could provide relevant information, it 
would not have been appropriate to have 
launched a dialogue with it in the belief that its 
views reflected those of the social partners (5). 
The Commission also realised that, because of 
the structure and procedures of the ESC, its 
opinions ultimately reached the Commission too 
late in the decision‑making process. Faced with 
this problem, which came to light very quickly, 

(3)  PV 57, EEC Commission, 23 April 1959, Item XIV, pp. 11–12, ‘Note 
on the automation conference’, by Giuseppe Petrilli, COM(59) 42, 
18 April 1959.

(4)  PV 104, EEC Commission, 18 May 1960, Item V, pp. 6–7, PV 69, EEC 
Commission, 22 July 1959, Item XII, pp. 11–12, ‘Enquête sur les 
salaires’, by Giuseppe Petrilli, COM(59) 101, 16 July 1959; PV 153, 
EEC Commission, 6 July 1961, Item V, pp. 8–10, ‘Étude des prob‑
lèmes conjoncturels de main‑d’oeuvre dans la Communauté’, 
COM(61) 100 final, 28 June 1961.

(5)  On these aspects, see Dundovich, E., ‘I presidenti del CES: person‑
alità e orientamenti 1958–1968’, and Guasconi, M. E., ‘Il CES e le 
origini della politica sociale europea 1958–1965’, in Varsori, A. 
(ed.), op. cit., pp. 89–100 and 155–167.

‘Each Member State shall during the first stage 
ensure and subsequently maintain the applica‑
tion of the principle that men and women should 
receive equal pay for equal work.

For the purpose of this Article, “pay” means the 
ordinary basic or minimum wage or salary and 
any other consideration, whether in cash or in 
kind, which the worker receives, directly or  
indirectly, in respect of his employment from his 
employer.

Equal pay without discrimination based on sex 
means:

(a) that pay for the same work at piece rates 
shall be calculated on the basis of the same 
unit of measurement,

(b) that pay for work at time rates shall be the 
same for the same job.’

Article 119 of the EEC Treaty
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Petrilli raised the issue of relations between 
DG V and the representatives of the various in‑
terest groups. Nevertheless, caution was the 
watchword here too, and the Commissioner 
himself seemed to rule out the possibility of es‑
tablishing direct and structured ties with the 
ESC, which could give the impression of being 
an attempt to launch a ‘European social dia‑
logue’ (1). Although hopes were high initially, 
the negative experience of relations between 
the ESC and the Commission meant that the 
trade unions scarcely believed that it was still 
possible to establish a working relationship with 

(1)  PV 59, EEC Commission, 6 May 1959, Item XXI, pp. 16–17, ‘Consul‑
tation d’experts et de représentants des diverses branches d’intérêt’, 
by Guiseppe Petrilli, COM(59) 50, 5 May 1959.

the Commission on the social issues valued by 
workers’ organisations (2).

However, the Commission was urged to take ac‑
tion: first by Italy and then by the European Par‑
liamentary Assembly. The EPA, for which social 
issues were very important, hoped that a Euro‑
pean policy in this area would strengthen the  
supranational powers of the Community and thus 
also of the Commission. In response to these ap‑
peals, the Commission set about creating the ESF, 
paying particular attention to the way in which it 
would be formed. Examining the question of the 
Social Fund regulation in May 1959, Petrilli wrote 

(2)  For the position of the trade unions, see Gobin, C., L’Europe syndi‑
cale entre désir et réalité, Labor, Brussels, 1997, passim.

A European Social Fund meeting in 1963.
From left to right: Lamberto Lambert (second), Lionello Levi Sandri (fourth) and Antonino Arena (fifth).
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This was the first report by the Commission which 
gave an outline of social policy and set out the 
Community’s programme in this area. In this 
document, the member of the Commission 
responsible for social affairs, Giuseppe Petrilli, 
took as his inspiration the preamble to the Treaty 
of Rome, which states that the essential objective 
of the Community is the constant improvement 
of living and working conditions in the Member 
States. Economic integration was therefore not an 
end in itself but subordinate to a social objective. 
Although it was true that the common market 
itself constituted a means to economic and social 
progress, it was not enough in itself to guarantee 
progress of this kind; this was why positive 
political action had to be taken, one aspect of 
which was social policy.

Petrilli thus defined the general objectives of the 
Community in the light of their social 
implications. The harmonious development of 
economic activity called for the elimination of 
unemployment and structural underemployment 
within the Community and thus the progressive 
harmonisation of living and working conditions in 
the different regions and economic sectors. 
A prerequisite for steady and balanced expansion 
was the need to ensure the balanced expansion 
of employment through constant monitoring of 
the Community’s economic and social 
development, in particular demographic growth 
and the technical conditions of production. 
With regard to the latter point, the increasing 
availability of female labour and the need to 

retrain workers in order to respond to changes in 
the supply of jobs and to the creation of the 
common market called for a coherent policy on 
vocational training. Moreover, GDP growth in 
each of the Member States had to be combined 
with the distribution of wealth between workers 
in such a way as to meet the social objectives of 
the Community. It was therefore necessary to 
coordinate the economic and social policies of the 
Member States in order to make full use of 
productive resources and to even out the social 
and cultural differences between the various 
populations concerned. 

The social impact of these general objectives of 
the Treaty was encapsulated in the concept of 
making harmonisation possible while ensuring 
that improvement was maintained (2), in other 
words, enabling individuals, social classes, 
geographical regions and economic sectors to 
contribute equally to fostering social progress and 
hence also to raising the standard of living. In this 
context, however, the aim of social policy seemed 
to be defined increasingly by what it should not 
do: it should aim to ensure that economic 
integration did not interrupt or undermine social 
development instead of actively promoting the 
conditions necessary to making harmonisation 
possible while ensuring that improvement was 
maintained. This was nevertheless a realistic 
aspect of social policy, which was only in its 
infancy at that time.

V. S.

The Petrilli memorandum on the social policy of the Community  
(November 1959)  (1)

(1)  COM(59) 143, 20 November 1959. (2)  See Article 117 of the Treaty of Rome.
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that there was a clear link between the action 
taken through the Social Fund and the Commis‑
sion’s implementation of a general employment 
policy which sought to promote and maintain a 
dynamic balance in the labour market by provid‑
ing workers with vocational training in order to 
continuously adapt demand for employment to 
the types of jobs on offer (1).

The Commission began to put the finishing 
touches to the ESF and thus showed how deter‑
mined it was to take action in areas such as voca‑
tional training, employment levels, the labour 
market and hence also worker mobility. In May 
1960 the Council adopted Regulation No 9, giv‑
ing the go‑ahead for action to be taken through 
the Fund, which would be managed by the Com‑
mission with the help of a committee composed 
of representatives of the governments and the so‑
cial partners and chaired by Petrilli (2). That same 
year, however, Petrilli left his post at the Commis‑
sion to become President of the Institute for  
Industrial Reconversion in his home country.

A social policy with a human face

The appointment of Levi Sandri came at a time 
when the Commission was taking a greater inter‑
est in European action in the social field. As early 
as 1958 the Social Affairs DG had turned its atten‑
tion to the rights of migrant workers. This was of 
particular interest to Italy. Emigration to countries 
in the EEC was still taking place on a large scale. 
Tens of thousands of Italians were working in the 
Federal Republic of Germany, Belgium, France 
and the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg (3). Regula‑
tions to improve allowances for migrant workers, 

(1)  ‘Note introductive concernant le projet du Règlement du Fonds 
Social’ by Giuseppe Petrilli, COM(59) 62, 27 May 1959.

(2)  On the emergence and activities of the ESF in the 1960s, see Mechi, 
L., Les États membres, les institutions et les débuts du Fonds Social 
Européen, Varsori, A. (ed.), Inside the European Community —  
Actors and policies in the European integration — 1957–1972,  
‘Groupe de liaison des professeurs d’histoire contemporaine au‑
près de la Commission européenne, 9, Nomos‑Verlag/Bruylant, 
Baden Baden/Brussels, 2006, pp. 95–116.

(3)  On the question of emigration, see Romero, F., Emigrazione e inte‑
grazione europea 1945–1973, Edizioni Lavoro, Rome, 1991.

mainly in the field of social security (pensions, 
sickness benefit, unemployment benefit, etc.), 
were adopted from the start (4). In 1961, largely at 
the Commission’s instigation, other regulations 
were approved which laid the foundations for the 
free movement of workers from Community 
countries, with regulations benefiting seasonal 
and cross‑border workers being adopted the fol‑
lowing year (5). From then on, the Commission 
appeared to be willing to maintain some form of 
regular contact with the social partners and ar‑
gued, for example, that representatives of UNICE, 
the ICCTU and the ICFTU should be included in 
the Administrative Committee on Social Security 
for Migrant Workers (6). Levi Sandri also set about 
improving the effectiveness of the decisions tak‑
en in favour of workers in this category. The Ital‑
ian Commissioner was the prime mover behind a 
particularly valuable initiative to create a joint 
programme of exchanges between young work‑
ers. On the basis of Article 50 of the EEC Treaty 
and the existing bilateral agreements, which had 
achieved only meagre results, Levi Sandri drew 
up a plan through which the Community would 
undertake to promote exchanges between train‑
ees. Without overlooking the part played by the 
Member States, he stressed that the Commission 
would play a key role, in particular by providing 
information to the social partners and youth  
organisations and by allocating grants to meet the 
needs of young trainees (7).

During the first half of the 1960s the Commission 
came up against serious obstacles which stood in 
the way of any major initiative in the social field. 
Apart from Italy, the other countries in the EEC 
did not really seem ready to strengthen Commu‑

(4)  PV 39, EEC Commission, 26 November 1958, Item V, pp. 4–5, Com‑
munication from Giuseppe Petrilli, COM(58) 257, 24 November 
1958.

(5)  PV 167, EEC Commission, 30 November 1961, Item XIV, pp. 16–17, 
Proposals from the Commission to the Council, COM(61) 175 final, 
1 December 1961.

(6)  See, for example, PV 208, EEC Commission, 27 November 1962, 
Item XV, p. 16, Proposal from the Commission to the Council, 
COM(62) 127 final, 22 June 1962.

(7)  PV 217, EEC Commission, 13 February 1963, Item X, pp. 12–14,  
‘Projet d’un premier programme commun pour favoriser l’échange 
de jeunes travailleurs’, Annex 1, COM(63) 14 final, 3 April 1963.
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nity powers in a field in which the welfare state 
took different forms on a strictly national basis. 
The period of prolonged economic growth and 
the temporary weakness of the trade unions at 
European level certainly did nothing to encour‑
age a debate on the ways in which European in‑
tegration might help to resolve the main prob‑
lems in the social sphere (1). One important 
example was that of vocational training: having 
been one of the areas of action which the High 
Authority of the ECSC considered most impor‑
tant, its harmonisation was explicitly referred to 
in the EEC Treaty. This objective was taken up 
again by Levi Sandri, with the support of the ESC 
and of one of its members in particular, the Ger‑
man trade union representative Maria Weber (2). 
The Commission thus set out a number of guid‑
ing principles for policies on vocational training. 
However, its efforts met with stiff opposition from 
the French and German governments and the 
compromise solution, devised primarily by the 
Italian authorities, had only limited success.

The Commission addressed the question again in 
1965, drawing up a draft ‘action programme’ to 
develop a number of initiatives in the vocational 
training sector. This again met with opposition 
from a number of governments, in particular that 
of France. A discussion on the Commission’s 
plans was launched by the government represen‑

(1)  On the welfare state, see Ritter, G., Storia dello stato sociale,  
Laterza, Rome‑Bari, 1996, pp. 142–208; Silei, G., Welfare State e So‑
cialdemocrazia. Cultura, programmi e realizzazioni in Europa oc‑
cidentale dal 1945 ad oggi, Lacaita, Manduria, 2000. On the posi‑
tion of the trade unions in western Europe at this time, see, for 
example, Maiello, A., Sindacati in Europa — Storie, modelli, cul‑
ture a confronto, Rubbettino, Soveria Mannelli, 2002, passim.

(2)  On this subject as a whole, see Petrini, F., ‘The common vocational 
training policy in the EEC from 1961 to 1972’, Vocational Training 
European Journal, No 32, May–August 2004/II, pp. 45–54 
(http://www2.trainingvillage.gr/download/journal/bull‑32/32_en_
petrini.pdf). 

tatives in 1966. With the exception of the Italian 
delegation, they acknowledged that the Commis‑
sion’s objectives were sound but criticised the fi‑
nancial aspects of the programme and its political 
implications, in other words the powers of the 
Commission itself. Not surprisingly, this initiative 
ultimately failed too (3), but Levi Sandri’s unstint‑
ing efforts in the interests of migrant workers 
bore fruit. The fact that the Council approved 
Regulation (EEC) No 1612/68 of October 1968 
meant that Articles 48 and 49 of the EEC Treaty 
could finally be applied in full (4). In view of the 
merger of the Executives of the ECSC, the EEC 
and Euratom, Levi Sandri pointed out, albeit cau‑
tiously, the large number of social areas in which 
the European Community could take effective ac‑
tion in a ‘Report on the social policy of the Com‑
munity’, which he produced in December 1967. 
He stressed the importance of a ‘positive’ attitude 
which could reconcile economic and social re‑
quirements, and underlined the role which the 
Commission might play, calling on it to help by 
working more closely with the Council and with 
each of the governments of the Member States in 
the firm belief that only by forging cooperation 
and mutual trust would it be possible to lend a 
human dimension to the large number of eco‑
nomic and technological problems faced by the 
Community and thus achieve the social objec‑
tives formulated by the promoters of the Euro‑
pean Treaties (5).

Towards the end of the 1960s European social 
policy seemed to undergo its first change of di‑
rection. In a document dating from late 1966, 
the Council acknowledged that problems exist‑
ed with regard to the implementation of social 
policy but seemed to attribute them to disagree‑
ments between the Commission and the Mem‑
ber States (6). In 1967 a number of organisations, 

(3)  Ibid.
(4)  Degimbe, J., op. cit., pp. 62–70.
(5)  ACEU, Dossier No 29692, ‘Relazione sulla politica sociale della 

Comunità’ by Lionello Levi Sandri, Memorandum SEC(67) 5014  
final, 18 December 1967. 

(6)  ACEU, Dossier No 29648, ‘Memorandum sulla politica sociale nella 
Comunità Economica Europa’, Annex to Note No 1321/2/66 (SOC 
190 Rev. 2), 9 December 1966.

‘Member States shall, within the framework of a 
joint programme, encourage the exchange of 
young workers.’

Article 50 of the EEC Treaty
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including the ICCTU, the ICFTU, COPA and 
UNICE, criticised the action taken by the Com‑
munity in the social field. The trade unions, in 
particular, wanted the Commission — implicitly 
regarded as the driving force behind integration 
in this sector — to take on a more influential 
role (1). The Commission therefore took new 
measures, while pointing out in several docu‑
ments the need for firm action on the part of the 
Community (2).

(1)  ACEU, Dossier No 29683, Copy of a letter from Jan Kulakowski 
(IFCTU) and Harm G. Buiter (ECTUS ICFTU) to the President of the 
Council of the EEC, 16 January 1967; letter from H. M. Claessens 
(UNICE) to the President of the Council of the EEC, 16 December 
1966; letter from André Herlitska (COPA) to the President of the 
Council of the ECSC, 5 June 1967.

(2)  The Council documents provide extensive information on this 
subject.

These encouraging developments very probably 
influenced the stance of the German government, 
which was led at the time by a coalition including 
the SPD. In November 1967, the German Repre‑
sentation to the Communities put forward a pro‑
posal for a resolution calling on the Commission 
to gather information and present a report on the 
links between social policy and the other Com‑
munity policies with a view to possible coordina‑
tion of the measures taken by the various Mem‑
ber States in the field of social policy (3). This was 
discussed by the Social Affairs Council at the end 
of December. It is telling that the Commission, as 
represented by Levi Sandri, openly supported the 

(3)  ACEU, Dossier No 29692, 1593/67(SOC 185), 28 November 1967.

Meetings of the miners’ trade unions on a social Europe held in Dortmund‑Westfalenhalle in September 1965.
Coal consumption in the Six fell spectacularly between 1950 and 1968 (from 74 % to 29.3 % of total consumption),  

while the share of oil rose (from 10 % to 52.6 %) and gas consumption began to take off (6.4 % in 1968).  
The situation was dramatic for the mining world. The principle of conversion that the ECSC was keen to put into practice 

helped to mitigate the social catastrophe that flowed from the pit closures in the old industrial areas.  
The need for convergence in policies to secure what came to be known as economic and social cohesion was being felt.  

But progress towards that objective was slow and difficult.
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German proposal (1), which was finally approved 
at the end of February 1968 (2).

A May 1968 in social policy?

The stance on social policy was nevertheless still 
open to discussion.

The transitional phase experienced by the Com‑
munity at political level did not come to an end 
until 1969, with the change of governments in 
France and Germany. However, attitudes to social 
problems were shaped by other developments 
too. The events of May 1968 triggered the emer‑
gence of new needs and demands for new rights 
and, in several European Community countries, 
served to strengthen the trade union movement 
(in Italy, for example) and the forces of the left 
(such as in the Federal Republic of Germany) (3). 
The period of European economic expansion fi‑
nally drew to a close, revealing serious problems 
which were to have repercussions in the social 
field. At the Hague Summit in December 1969, 
the leaders of the Six argued that the Community 
should take more incisive action in social terms. 
One of the initial effects of this was to launch the 
process which would very quickly lead to a re‑
form of the ESF (4). While taking important steps 
to lay down the rules for using the funds made 
available through the ESF (5), the Commission 
continued to maintain that the ESF should not be 
limited to ex post action but should also be used 
to launch initiatives on its own account (6).

(1)  ACEU, Dossier No 29692, 1792/67 (PVB/CONS 16), Extraordinary 
Council 3, 19 January 1968.

(2)  ACEU, Dossier No 29700, 351/68 (AG55), ‘Communication à la 
presse’, 29 February 1968.

(3)  Silei, G., op. cit., pp. 251–270.
(4)  See Mechi, L., Les États [...], op. cit. 
(5)  See, for example, PV 150, EC Commission, 27–28 January 1971, 

Item XXIII, pp. 41–44, ‘Réforme du Fonds social européen’, Memo‑
randum COM(71) 17 final, 24 March 1971.

(6)  PV 114, EC Commission, Item VII, pp. 9–11, SEC(70) 902 final,  
11 March 1970.

Pressure from Italy

Following the Hague Summit, the Italian authori‑
ties, who had expressed their support for the ob‑
jectives set during the summit, voiced their con‑
cerns about the economic effects of a number of 
European initiatives, ranging from the introduc‑
tion of value added tax (VAT) to plans for mon‑
etary integration. Rome felt that it had to defend 
its own interests, particularly in view of the 
‘southern question’, which remained as yet unre‑
solved, and the high unemployment rate in Italy 
compared with the other Community countries. 
The Italian government therefore again made the 
point that a European social policy should be 
implemented which was truly effective. Follow‑
ing Italy’s ‘hot autumn’ of 1969, the trade unions 
were now united in their efforts and exerted a 
strong influence on the government, whose Min‑
ister of Labour, the Christian Democrat Carlo 
 Donat Cattin, had close ties with the Italian trade 
union, the CISL (7).

At the instigation of the Italian government, a tri‑
partite conference of government representatives, 
the social partners and the Commission was held 
in Luxembourg in April 1970. The topic of discus‑
sion was the problem of employment in the EEC 
countries. The Italian delegation, led by Donat 
Cattin, vigorously advocated the need for Com‑
munity action to promote employment — an ar‑
gument forcefully endorsed by Levi Sandri (8). In 
May the Council of Ministers finally approved the 
plan to create a Standing Committee on Employ‑
ment, which the Commission was asked to set 
up. In the meantime, the European Commission 
underwent a change of membership, with the 
Belgian Commissioner, Albert Coppé, taking re‑
sponsibility for the Directorate‑General for Social 
Affairs. During the second half of 1970, the Com‑
mission started work on setting up the Employ‑

(7)  On Italy’s position, see Varsori, A., ‘La questione europea nella 
politica italiana’, in Giovagnoli, A. and Pons, S. (ed.), L’Italia repub‑
blicana nella crisi degli anni Settanta — 1. Tra guerra fredda e 
distensione, Rubbettino, Soveria Mannelli, 2003, pp. 331–350. 

(8)  Guasconi, M. E., ‘Paving the way for a European social dialogue’, 
Journal of European Integration History, Vol. 9, No 1, 2003, 
pp. 87–110.
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ment Committee. As Coppé mentioned in a mem‑
orandum, the Commission contested the position 
adopted by the Council, which would have want‑
ed to control the future Committee. On this point, 
Coppé wrote that to accept the Council’s point of 
view would ruin the balance between the institu‑
tions. The Commission would suffer by losing 

many of its powers of initiative and consultation. 
He said that to set up the Committee in this way 
would create an exceptional situation, as all the 
other committees — apart from two, which were 
less important — had been set up within the 

This document, which was adopted by the 
Commission in March 1971, was intended to 
trigger extensive discussions within the Council, 
the Parliament and the Economic and Social 
Committee with a view to establishing a coherent 
action programme on social policy, in accordance 
with the wishes expressed at the Hague 
Conference in December 1969. The general 
objectives of the programme, which all the 
Member States regarded as priorities, were the 
following:

— greater satisfaction of collective needs, 
particularly as regards education, public 
health and housing;

— increased efforts to combat the harmful effects 
of productive activities on the environment, 
considered for the first time in the light of its 
social impact;

— greater equality of initial opportunities for 
everyone through the improvement of 
education and training policy;

— greater justice in the distribution of income 
and wealth;

— adaptation of social welfare schemes to 
modern needs and, in particular, increased 
provision for those worst affected by structural 
changes and technical progress and for those 
unable to take part in the productive process.

In order to achieve these objectives, the 
Commission indicated that the economic policies 
of the Member States should not only take these 

objectives into account but also form part of a 
Community strategy. With regard to 
employment, the Standing Committee on 
Employment was to be responsible for ensuring 
dialogue, negotiations and consultation between 
the Council, the Member States, the Commission 
and the social partners, while the reformed Social 
Fund was to be used to make the changes which 
were recognised as being in the public interest in 
the various sectors of production by guaranteeing 
financial solidarity and establishing a link with 
Community policies in general, thus making it an 
essential tool in furthering progress towards 
economic and monetary union.

The key position occupied by employment was 
indicative of the profound changes experienced 
by the Community since the late 1960s: 
unemployment started to become a serious 
problem for economic development and the 
Community’s third programme on medium‑term 
economic policy also attached considerable 
importance to an active employment policy. The 
complex nature of the factors which had a 
negative impact on employment (different pace 
of development in different regions; movements 
of workers between sectors; technological 
development; problems concerning certain 
categories of workers, i.e. young people, women, 
elderly people, disabled people and migrant 
workers) meant that this issue had to be dealt 
with from the point of view not only of general 
economic policy but also of structural and 
regional policies.

V. S.

The Coppé memorandum on Community social policy (1)

(1)  SEC(71) 600, 17 March 1971.
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Among the key measures taken by the European 
Economic Community in the field of social policy, 
the regulations on social security for migrant 
workers (Nos 3 and 4 of 1958) and freedom of 
movement (1968), whose provisions on social 
security were extended by the regulation adopted 
in 1971, were particularly significant. They were 
the culmination of many years of effort by the 
Commission, which had been working on them 
since its inception. Negotiations were hampered 
by the different positions adopted by the Member 
States on social policy. In particular, Italy’s 
interests were completely at variance with those 
of the other Members of the EEC, which were the 
destination countries for emigration from Italy.

Under the regulation on freedom of movement 
for workers (Regulation (EEC) No 1612/68), the 
principle of giving priority to national workers 
was replaced by the concept of giving priority to 
Community workers. The regulation stipulated 
that workers from countries within the 
Community should be treated equally. Workers 
from within the Community could receive 
assistance from national employment offices 
when seeking work and benefit from the 
provisions of collective agreements; they could 
have access to vocational schools and retraining 
centres and they enjoyed the same social and tax 
advantages as national workers. More generally, 
Community workers were entitled to the same 
living and working conditions as national workers 
in the Member States in which they were 
pursuing their activities.

The Member States were required to grant their 
nationals the right to leave national territory by 
showing a simple identity card or valid passport 
while having to accept on their territory, under 
the same conditions, nationals from the other 
Member States. The same rules applied to family 
members who accompanied migrant workers. 
Similarly, the Member States had to grant 
Community workers the right to reside on their 
territory. However, they were at liberty to refuse 
right of entry and right of residence to 

Community workers on the grounds of public 
order, public security or public health.

Finally, Regulation (EEC) No 1612/68 made 
provision for the creation of a European 
Coordination Office to maintain a balance 
between supply and demand in the labour 
market and of an Advisory Committee to ensure 
cooperation between the Member States. This 
subsequently led to the creation in December 
1972 of the European system for the international 
clearing of vacancies and applications for 
employment (Sedoc, now known as EURES).

The regulation on social security for migrant 
workers (Regulation (EEC) No 1408/71) applied 
to employed persons, self‑employed persons and 
their families; it was to be supplemented by 
implementing Regulation (EEC) No 574/72. These 
provisions also applied to Community nationals 
who moved to another country for personal 
reasons or on business.

The regulations in question made provision for 
the coordination of the social security systems of 
the Member States, in accordance with the 
principle that only one legislation was applicable, 
namely that of the country in which the worker 
was pursuing an activity. With regard to the 
conflict of laws, Regulation (EEC) No 1408/71 
stipulated that the legislation of the country in 
which the worker was pursuing an activity was 
applicable even if the worker in question was 
covered by insurance as a resident of another 
Community country. The second coordination 
principle was that of equality of treatment: the 
regulation stipulated that persons resident in the 
territory of a Member State were subject to the 
legislation of that Member State under the same 
conditions as nationals of that State. The third 
principle was that of maintaining acquired rights: 
pensions and benefits in respect of accidents at 
work or occupational diseases to which an 
individual was entitled under the legislation of a 
Member State had to be paid to the person 
concerned even if he was resident in the territory 

The regulations on freedom of movement and social security  
for migrant workers



439Chapter 21 — The emergence of a social Europe

of another Member State. The fourth principle 
related to the maintenance of rights which were 
in the process of being acquired, with provision 
being made for the overlapping of periods of 
insurance or residence in order to establish 
entitlement to pensions or benefits.

The provisions of Regulation (EEC) No 1408/71 
applied to all social security benefits, with only 
social assistance, benefit schemes for war victims 
and special schemes for civil servants being 
excluded from its scope.

With a view to ensuring the coordination of 
national legislation on social security, two bodies 
were set up through the Community regulations: 
the Administrative Commission and the Advisory 
Committee on Social Security for Migrant 
Workers. The former was an administrative and 
management body and the latter a tripartite 
advisory body. The Administrative Commission, 
comprising one government representative from 
each of the Member States, was responsible for 
dealing with all administrative matters and issues 
concerning the interpretation of the regulations 

or the regularisation of the accounts relating to 
expenditure incurred by the Member States. It 
examined proposals from the Commission on the 
drafting or revision of the regulations and was 
also responsible for promoting cooperation 
between the Member States and for the payment 
of benefits.

The Committee was composed of two 
government representatives from each Member 
State (one of whom was a member of the 
Administrative Commission), two trade union 
representatives and two employers’ 
representatives. It was given the task of 
examining general issues and questions of 
principle and the problems associated with 
implementing the regulations. It also gave 
opinions, which were submitted to the 
Administrative Commission with a view to 
possible revision of the regulations.

V. S.

Commission (1). To resolve the matter, a compro‑
mise was reached whereby some of the Commis‑
sion’s powers were retained (2). Employment re‑
mained one of the Community’s main concerns, 
particularly in the light of a new initiative by the 
Italian government, which presented an impor‑
tant memorandum on this subject in the spring of 
1971 and urged the Community to take firm ac‑
tion. The document sparked wide and sometimes 
heated debate between the Member States. 
Among the various subjects discussed, Italy drew 
particular attention to the opportunities available 
to migrants in terms of where they could work, 
saying that Germany, for instance, preferred to 

(1)  ‘Création d’un Comité européen de l’emploi et convocation péri‑
odique d’un Conseil ad hoc de l’emploi’, by Albert Coppé, Memo‑
randum, COM(70) 1072, 25 September 1970.

(2)  Guasconi, M. E., L’Europa tra continuità e cambiamento — Il ver‑
tice dell’Aja del 1969 e il rilancio della costruzione europea,  
Storia delle relazioni internazionali, No 8, Polistampa, Florence, 
2004, pp. 149–172.

employ workers from outside the Community 
(Yugoslavs and Turks, etc.) rather than from 
within it (such as Italians). The German author‑
ities rejected these accusations. Although the Ital‑
ian memorandum actually had little immediate 
impact, it helped to draw attention to the prob‑
lems of southern Italy and, more generally, to the 
problem of regional balances, thus helping to 
bring about the launch of a European regional 
policy (3).

This period was marked, moreover, by a number 
of initiatives to promote a radical change in Euro‑
pean social policy. These came from various 
quarters, including the European Parliament, the 
social partners and the Economic and Social 
Committee. The main concern of the ESC was 
vocational training, which the Commission had 

(3)  Varsori, A., op. cit., pp. 339–340.
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tried to deal with in previous years but without 
achieving convincing results. The ESC wanted to 
see a turnaround in Community action in the so‑
cial field that would be based on the principle 
that effective action could help to resolve the 
problems identified previously, such as employ‑
ment levels or the situation faced by migrant 
workers. These proposals were put forward by 
Maria Weber, a member of the Standing Commit‑
tee on Employment. Among other things, they 
included setting up a European Centre for Study 
on Vocational Training (1). It was important at 
this stage for the Commission to adopt a firm po‑
sition on an issue which appeared to have be‑
come a source of wide and growing interest 
among various stakeholders. This was illustrated 
very eloquently in a document drawn up by the 
Commission in March 1971.

Developing a Community social  
policy programme

Entitled ‘Preliminary guidelines for a Community 
social policy programme’, the document drawn 
up by the Commission took as its starting point 
the idea that the process of integration should 
enjoy a wide consensus. This would involve ‘the 
establishment and strengthening of economic 
and social democracy, involving both the democ‑
ratisation of economic and social structures and 
enhancement of the role and independent re‑
sponsibilities of employers’ and workers’ organ‑
isations at Community level’ (2). 

One of the points stressed in the document was 
the fact that governments tended to turn their na‑
tional social policy objectives into Community 
objectives. The document examined the situation 

(1)  See Varsori, A., ‘Vocational education and training in European so‑
cial policy from its origins to the creation of Cedefop’, Towards a 
history of vocational education and training (VET) in Europe in a 
comparative perspective — Proceedings of the first international 
conference, October 2002, Florence, Vol. II, Cedefop Panorama 
series, 101, Office for Official Publications of the European Com‑
munities, Luxembourg, 2004 (http://www2.trainingvillage.gr/etv/
publication/download/panorama/5153_2_en.pdf).

(2)  ACEU, Dossier 29705, ‘Preliminary guidelines for a European social 
policy programme’, SEC(71) 600 final, 17 March 1971. 

in the EEC countries regarding employment, in‑
come levels, and living and working conditions 
and set a number of priority objectives: better 
employment, greater social justice and a better 
quality of life. 

The Commission argued that the plans for eco‑
nomic and monetary union, set out in the Werner 
Plan, would make it possible to launch a real 
Community social policy programme. A number 
of priorities were identified: (a) speedier achieve‑
ment of the common labour market, (b) absorp‑
tion of under‑employment and structural unem‑
ployment, (c) improvement of safety and health 
conditions at work and outside, (d) improvement 
of women’s working conditions, (e) integration 
of handicapped persons into active life, (f) the 
establishment of a social budget, and (g) collabo‑
ration between employers and employees (3). Be‑
tween 1971 and 1972 the Commission did all it 
could to ensure that studies were carried out and 
action taken in these areas, frequently pointing 
out that it had acted as a driving force in this re‑
gard (4). As Jean Degimbe made clear, progress 
did not start to be made until after 1972 (5). The 
action taken in this area made the governments 
more determined to use Community instruments 
in order to achieve a number of specific objec‑
tives in the field of social policy.

At the conference of the Heads of State or Gov‑
ernment in October 1972 and at the meeting of 
the Council of Social Affairs Ministers in Novem‑
ber of the same year, it was officially recognised 
that, during the previous two years, the Commis‑
sion had worked to reform the ESF, set up the 
Standing Committee on Employment and put for‑
ward an important memorandum for a coherent 
European social policy (6). At the European Sum‑
mit in Paris in December 1972, the European 

(3)  Ibid.
(4)  See ACEU, Dossier No 24950, which contains a number of com‑

muniqués from the Commission’s Directorate‑General for Press 
and Information on the Commission’s initiatives in this area. See 
also Degimbe, J., op. cit., pp. 93–116.

(5)  Interview with Jean Degimbe, 15 December 2003.
(6)  ACEU, Dossier No 24950, IP(72)194, 20 November 1972, which 

summarises a declaration by Albert Coppé.
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leaders again pointed out that they attached as 
much importance to strong measures in the so‑
cial sector as to the completion of economic and 
monetary union (3) and gave the Commission the 
task of drawing up a European social action pro‑
gramme. This was the starting point for a coher‑

(1)  Interview with Ezio Toffanin, 17 February 2004.
(2)  Interview with Jean Degimbe, 15 December 2003.
(3)  ACEU, Dossier No 24950, Information note: ‘The social situation in 

the Community in 1972’, May 1973. For subsequent developments 
in social policy, see Degimbe, J., op. cit., p. 117 et seq.

ent and complex European social policy which 
was to become one of the distinctive features of 
the integration process.

antonio Varsori

The difficulty of building Europe

With regard to the problem of harmonising social 
policies, Ezio Toffanin (1) said that harmonisation 
was a myth and the approximation of laws was 
pointless. There were as many employment policies 
as there were job situations throughout the Commu
nity. He said that it was possible to draw up an  
employment policy, perhaps on the basis of a few 
general principles which could be devised in Brussels, 
but that these could not then be called a common 
policy. According to Toffanin, there was a simple rea
son for this: the labour market was not like water and 
the workers were not liquid.

Summing up the activities of the Social Affairs DG, 
Jean Degimbe (2) observed that it was a large direc
torategeneral which held a huge number of semi
nars, meetings and conferences, although social dia
logue was not taking place at the time. According to 
Degimbe, many discussions took place, although not 
much action was taken, and it was not until after 
1972 that things took off.

With regard to the problems faced by the Commis
sion in the field of social policy, a former official of the 
Social Affairs DG who was subsequently attached to 
the Marjolin cabinet noted that the subjects they 

dealt with, such as equal pay between men and women, 
met with fierce opposition (4). Moreover, equal pay had 
still not been achieved after so many years. All matters 
relating to social affairs were very delicate and the DG 
had to proceed very carefully, because it was not an ap
propriate time for the people involved to be having dis
cussions which were too heated.

Regarding freedom of movement for workers, Heinz Hen
ze (5) gave an idea of the different ways in which the 
Member States and the Commission interpreted the con
cept. He commented that the only problem was the de
gree to which workers should have freedom of move
ment. What could Italian workers do and not do? Did 
they have the right to bring their families with them? 
None of the other five Member States wanted that. For
eign workers were considered to be seasonal workers. To 
some extent, the representatives of the Member States 
still believed that workers would return to their countries 
of origin. It was what Hallstein had always said in his 
speeches: that he wanted to turn migrant workers into 
militant disciples for the European cause. Henze felt that 
foreign workers and workers from within the Community 
had come to be regarded as being a massive unifying 
force for Europe.

(4) Interviewed in January 2004.
(5)  Interview with Heinz Henze, 18 December 2003.
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Chapter 22

Transport:  
‘bastion of nationalisms’

Transport loomed large as a sectoral integration 
challenge before, during and after the Messina 
relaunch. However, while transport may be one 
of the few areas where the Treaty provides for 
the formulation of a common policy, the provi-
sions of Articles 74 to 84, which make up Title IV, 
consist of anything and everything. A formidable 
system of locks and bolts had been put in place, 
thereby transforming the transport sector into a 
‘bastion of nationalisms’ (1).

A poisoned chalice

The vital importance of the transport sector is 
self-evident, particularly at the economic level, 
where transport plays a complex role. By virtue 
of its pervasive role in the economy, transport is 
a factor of production for other goods and hence 
represents a cost that may involve pricing policy 
elements. Furthermore, it is, by definition, an in-
dispensable instrument for the development of 
trade flows, while at the same time being ex-
posed to national interventionism. Yet the chal-
lenge, however complex, is not limited merely to 

(1) Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.

the economic dimension. A territory criss-crossed 
by a set of land communication routes displays 
facets of a social, military and, ultimately, polit-
ical nature.

The development of the railways since the 19th 
century, and of the motor car during the 20th, has 
led governments to adopt a policy varying in 
time and space. In the rail sector, for instance, the 
pendulum has swung. The granting of conces-
sions to private companies has been followed by 
an era of state control. The consequences of this 
are multiple and, at times, paradoxical. Example: 
whereas the digging of tunnels through the Alps, 
based on bilateral technical cooperation, enables 
Italy to be linked to France and to Switzerland, it 
is impossible to imagine a link between Brussels 
and Milan that would not involve a change of 
locomotive at each frontier crossing-point. The 
technical argument alone fails to take account of 
this situation. Each State keeps a jealous watch 
over its rail network.

However, the transport of persons, important 
though it is, not least in terms of compliance with 
the principle of public service, is not the only 
kind involved. Obviously, the transport of goods 
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is fundamental. Yet harmony was far from being 
the order of the day among the Six, whether from 
the tariff or from the tax point of view. Moreover, 
in the case of rail transport, the national operator 
faced no competition. And, whereas on the Rhine 
and the Moselle, competition was rife among the 
boat and barge operators, road transport, like-
wise, encountered numerous difficulties.

The position in 1970 was such that 50 % of all 
trade in goods between the Member States was 
by road. Depending on relations, international 
traffic was free or, alternatively, subject to various 
types of authorisation, either arranged in advance 
or on a quota-linked basis. A host of other meas-
ures relating to customs provisions and formal-
ities, to the question of transit or ‘cabotage’ or 
to the ‘return laden’ notion for lorries illustrate 
the particularly arduous nature of the challenge 
facing the Transport DG.

Nonetheless, the problems specific to transport 
had long been the focus of attention. Ever since 
the 19th century, international railway congresses 
had been held on a regular basis. While they 
served as a forum for presenting and discussing 
technical matters, more often than not the real 
business of international cooperation was rele-
gated to the category of wishful thinking. The 
same impression is given by the work of the re-
cently created European Conference of Ministers 
of Transport (ECMT). In other words, the desire 
to cooperate clashes at grassroots level with inter-
ests of a strictly national nature, with the excep-
tion of the railways since the national rail compa-
nies ‘have more or less concomitant interests and 
are used to cooperating.’ (1) At the same time, 
they exercise a veritable monopoly closely linked 
to the interests of the State. Because of this total 
dependence, ‘their tongues are tied’ (2).

Complex at the technical level and sensitive at 
the political level, the transport sector has caused 
major difficulties right from the inception of the 

(1) Interview with John Peters, 29 January 2004.
(2) Interview with Nicola Bellieni, 19 December 2003.

ECSC. These difficulties also characterised the 
work of the Spaak Committee and, subsequently, 
the negotiation of the Treaties. The ambitions set 
out in 1956 were gradually revised downwards. 
The various projects, confides Nicola Bellieni 50 
years later, were so severely emasculated as to 
render them devoid of any real substance and, in 
the case of certain provisions, incomprehen-
sible (3). Ultimately, it was left to the Council, act-
ing unanimously, to take decisions in the future 
on the content of a policy still to be formulated 
for want of a positive definition.

The director-general as ‘stationmaster’

Because of the technical complexity of the mater-
ial to be dealt with and the vague nature of the 
policy to be formulated, responsibility for the 
sector did not exactly whet the appetite of the 
Commissioners. In June 1958, after succeeding 
his recently deceased compatriot, Rasquin, the 
Luxembourger, Lambert Schaus, inherited the 
transport portfolio in the absence of any other 
candidate. His chef de cabinet was Lucien Kraus. 
This former Luxembourg judge took direct charge 
of this ‘very difficult’ dossier, which ‘no one 
wanted’. He was assisted by his compatriot, John 
Peters. The latter attended the transport meetings, 
particularly those involving the representatives of 
the three executives and those provided for un-
der Article 83, which established a committee of 
national experts. But this committee ‘performed 
no useful purpose. These people met quietly and 
had their travelling expenses paid.’ (4)

The directorate-general was headed by an Italian, 
Renzetti. A product of Ferrovie dello Stato (Italian 
State Railways), he was the first of the Italian ‘set’, 
some of whom had a railway background, to 
head DG VII. Minoletti, who succeeded him in 
1962, was a specialist in maritime matters. Like-
wise, Rho, who took over in 1965, was also an 
ex-railwayman.

(3) Note from Nicola Bellieni, May 2006.
(4) Ibid.
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Paris–Brussels, Brussels–Paris. The mythical TEE used by French officials going back to Paris at the weekend.  
The famous ‘Decalogue’ is said to have been written on the train (see box pp. 106–107): 

(Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.)
The publicity material refers to the diesel motor cars for the first Trans Europ Express trains (entry into service in June 1957), 

which were replaced in 1964 by hauled trains with TEE coach components in stainless steel (see photograph).
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Despite the highly convivial ambiance — all the 
more so as Schaus, a great Italophile (he was 
chairman of the ‘Italian–Luxembourg friendship 
society’), spoke impeccable Italian — one might 
be forgiven for observing that the directorate-
general did not come across as particularly dy-
namic. Under Bodson and Coppé, it remained 
rail-oriented ‘to the core’ (1), just like Paolo Rho, 
head of division in 1958, and director-general in 
1965.

In operational terms, therefore, the establishment 
of the directorate-general was very gradual. This 
was largely due to the imprecise, even downright 
cryptic, terms used in the Treaty about transport. 
Furthermore, the weight of ECSC experience, 
which was known to be conflictual, was the de-
cisive factor, and this contributed significantly to 
the meandering nature of the directorate-general. 
While this factor set the tone of the early days, it 
was not, of course, the only one that helps to 
explain why the common transport policy dossier 
was ‘a sorry dossier’ (2).

(1) Note from Nicola Bellieni, May 2006.
(2) Interview with Nicola Bellieni, 19 December 2003.

‘A sorry dossier’

From its inception, the DG comprised three direct-
orates. Two were horizontal, while the third, ver-
tical one, was concerned with ‘development and 
modernisation’. It was responsible for the three 
modes of transport covered by the Treaty (3): rail, 
road and inland waterways. Each of them came 
under the responsibility of a division.

If a common policy was ever to become a reality, 
then it was going to be at the heart of this direct-
orate. There was a link here with the directorate 
which, within the DG, focused on tariffs and prices 
and with collaboration with the Competition DG, 
despite ‘the “petty” disagreements between 
Schaus and von der Groeben’ (4).

The details of the problem were well explained, 
under Schaus’s name, in an article published in 
Revue du Marché Commun in April 1959.

First, the following point was made:

‘Tariff dismantling could cease to have any prac-
t ical impact if the Member States were able to 
offset or water down the effects of reductions in 
customs duties by maintaining or introducing dis-
criminatory measures affecting rates and condi-
tions of carriage.’

This was followed by an implied question and a 
declaration of intent:

‘There is a question mark as to whether the EEC’s 
transport policy will be liberal or prescriptive. 
The general tendency of the Treaty is to promote 
trade liberalisation. Yet this does not preclude 
— rather it even implies — a need to take regula-
tory measures to guarantee such free trade. We 
want economic freedom, but we also want a free-
dom that is orderly.’

Here, as elsewhere, in the past as in the present, 
this remains the knotty heart of the problem.

(3) Article 84.
(4) Interview with Nicola Bellieni, 19 December 2003 (see box above).

The DG and his Commissioner

‘The director-general was Renzetti, an Italian. If 
necessary, he was contactable. But I never really 
needed to contact him. Still, it was reassuring to 
know that I could. His assistant was Mr Vittorelli. So 
it was like a small family. The atmosphere was very 
convivial. We all worked quite well together. I have 
no negative memories. That applies also to Mr 
Schaus, who was the Commissioner. I was always 
made to feel welcome, we went on trips together. 
I recall that there was a good collaborative atmos-
phere. Although there were lots of minor disagree-
ments between Mr Schaus and Mr von der Groe-
ben, the real problem arose from the difficulties 
affecting relations with the Member States.’

Interview with Nicola Bellieni, 19 December 2003.
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Although a competent lawyer and diplomat, 
Schaus was no politician. Deliberately mischie-
vous, with a tendency to say out loud what oth-
ers were thinking but keeping to themselves (1), 
he and his administration were faced with mak-
ing a choice or, at the very least, laying the foun-
dations. Hence the plethora of studies and re-
ports which marked, and would continue to 
mark, the life and the image of the DG.

In itself, however, this was not enough since the 
real prerequisite was a reply to the question of 
whether the competition rules laid down in the 
Treaty applied to transport or not.

In October 1960, in a speech to the Grosser 
Verkehrsausschuss beim deutschen Industrie- 
und Handelstag (Main Transport Committee 
within the German Association of Chambers of 
Commerce), meeting in Bremen, the Commis-
sioner laid his cards on the table before the 
representatives of Germany’s trade and industry. 
In the Commission’s view, the general rules on 
competition applied to the land transport sector. 
In addition, however, there also had to be 
progress in air and sea transport.

This interpretation of the Treaty was maximalist 
or, rather, universalist. On 12 November 1960 the 
memorandum issued by the Commission con-
firmed this. Subsequently, the DG went on to 
draw up a memorandum on the future direction 
of the common transport policy. Endorsed by the 
Commission in April 1961, it was followed a year 
later by the common transport policy action pro-
gramme.

The line adopted in 1960 was confirmed. In prac-
tice, however, there was no movement. Rather 
the national administrations, trade organisations 
and specialised press were at pains to lay into the 
Commission’s universalist pretensions tooth and 
nail. And this, despite the fact that Article 75 
provided for derogations.

(1) Interview with John Peters, 29 January 2004.

Recollections concerning Lambert Schaus

‘An extremely interesting person. He was a lawyer 
and the son of a goldsmith (2). From his goldsmith-
watchmaker father he appears to have inherited, in 
addition to the extreme sense of precision associat-
ed with gold and fine objects, a certain joie de vivre. 
He had been closely involved with the Nouvelles 
Équipes Internationales (a Christian Democrat 
movement including Schuman, De Gasperi and 
Adenauer), of which he was a founder member. This 
was the ideological base to which he remained faith-
ful all his life. He did not spend the war years in Lon-
don like his brother. Instead, he was in the Resist-
ance. The Germans sent him to the work camps. He 
had a very good war. Afterwards, he became a law-
yer and then Minister for Supply. In my newspaper, 
I had launched savage attacks on him at the time. 
When he arrived at the Commission, I said to myself: 
‘This is the end!’ Then, after some time his chef de 
cabinet quits. He sends for me. He was so amused by 
the articles I had written about him that he had in-
sisted on meeting me. The upshot was that he of-
fered me a job on his staff. This gives you some idea 
of the character of the man: a good sport.’

Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.

‘Lambert Schaus was a diplomat, he was not a polit-
ician. He was a lawyer before becoming a minister. 
He resigned from the Luxembourg government and 
became an ambassador in Brussels. A co-signatory, 
with Joseph Bech, of the Treaty of Rome, he un-
derstood the Treaty, and all its vagaries, admirably 
well. Thus, his appointment was testimony to his 
thorough grasp of the facts and there was no way 
he could be regarded as an amateur. He was also a 
good negotiator. But the obstacles he faced proved 
too much for him. Whether it was the national 
groupings or the industry circles that eventually 
got the better of him, they were able, through their 
country’s permanent representations, to prevent 
things from getting done. A very upright and highly 
cultured man [...], Schaus was unfortunate enough 
not to be in the right place at the right time. All the 
things he worked on, developed or thought out at 
the time have endured and eventually been realised. 
There can be no talk of failure. It was simply that 
his ideas did not catch on in the era that spawned 
them [...]’

Interview with John Peters, 29 January 2004.

(2) The father of Lambert Schaus was a jeweller-watchmaker.



The European Commission 1958–72 — History and Memories of an Institution448

The foregoing requires a level of explanation, 
given that the situation is paradoxical, to say the 
least.

By way of reminder, the date of publication in 
the Official Journal of the famous Regulation 
17/62 laying down the procedure for implement-
ing Articles 85 and 96 was 21 February 1962. In 
paving the way for the eradication of cartels and 
monopolies, it represented an important victory 
for the Commission (1). The latter, riding on the 
crest of a wave, now felt the time was right for 
further advances. On 27 February, the Council 
turned its attention to the question of transport. It 
concluded its meeting by calling on the Commis-
sion to submit, together with a timetable, general 
proposals on the implementation of the common 
policy in the context of a global and balanced 
action programme. Two months later the pro-
gramme was ready.

This caused what can only be described as a gen-
eral outcry, or rather a shouting match, between 
the interested parties and the Commission, be-
tween the latter and the Council, and even within 

(1) See pp. 317–318. 

the Commission, caused by differences among 
the protagonists regarding their ability to act.

Regulation 17/62 was certainly an important vic-
tory for the Commission. It was a victory for DG IV 
and, more particularly, for von der Groeben. But 
did this mean, for all that, that DG VII could rush 
into the breach? Nothing was less certain. This DG 
was weak. On the basis of a recent diagnosis, the 
need to reorganise its work was absolutely vital.

‘Services not directly involved  
in the action’

The situation looked pretty clear. The 1961 guide-
lines and the 1962 programme appeared to trig-
ger a dynamic transition between a period of ges-
tation and a period of action. Hence it was 
important, on the one hand, to have a clearly 
defined system for allocating tasks within the DG 
itself and, on the other, to parcel out some jobs, 
such as tax, social and legal aspects, to other di-
rectorates-general (2). In other words, although 

(2)  HAEU, FMM 3, Rapport sur l’organisation des services de la Com
munauté Économique Européenne, 1961, VII-1.

‘1. For the purpose of implementing Article 74, and 
taking into account the distinctive features of trans-
port, the Council shall, acting unanimously, until 
the end of the second stage and by a qualified ma-
jority thereafter, lay down, on a proposal from the 
Commission and after consulting the Economic and 
Social Committee and the Assembly:

(a) common rules applicable to international trans-
port to or from the territory of a Member State 
or passing across the territory of one or more 
Member States;

(b) the conditions under which non-resident carriers 
may operate transport services within a Member 
State;

(c) any other appropriate provisions.

2. The provisions referred to in (a) and (b) of para-
graph 1 shall be laid down during the transitional 
period.

3. By way of derogation from the procedure pro-
vided for in paragraph 1, where the application of 
provisions concerning the principles of the regula-
tory system for transport would be liable to have a 
serious effect on the standard of living and on em-
ployment in certain areas and on the operation of 
transport facilities, they shall be laid down by the 
Council acting unanimously. In so doing, the Coun-
cil shall take into account the need for adaptation to 
the economic development which will result from 
establishing the common market.’

Article 75 of the EEC Treaty
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transport was centre stage, the DG itself lacked 
coherence. Accordingly, lines of authority were 
in need of ‘remodelling’; ‘vagueness in the alloca-
tion of tasks’ had to be avoided. In short, as the 
Ortoli report explained with consummate euphem-
ism, the main thrust must be thought through 
with sufficient energy to avoid having to bother 
as well about managing services not directly 
involved.

The weak link in the design was therefore the 
directorate-general directly concerned. Certainly, 
without forgetting the ‘applicability of the general 
rules’ credo, the action programme was an excel-
lent document. Taking into account the special 
features associated with the issues, the action 
programme developed the notion of a form of 
organised competition designed to lead, ultimate-
ly, to the elimination or, at the very least, the 
neutralisation of those features.

To put it another way, the common policy should 
lead to the establishment of a genuine competi-
tive market aimed at keeping the overall cost of 
transport as low as possible, so as to meet the 
needs of the economic players in all regions of 
the Community. Such a programme called for de-
cisions to be taken in compliance with a gradu-
ated timetable covering the following four areas: 
access to the market, tariffs and prices, condi-
tions of competition and the question of infra-
structures.

At the methodological level, the gradualness of 
the process was realistic. Rather than define a final 
scheme, the Commission preferred to lay down 
transitional arrangements that might differ ac-
cording to the countries and modes of transport. 
Moreover, if the ideal approach was to conduct 
the action as much as possible in the various sec-
tors concerned, then parallelism between those 
sectors need not be constraining. To act other-
wise would create blockages. 

On 14 June 1962 the Council took a close look at 
the action programme. The main question, as far 
as the Council was concerned, was whether 

Regulation 17 applied to the transport sector. It 
was a matter of legal verification, but not purely 
and simply. Indeed, one official, idiosyncratically 
describing the Council’s attitude, declared that 
the Council was ‘enchanted’ and found the pro-
gramme ‘magnificent yet again’. But the enthusi-
asm was superficial. In reality it was a game — 
one could even go so far as to say an infantile 
game — between, on the one hand, a direct -
orate-general and a Commissioner, both of them 
eager to find a solution, and, on the other, the 
Council [...] (1).

(1) Interview with Nicola Bellieni, 19 December 2003.

John Peters on lobbyists

‘I had contacts with the railways, I had personal 
contacts [...] with the hauliers. I was even on friend-
ly terms with some of them. The trade bodies 
made it their business to choose good lobbyists. 
The lobbies are not a nuisance in themselves; they 
are only a nuisance in the eyes of the politicians. 
This is understandable as they are short-circuited, 
so to speak. But when it comes to laying the foun-
dations of a policy, they are extremely useful. They 
provide you with information which you yourself 
would never have been able to find. Or which you 
would have discovered only much too late. In this 
way, you are able to take account of the technical 
possibilities, the political possibilities and the hu-
man possibilities. All this is something you can only 
get to know by talking to the trade insiders. You are 
not necessarily at their mercy [...] I know of only 
two cases where officials were bribed. All in all, my 
colleagues were always interested in having con-
versations with the lobbyists because they were 
intelligent people. They didn’t beat you with a 
stick. Nor were they the sort of people who would 
try to bribe you, because they knew the whole 
thing could backfire on them. All of these consid-
erations formed an integral part of our exploration 
of a subject. As with the literature, or as with the 
economic theories. We needed to have these con-
tacts in order to work effectively.’

Interview with John Peters, 29 January 2004.
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In point of fact, DG VII, having been invited to 
carry out more of its beloved studies, could not 
afford to drag its feet over Regulation 17.

What the transport undertakings were calling for 
was an end to the uncertainty caused by the con-
flict between the ‘universalist’ thesis and the the-
sis propounded by the believers in the special 
nature of the sector.

Complete U-turn by the Commission

Pressed to come up with an answer, the Commis-
sion prepared a draft regulation seeking to ex-
clude transport from the scope of Regulation 17! 
The turnaround was total. Certainly, the measure 
was conservative inasmuch as there was no ques-
tion now of having to decide between the two 
theses. Yet observers of these events were not 
taken in. Indeed, the rapporteur of the European 
Parliament Internal Market Committee declared 
that the Commission, contrary to the view it had 
been defending not so long previously, had now 
fallen into line, apparently at the insistence of the 
national governments (1).

(1)  European Parliament, Session document No 107, 16 November 
1962, p. 3. On the progress of the draft regulation: Bernard, N., 
‘Regulation No 17 and the common transport policy’, in Gerbet, P. 
and Pépy, D. (eds), La décision dans les Communautés euro
péennes — Colloque de l’Association pour le développement de la 
science politique européenne, organisé par l’Institut d’études poli
tiques de Lyon, Presses universitaires de Bruxelles, Brussels, 1969, 
pp. 343–365.

In the event, on 26 November in Paris, the Coun-
cil adopted Regulation No 141 exempting trans-
port from the application of Council Regulation 
No 17 until 31 December 1965. Shortly before the 
expiry of this deadline, a new Regulation (165/65/
EEC) extended this measure until the end of 1967.

It goes without saying that the introduction of a 
common policy turned out to be a veritable fi-
asco. Worse, the measure adopted in November 
1962 had the effect of exempting the undertak-
ings from serving notification of any agreements 
they might enter into. And then voices were 
raised denouncing the fact that not only the gov-
ernments themselves but also some people with-
in the Commission had been urging the transport 
operators to keep mum and not to budge (2).

Between late 1962 and December 1967, the trans-
port ‘policy’, although not entirely fruitless, 
chalked up only meagre results. And these results 
were only in certain sectors. Thus it was that, as 
far as freedom to provide services is concerned, 
it was in the road transport sector that a few 
advances were recorded.

In 1964, in the infrastructure investment sector 
— an area so very sensitive on account of the 
risks of distortion caused by the existence of State 

(2)  European Parliament, Débats, session 1962–1963, 19 November 
1962, p. 15. Gerhard Kreyssig for the Socialist Group. 

‘1. The imposition by a Member State, in respect of 
transport operations carried out within the Union, 
of rates and conditions involving any element of 
support or protection in the interest of one or more 
particular undertakings or industries shall be pro-
hibited as from the beginning of the second stage, 
unless authorised by the Commission.

2. The Commission shall, acting on its own initiative 
or on application by a Member State, examine the 
rates and conditions referred to in paragraph 1, tak-
ing account in particular of the requirements of an 

appropriate regional economic policy, the needs of 
underdeveloped areas and the problems of areas 
seriously affected by political circumstances on the 
one hand, and of the effects of such rates and con-
ditions on competition between the different modes 
of transport on the other.

After consulting each Member State concerned, the 
Commission shall take the necessary decisions.

3. The prohibition provided for in paragraph 1 shall 
not apply to tariffs fixed to meet competition.’

Article 80 of the EEC Treaty
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aid and the possibility of having recourse to the 
EIB — DG VII launched an investigation into the 
cost. Two years later it urged that all investments 
having Community-wide implications should be 
subject to a consultation procedure. 

When all is said and done, however, the essential 
issue was the system of prices and terms of car-
riage. Discriminatory practice in this area was 
rife. For the same goods and within the same 
transport link, prices and conditions of carriage 
could vary depending on the country of origin 
and the country of destination. As early as 1960, 
measures had been adopted with the aim of 
gradually ending this state of affairs. The next 
stage, much more sensitive in nature, involved 
the prohibition of ‘any element of support or pro-
tection in the interest of one or more particular 
undertakings or industries’ (Article 80). However, 
the prohibition of aid does not, in itself, consti-
tute a policy since, in order for such a measure to 
be enacted, tariffs would need to comply with 
common rules. The question was on the table in 
1965 and 1966. The main thrust of the argument 
was that ‘bracket tariffs’ should be introduced 
which would be compulsory for all modes of 
transport, whether international or domestic. 
Such a system would mean devising a reference 
tariff scheme to serve as an average. Once again, 
the general outcry was spectacular. Yet it had the 
advantage of forcing further clarification as the 
deadline of 31 December 1967 approached.

In October 1966, the Council asked the Commis-
sion to implement the harmonisation of the con-
ditions of competition as well as the harmonisa-
tion of capacities since, once again, the two 
positions were in conflict. On the one hand, the 
position of the proponents of maximum and min-
imum tariffs; on the other, the position of those 
opposed to this option, who advocated that re-
strictions on access to the market should be regu-
lated on the basis of capacity, i.e. the volume of 
potentially transportable goods.

This was the basis on which the DG, in its efforts 
to reconcile two highly opposed approaches, 

conducted its work. In February 1967, it present-
ed its communication, and in December, the 
Council took its decision on a three-stage pro-
gramme designed to implement the common 
policy. Numerous measures were adopted be-
tween 1968 and 1973. Being the work of a re-
modelled directorate-general, these measures did 
not necessarily express a policy reflecting an am-
bitious vision of the role that transport should 
play in the Europe of the Six on the basis of a 
clear conception of the role of the related infra-
structures (1). These infrastructures were sup-
posed to form the hitherto missing links that 
would ensure the structuring or integration of the 
European area. But there was still a very long 
way to go.

A ‘new’ directorate-general

In July 1967, the Luxembourger, Victor Bodson, 
who, according to John Peters, was a somewhat 
Spaakian personage, albeit not on such a grand 
scale, a liberal in socialist clothing (2), replaced 
Schaus, and the Secretaries-General of the three 
executives signed their report on the organisation 
of the departments. As far as transport was con-
cerned, Bodson took account of the ‘undeniable 

(1) Interview with Nicola Bellieni, 19 December 2003.
(2) Interview with John Peters, 29 January 2004.

Opposition to the role  
of the transport sector

‘As regards the role of the transport sector, opposi-
tion was forthcoming from all sides. The high-level 
lobbyists operated not just at Commission level but 
also at the level of the Permanent Representations, 
which were closest to them and with which they 
were most familiar. As with a tree, this opposition 
rose from the roots to the trunk, re-emerging even 
during the discussions at the Commission.’

Interview with John Peters, 29 January 2004.
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imbalance between the imminent completion of 
the customs union and the retention of profound-
ly divergent systems [...] in the Six’. He felt that 
the three original directorates should ‘work along-
side’ the ECSC’s Transport Directorate, whose 
staff of 11 was very much reduced. Accordingly, 
‘since the quest for greater integration depends 
on the progress made with the implementation of 
the common policy, attempts to increase the 
number of staff are not necessary’. DG VII looked 
forward, therefore, to seeing its staff of 107 ex-
panded only by their colleagues from the High 
Authority (1).

The 1967 programme

As announced, the 1967 programme was phased 
over three stages. Its elaboration and adoption 
were accompanied — encouraged even — by 
the agitation caused in some cases by the attitude 
of certain governments and in others by the activ-
ism of the head of DG VII himself, exasperated 
by the constant blockages occurring within the 
Council.

In this last-mentioned case, the fact that the head 
of the DG was Italian, coupled with the fact that 
Rome had no policy, meant that this activism was 
doomed to failure.

‘My director-general intervened’, recalls Nicola 
Bellieni, ‘in an attempt to persuade the Italian 
government to call for the relaunching of the 
common transport policy. But the whole thing 
was too obvious. Given that the Italians did not 
have a position on the matter, there was no way 
there could be a result.’ Furthermore, the fact 
that ‘efforts were under way to relaunch a trans-
port policy from Rome on the basis of papers 
drafted in Brussels, coupled with the fact that 
the head of the Italian Minister of Transport’s 
private office was a personal friend of the 

(1)  HAEC, BDT 144-82 643, Rapport du secrétaire général de la Haute 
Autorité et des secrétaires exécutifs des Commissions de la CEE et 
d’Euratom sur l’organisation des services de la Commission des 
Communautés européennes, SEC(67) 3001, 1 July 1967, pp. 68–69.

 direct or-general’ was not necessarily a guaran-
tee of success. The document from the DG 
adopted ‘a virulent position in favour of the 
common pol icy’. When taken up by the Italian 

ERTA

‘The desire to regulate driving hours and resting 
time and to install tachographs in lorries was Ger-
man-inspired. Germany feared that the Dutch 
might operate illegally by getting their lorry drivers 
to drive for more hours than were permitted. And 
they were the great champions of this idea [...] Fur-
thermore, everyone agreed that neither other road 
users nor, above all, passengers on coaches as you 
see them nowadays should be exposed to traffic 
hazards simply because the driver was suffering 
from excessive overtiredness. The idea was noble 
to begin with, very Christian and very open, but, 
when it came down to it, nobody wanted to grasp 
the nettle. Because that would have restricted the 
freedom of individual firms to use the various tools 
at their disposal, including their drivers, in such a 
way as to meet the requirements of the market.’

Interview with John Peters, 29 January 2004.

Italy’s instructions

‘The Permanent Representative of Italy used to come 
to the “transport” meetings. It was obvious that all 
the countries had their instructions. Except for Italy. 
But I remember very well how an attempt was made 
to telephone Rome. From a technical point of view, 
that was more difficult in those days than it is today. 
At a certain moment the Permanent Representative 
left the room. Ten minutes later he returned and 
announced: “On behalf of the Italian government, 
I would like to make the following statement, etc.” 
We were astonished. We all wondered where he 
had been to get this information. He confided to us 
afterwards that he had been to the toilet [...]’

Interview with Nicola Bellieni, 19 December 2003.
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government, it looked odd, raised questions 
and, ultimately, ‘had no effect’ (1).

Having potentially graver implications, the Ger-
man position in 1967 shook the governments and 
played a decisive role in shaping the Council deci-
sion in December. Fed up with waiting, Bonn, 
through its Transport Minister, Georg Leber, drew 
up a programme specific to the Federal Republic 
for the years 1968 to 1972. This project to reorgan-
ise the transport sector conflicted with the ECSC 
Treaty. Adopted on 8 November 1967, it illustrated 
the German government’s wish to uphold the 
interests of its inland waterways sector on the 

(1)  Interview with Nicola Bellieni, 19 December 2003. On this ques-
tion, see BAC 3/1974 76.

Rhine by opposing all forms of regulation, while at 
the same time demonstrating a more open attitude 
as far as the rail sector was concerned. Once again, 
a shouting match ensued. Indeed, in matters ex-
tending beyond the three-stage programme of 
17 December 1967, the Bonn government never 
lowered its guard, forcing the Commission to react 
by issuing recommendations aimed at getting 
Bonn to change tack. At the same time, in the 
Netherlands, and not just in the HGV sector, where 
there was opposition to measures aimed at regu-
lating the working hours of lorry drivers, but in the 
inland waterways sector as well, attempts were 
being made to increase the number of obstacles.

In other words, while the Commission’s desire to 
implement the programme thus adopted might 

Motorway construction in the 1960s and a degree of ‘Europeanisation’ of the transport business  
are two of the factors behind the perception of European integration as a fact of life.
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amount to ‘an altogether thankless task’ (1), this 
desire also prompted it to place some degree of 
hope in the Court of Justice. The point at issue 
was to settle, at institutional level, the question as 
to how far the Commission could impose its deci-
sions on a Member State. In 1969, the Court, in a 
case relating to the rates charged by — of all 
bodies — the Italian railways, gave a ruling on 
the scope of the Commission’s discretion, with a 
view to limiting it (2). Two years later, another 
case demonstrated the extent to which the Com-
mission could become paralysed in the absence 
of a common policy. The case in question con-
cerned the European Agreement on Road Trans-
port (ERTA), in respect of which, according to the 
ruling by the Court after the matter had been 
brought before it by the Commission, the power 
to conclude agreements was firmly vested in the 
Member States. Indeed, powers could not be 
conferred on the Community ‘because the com-
mon transport policy was not yet sufficiently de-
veloped’ (3).

Yes, the task is thankless, and it is also frustrating. 
Indeed, the transport sector continues to be ex-
empt from common rules. According to a deci-
sion taken by the Council in 1969, States must 
remove the ‘obligations inherent in the concept 
of a public service’. But it goes on to add: ‘save 
where it is essential to maintain such obligations 
in order to ensure the provision of adequate 
transport services’ (4). 

Thus, despite producing ‘an infinity of texts’ 
forming ‘quite a coherent whole, when taken to-
gether’ (5) — amounting, however, to a Commu-
nity policy and not a common policy — more 
often than not the Transport DG came across as 
impotent. This does not mean that its staff were 
not doing any work. On the contrary, like this 
head of division for infrastructures, an Italian, 

(1) Interview with John Peters, 29 January 2004.
(2) ECJ, Case 1/69 Italy v Commission (9 July 1969).
(3)  ECJ, Case 22/70 Commission v Council (European Agreement on 

Road Transport) (31 March 1971). 
(4)  Council Regulation (EEC) No 1191/69 of 26 June 1969, OJ English 

special edition, Series I, Chapter 1969 (I), p. 283.
(5) Interview with Nicola Bellieni, 19 December 2003.

The three stages of the 1967 programme

‘First stage:

harmonisation of working conditions in road 
transport;

application of the competition rules to 
transport;

rules governing aid to transport;

elimination of double taxation on motor 
vehicles;

standardisation of the provisions governing the 
duty-free admission of the fuel contained in 
the fuel tanks of commercial motor vehicles;

introduction of a Community quota for the 
carriage of goods by road between Member 
States;

establishment of a graduated charging scheme 
for the carriage of goods by road between 
Member States.

Second stage:

‘regulation on action by Member States 
concerning the obligations inherent in the 
concept of public service;

‘regulation on the normalisation of the 
accounts of railway undertakings.

Third stage:

harmonisation of vehicle tax structures;

introduction of a standard and permanent 
accounting system for expenditure on 
infrastructure in respect of each mode of 
transport.’

Communication from the Commission to the 
Council of 10 February 1967 on the development of 
the common transport policy following the Council 

resolution of 20 October 1966.
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‘The question of harmonising the weights and 
dimensions of lorries in the Member States is not 
an empty question. It is covered by Article 75 of 
the Treaty. On the ground, there are two 
opposing factions: the proponents of 10 tonnes 
per axle and the proponents of 13 tonnes. France 
defends the latter position. The implications are 
not purely technical. In fact, they are economic 
since the adoption of common rules would have 
consequences for the manufacturers, who are not 
slow in bringing this to the attention of their 
national political authorities. So it is that the 
Berliet company defends tooth and nail the 
13-tonne option, inasmuch as having to replace 
the fleet would not only be very costly but would 
also be tantamount to offering the German 
manufacturers of 10-tonne per axle lorries a 
golden opportunity on a plate.

In 1971, the Berliet company is particularly active. 
Jean Chamant, the French Transport Minister, 
‘when setting out the French position, seems to 
draw his inspiration from the notes prepared by 
our company for the Administration’, writes a 

Berliet employee. Satisfied with the Minister’s 
attitude in Brussels, Paul Berliet tells him: ‘I would 
like to thank you for having defended [...] the 
French HGV manufacturers’ position [...]. 
Consequently, despite the attacks you will 
inevitably face, I would urge you to uphold the 
position you have adhered to so firmly hitherto.’ In 
February 1972, Georges Pompidou and Willy 
Brandt address this question at their summit 
meeting [...]’

Moguen-Toursel, M., ‘Lobbying, compromis, 
rapprochements transversaux: les manœuvres autour  
de la définition d’un nouveau code européen pour le 

transport routier (1950–1980)’, in Moguen-Toursel, M. 
(ed.), Stratégies d’entreprise et action publique dans 

l’Europe intégrée (1950–1980): Affrontement et 
apprentissage des acteurs/Firm strategies and public policy 

in integrated Europe (1950–1980): Confrontation  
and learning of economic actors, 

Euroclio, Études et documents, No 37  
© PIE–Peter Lang, 2007. (Translated from the French)

The weight per lorry axle is not a purely technical problem

who ‘is working his fingers to the bone’ on the 
planned link between Brussels, Luxembourg and 
Strasbourg, ‘a project for which an abundance of 
plans existed’, other people are producing re-
markable papers in other areas. ‘But there is no 
evidence to show that anything of even the slight-
est significance has ever come from that quar-
ter.’ (1). 

The transport policy thus started off on the wrong 
foot. This Community ‘Fata Morgana’ left both 

(1) Interview with Nicola Bellieni, 19 December 2003.

players and observers somewhat disillusioned (2). 
According to them, the ideas were there, and an 
overall concept existed in the minds of many (3). 
‘All the things worked on, developed or thought 
out at the time have endured — and eventually 
been realised.’ (4) Indeed, it is only now, several 
decades later, that what was in a state of intel-
lectual gestation has finally begun to see the light 
of day.

Michel DuMoulin

(2)  De l’Écotais, Y., L’Europe sabotée, Rossel, Brussels, 1976, 
pp. 162–163.

(3) Interview with Henri Étienne, 12 January 2004.
(4) Interview with John Peters, 29 January 2004 (see box p. 452).
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Chapter 23

An improbable industrial policy

While industry and those involved in it were at the 
heart of the process of economic integration which 
got under way in 1958, there was scarcely any pro-
vision in the Treaty for the direct involvement of 
the EEC. The introduction of the free movement of 
manufactured goods throughout the Community, 
coupled with competition legislation which left to 
market forces the job of fashioning economic struc-
tures, formed the basis of the Commission’s work 
in this field. One of the originators of Community 
industrial policy commented at the start of the 
1970s that, when the EEC Treaty was being drafted, 
nobody realised that there was a need for an indus-
trial policy and there was hardly any general 
thought given to its content and definition (1). Only 
some countries had some experience in this area, 
giving rise to differences of opinion which more or 
less matched those that were causing division in 
relation to economic planning.

It should therefore come as no surprise just how 
few people the Commission had at its disposal 
for a policy which was not mentioned in the 
Treaty of Rome. In the organisation chart which 

(1)  Toulemon, R. and Flory, J., Une politique industrielle pour l’Europe, 
Presses Universitaires de France, Paris, 1970, p. 79.

appeared at the beginning of 1958, industry came 
under the Internal Market DG and, inside the DG, 
it was represented by a division attached to the 
Directorate for Industry, Craft Trades and Com-
merce, which Fernand Braun headed from 1962.

This situation remained unaltered until the mer-
ger of the executive bodies. This resulted in the 
creation of a Directorate-General for Industrial 
Affairs headed by Robert Toulemon, with 
Fernand Braun as his deputy and Jean Flory at 
the head of a Directorate for Studies and Indus-
trial Policy. These changes were made between 
1964 and 1970 by the Member of the Commission 
responsible for the internal market and then in-
dustrial affairs, Guido Colonna di Paliano. Al-
though the overall effect was fairly limited in 
terms of what was actually achieved during the 
period, this change of direction reveals a series of 
slight shifts in thinking, the nature and elements 
of which deserve explanation.

One of the first officials in the division responsible 
for industry has explained just how vague the Com-
mission’s task was in this area: ‘What was the point 
of an industry division when the European Eco-
nomic Community began? What was it supposed to 
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do? Were there any articles in the Treaty which spe-
cifically referred to industrial policy? Practically, 
there was none.’ (1) The questions which were put 
to the Member States were met with a response 
which could be summed up as ‘It’s none of your 
business’, either because the representatives of the 
country in question thought that the relevant initia-
tives were inappropriate or because they thought 
that industrial matters were basically national con-
cerns. The upshot was: ‘What direction should we 
go in? It took us some time to find out.’ (2)

From sectoral action to an 
overall policy

The first ideas on industrial policy were very sector-
al in nature and scarcely regarded as having any-
thing to do with a policy as such. The introduction 
of the customs union, coupled at times with falling 
international rates, caused serious difficulties for 
some sectors. These difficulties were anticipated 
when the Treaty was drafted, with provision under 
Article 226 for protective measures during the tran-
sitional period in the event of serious sectoral or 
regional difficulties. The Italian government in fact 
decided to make use of this option at the end of 
1960 for sulphur, lead, zinc, iodine and silk. The 
Commission consequently decided temporarily to 
isolate the Italian market, provided that measures 
allowing only profitable firms to survive were 
brought in. It was clear to the Commission that re-
strictive import measures of this kind could result 
in serious drawbacks for consumer firms and 
should not take the place of resolving the struc-
tural problems which these difficulties revealed.

Battle in the shipyards

A new series of difficulties affecting larger sectors 
in the Community provided the Commission short-
ly afterwards with a chance to consider matters 
more thoroughly. At the beginning of the 1960s 

(1) Interview with Jean Durieux, 3 March 2004.
(2) Ibid.

Europe’s shipyards were facing growing competi-
tion from the Japanese, who were rapidly winning 
a larger share of the market. The Member States 
reacted in a haphazard manner with aid schemes 
to rectify the differences in prices with their com-
petitors: France from 1959, Germany in 1962, fol-
lowed by Italy and then the Netherlands and Bel-
gium as well. These schemes, sometimes in 
conjunction with restructuring programmes which 
turned out to be inadequate, needed to be ex-
tended beyond the periods originally planned. 
The shipbuilding sector thus provided an ideal test 
bed for an overall approach to the matter by the 
Internal Market DG. The first move, which took 
the form of a proposal for a directive in April 1965, 
was to align national practices on subsidies. This 
directive, adopted by the Council after a lengthy 
delay (July 1969), was devised at the time only as 
an interim solution, pending a more comprehen-
sive policy which was still to be defined. The In-
ternal Market DG worked hard on it in the sum-
mer of 1965. Shipbuilding in Europe was beset by 
structural difficulties caused simultaneously by 
supply conditions which were technologically 
ill-matched to demand, by the fragmentation of its 
structures of production and also by a series of 
disparities in relation to the facilities provided for 
Japanese shipyards in terms of raw material prices, 
research aid, credit arrangements, customs protec-
tion, etc. The fundamental approach for which the 
Internal Market DG opted was based on the idea 
that a ‘passive attitude’ would eventually lead to 
European constructors being ousted from the 
world market, contrary to the decisions of the gov-
ernments which had opted to maintain a ship-
building industry even though the consolidation 
policies followed by some Member States tended 
to be protective and conservative in nature. The 
recommended policy thus called for shipyards to 
be rationalised and geared to the construction of 
new types of vessel and for national programmes 
to be compared with a view to determining certain 
options at Community level (3).

(3)  Problèmes posés par une politique des structures dans le domaine 
de la construction navale, communication by Mr Colonna di 
Paliano, SEC(65) 2880, 13 October 1965.
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The note on shipbuilding which the same direct-
orate-general prepared two years later showed 
further thinking about the kind of policies to be 
followed. On the one hand, structural action was 
advocated for which aid from the national au-
thorities could be justified on a temporary and 
selective basis. On the other, specific action was 
called for on credit arrangements and credit in-
surance so that European shipyards could enjoy 
the same conditions of access to financing as 
their Japanese rivals. At Community level, the 
plan was for no import taxes on supplies for 
shipbuilding from non-member countries and, in 
particular, the coordination of national research 
efforts and even the pooling of human and finan-
cial resources for certain programmes (1).

Textiles and high-tech industries

Similar findings and conclusions emerged for the 
textiles industry: competition from countries with 
low labour costs, direct intervention by the au-
thorities in some Member States, need for struc-
tural change and greater research efforts. The 
idea which emerged at Community level was for 
a common commercial policy on imports from 
low-cost countries, tax incentives to encourage 
the modernisation of equipment, coordination of 
national research efforts and approximation of 
company law to encourage groupings of compa-
nies at European level (2).

The sector-by-sector approach was also applied 
to some high-tech industries which were studied 
and examined by working parties set up by the 
Medium-Term Economic Policy Committee. The 
data-processing sector symbolised these con-
cerns. The Europeans were lagging behind the 
Americans in the case of computers and compo-
nents, and there was a risk that the consequences 
could be dramatic in the medium term, at the 

(1)  BAC 116/83 815, Directorate-General for the Internal Market, 
Directorate-General for Competition: sectoral structures policy, 
shipbuilding, 9 June 1967.

(2)  ‘Textile industry in the Community’, Bulletin of the EEC, No 5, 
1966, pp. 5–8.

economic level as well as in political and human 
terms. The causes of this situation were compan-
ies’ limited capital resources, inadequate means 
devoted to research and little support from the 
public sector in terms of orders compared with 
the United States. The Commission therefore 
came up with a proposal to improve the struc-
tures of the sector and to create companies on a 
European scale, to introduce ‘jointly decided’ 
public financing, to consider (i) the possibility of 
pooling public orders for research and develop-
ment and for the purchase of equipment while 
avoiding any discrimination among enterprises in 
the Member States on the grounds of nationality, 
and (ii) major joint projects on research and 
development (3).

An overall approach

The outcome of this sector-by-sector approach 
was a more overall view prompting some debate 
which was then taken up by the press and vari-
ous analysts. In an article in Le Figaro of 9 March 
1965, Raymond Aron criticised what he called the 
‘failure of the common market’ and wrote that, 
when a French or Italian firm was in difficulties, 
it usually turned to an American company, rather 
than to a firm in the same sector in another coun-
try in the common market. The sources which 
fuelled the public debate sometimes even came 
from within the Commission itself. It is a known 
fact that The American Challenge, which was 
written by the French politician, Jean-Jacques 
Servan-Schreiber, and which sold in millions 
around the world, was based on a series of inter-
nal Commission studies.

There is no doubt that, in line with a tradition 
which had emerged at the beginning of the cen-
tury, comparing Europe as it developed as a 

(3)  BAC 118/83 815, Industrial structures policy, electronics industry, 
document for the Medium-Term Economic Policy Committee, 
25 July 1967; Medium-Term Economic Policy Committee, ‘Sectoral 
aspects of the structures policy’ working party, opinion of the 
working party concerning the directions of economic policy to be 
followed in the electronics industry, especially the computer indus-
try, 25 July 1967.
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Community with the model represented by the 
United States was one of the main lines of thought 
of many analysts and of many officials at the 
Commission.

The thinking on the medium-term economic pol-
icy programme proposed by the Commission and 
adopted by the Council at the end of April 1966 
contributed to the first general consolidation of 
ideas on industrial policy. The introduction to the 
programme referred to the need for ‘industrial 
policy measures’ for the sectors experiencing dif-
ficulty in adapting, the introduction of a struc-
tural policy, the encouragement of intra-Commu-
nity industrial mergers, a better understanding of 
foreign investment within the EEC and more 
extensive research efforts.

Memorandum on Community 
industrial policy (July 1967)

All the concerns which were gradually coalescing 
towards the definition of a Community industrial 
policy were analysed by Alain Prate, Director-Gen-
eral for the Internal Market, in September 1966.

The introduction of the tariff union, which was in 
the process of completion, was not enough to cre-
ate an economic community, which in the indus-
trial sphere posed certain problems that ‘could not 
be resolved just by eliminating barriers to trade’ (1) 
and threatened to result in muddled and even con-
tradictory direct intervention by countries. In the 
industries which had come out of the first indus-
trial revolution, where growth was slow and where 
the first signs of decline were apparent, the prob-
lems which arose concerned structural change. In 
these branches of activity the primary objective of 
a Community industrial policy was to avoid mud-
dled and contradictory intervention by the author-
ities which ‘distorted the conditions of competition 
among Community enterprises’ (2).

(1)  HAEC, BDT 118/83 807, Politique industrielle et marché commun, 
note signed Alain Prate, 12 September 1966.

(2) Ibid.

The other matter which Alain Prate raised con-
cerned US investment. He was referring particu-
larly to the rapidly expanding sectors representing 
the future where it was somewhat embarrassing 
to have technically healthy European firms being 
bought up, often at a knockdown price, with the 
consequence that ‘dominant positions dependent 
on decision-making centres in non-member coun-
tries were being created in some important indus-
trial sectors of the Community’ (3). The problems 
which arose in these sectors concerned structures 
and financial resources. Lastly, attention was 
drawn to the likely consequences of the ongoing 
Kennedy Round talks and their effects on industry 
in Europe with regard both to Europe’s own inad-
equacies and to the US tariff structure. There were 
several reasons why all these matters demanded a 
common European response. In the case of the 
sectors beset by structural difficulties, the idea 
was to stop the Member States ‘outbidding’ each 
other, and this prompted a desire for ‘coordinated 
industrial policy measures taken by the Commu-
nity so that the necessary changes could be made 
in a gradual and concerted manner while ensur-
ing freedom of competition and the free move-
ment of goods within the common market’ (4). As 
for the industries of the future, such as nuclear 
power, aerospace, electronics and pharmaceuti-
cals, Alain Prate’s cautious aim of rediscovering a 
‘degree of autonomy’ needed to involve ‘coordin-
ation of national efforts, possibly reaching outside 
the Community’ (5), i.e. by using the resources of 
the Six in conjunction with those of the United 
Kingdom.

The proposed action was thus divided into sev-
eral parts, with the idea of creating a genuine 
common market within which technical regula-
tions in particular would no longer constitute 
artificial barriers to trade. The idea was also to 
coordinate and develop efforts in connection 
with scientific and technical research and for 
conversion of the industries which had emerged 

(3) Ibid.
(4) Ibid.
(5) Ibid.
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‘My God! said God, I forgot to create Europe’:
Piem, or Pierre de Barrigue de Montvallon, the cartoonist who 

worked for Le Figaro among others, illustrates the growing 
awareness of the gap between the United States and Europe, 

which Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber, editorialist, director  
and founder of L’Express, took as his subject in an essay that 

has not yet been forgotten: Le défi américain, 
(The American Challenge). As Michel Albert puts it: 

‘The American Challenge is a profession of faith in Europe.  
That is how it was seen in America, all over Europe and in 

Japan too. The Japanese found it most inspiring.’  
(Interview with Michel Albert, 18 December 2003.)
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from the first industrial revolution. Lastly, the 
idea was to encourage the creation of enter-
prises which were big enough and had adequate 
financial resources to ‘stand up to the competi-
tion from enterprises in non-member coun-
tries’ (1) while ensuring that the European coun-
tries did not outbid each other in their efforts to 
attract foreign investment. The idea was thus to 
create a ‘business Europe’ by means of a series 
of measures affecting company law, taxation 
and the capital market.

The proposals put forward by Alain Prate in 1966 
thus tended towards a middle way, combining a 
series of institutional measures to complete and 
extend the tariff union and open up competition 
among operators with a series of Community 
moves which were justified because of the risk 
of distortion as a result of measures by the Mem-
ber States. Prudence was therefore the watch-
word in order to ensure, in the light of what had 
gone before, that there was no repeat of discus-
sions which were as pointless as the disputes 
over the comparative merits of ‘competition and 
planning’ (2).

The proposals contained in the note by Alain 
Prate in September 1966 provided the basis for a 
communication by Colonna di Paliano to the 
Commission on 2 March 1967 and then a ‘Memo-
randum on Community industrial policy’, pub-
lished at the beginning of July 1967. Colonna di 
Paliano’s note to the Commission in March was 
thus broadly inspired by the ideas put forward 
by Alain Prate, albeit with slightly less emphasis 
on competition with the United States. The Com-
mission memorandum, which differed little in 
terms of structure and ideas from the document 
presented by Colonna di Paliano in March, man-
aged to present a rather more favourable bal-
ance between the market and competition. On 
the one hand, the Commission responded on the 
basis of the facts: the Member States were 
prompted to act in response to the difficulties 

(1)  HAEC, BDT 118/83 807, Politique industrielle et marché commun, 
note signed Alain Prate, 12 September 1966.

(2) Ibid.

connected with the decline of certain activities 
and it was important to harmonise such action. 
On the other hand, the proposed policy was pre-
sented as an environment policy based on free-
dom of competition for enterprises but providing 
them with an institutional framework and re-
sources to allow them to adapt to the demands 
of a ‘large open market’ and ‘international com-
petition’ (3). The July 1967 memorandum conse-
quently insisted on the responsibility incumbent 
on enterprises: ‘The main effort needs to be 
made by the enterprises themselves, especially 
with regard to management, while the Commu-
nity must endeavour to remove the barriers 
which enterprises encounter when attempting to 
become more efficient, especially by removing 
discrimination, distortion and other inequalities 
in the conditions of competition which are con-
trary to the Treaty and prevent the functioning of 
the common market.’ The balance between ne-
cessary structural concentration and competition 
thus constituted one of the tricky points of a pol-
icy which was also the subject of difficult talks 
with those representing employers in Europe (4). 
The liberal slant of the memorandum also ap-
peared in the guidelines on trade policy which it 
recommended, with the need to ‘eliminate dis-
tortions of competition which could arise from 
differences in the trade policies followed by the 
Member States’, a trade policy devised ‘as liber-
ally as possible’ and ‘harmonisation of export 
subsidy policies’ (5). The Member States’ own re-
sponsibility was also emphasised in the memo-
randum: sectoral actions at European level were 
all the more effective if they were properly linked 
to macroeconomic policy initiatives.

The industrial policy gradually mapped out by 
the Commission thus emerged as a synthesis of 
the discussion and experience which occurred 
during the first years of its work: response to 

(3)  ‘Memorandum on Community industrial policy’, SEC(67) 1201, 
4 July 1967.

(4)  UNICE, L’industrie européenne face à l’intégration économique et 
sociale, November 1966, p. 12.

(5)  ‘Memorandum on Community industrial policy’, SEC(67) 1201, 
4 July 1967.
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sectoral difficulties, desire to promote growth 
industries, need to take account of the actions of 
individual countries while stressing the ideas of 
the single market and freedom of competition. 
This all gradually took shape through continual 
dialogue with the Member States, but also with 
employer organisations such as UNICE which 
were keen to maintain firms’ freedom of action 
and to stand up for their interests at interna-

tional level, especially during the Kennedy 
Round talks. Industrial policy thus gradually 
charted a course between internal market pol-
icy, competition policy and trade policy. As 
Fernand Braun put it, ‘It made sense, and it was 
in everyone’s interest.’ (1)

(1) Interview with Fernand Braun, 8 December 2003.

Exchange of views between the Commission and a Union of Industries in the European Community (UNICE) delegation, 
7 April 1967, on industrial problems in the common market. UNICE saw the light of day in March 1958 in the wake of the 

Council of Industrial Federations in Europe (CIFE) and the Union of Industries of the Countries of the European Community.  
It brought together the national industrial federations of the six ECSC Member States. At the outset, it aimed at ‘uniting the 

central industrial federations to foster solidarity between them; encouraging a Europe-wide competitive industrial policy; 
and acting as a spokesperson body to the European institutions’ (http://www.unice.org/content/default.asp?PageId=212). 

UNICE ensures permanent liaison with the Community institutions, studies problems arising in that context and coordinates 
as far as possible responses and public statements of opinion by central industrial federations. Lastly, it promotes the 

emergence of a common policy through studies and exchanges and extends its activity to problems arising in relations 
between the Community and non-member countries, as explained by Jean Meynaud and Dusan Sidjanski at the time  
(Les groupes de pression dans la Communauté européenne, 1958–68 — Structure et action des organisations professionnelles, 

Éditions de l’institut de sociologie de l’université libre de Bruxelles, IEE de l’ULB, Brussels, 1971).
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The memorandum of 1970  
and its consequences

The merger of the executive bodies and the ensu-
ing reorganisation resulted in the creation of a 
Directorate-General for Industry. This was the 
logical consequence of the observation made by 
Commissioner Colonna di Paliano in March 1967, 
when he remarked, ‘There is no specific respon-
sibility for industrial policy’ (1). The set-up which 
he headed in 1968 was, to some extent, the 
culmination of the thinking that had gone 
on over the previous years.

The memorandum on Community industrial pol-
icy, which the Commission adopted on 18 March 
1970, stemmed from earlier concerns but outlined 
some areas for priority action. On the one hand, 
the Commission move was in line with the logic 
of completing the single market. As Robert 
Toulemon wrote in the Revue du Marché Com
mun in September 1970, the stated aim was to 
‘place industry in the six countries in a coherent 
framework as close as possible to that of a na-
tional market’ (2). This completion of the single 
market thus involved the removal of barriers and 
divisions slowing down the integration of eco-
nomic activities. The programme to harmonise 
regulations creating barriers to trade, especially 
in the case of standards, which the Council 
adopted in March 1969, was an initial part of the 
response, in spite of the foreseeable delays in its 
implementation. Another objective was the re-
moval of barriers to the development of enter-
prises’ strategies within the Community. The idea 
was to allow establishments to be set up and al-
liances and mergers to go ahead which hitherto 
had not been possible and which had justified 
the criticism some years earlier by Raymond 
Aron, and to introduce a European company stat-
ute, together with measures on taxation and the 
European financial market. But the aims went be-

(1)  ‘Problèmes de la politique industrielle’, Communication by 
Mr Colonna di Paliano, SEC(67) 672, 27 February 1967 (Commis-
sion meeting of 2 March 1967).

(2)  Toulemon, R., ‘Des idées nouvelles en politique industrielle’, Revue 
du Marché Commun, September 1970, pp. 385–393.

yond establishing this simple framework, which 
was a prior but preliminary condition for the in-
troduction of an industrial policy that was at last 
being viewed in a more positive light. Robert 
Toulemon noted that all these measures ‘affected 
industry but did not come under what was gener-
ally understood as industrial policy’ (3). The thrust 
of the plan put forward by the Commission was 
presented to Jean Monnet by Robert Toulemon 
on 12 February 1970. The objective was to bring 
about the creation of multinational European en-
terprises, standardise public procurement and 
create technological development contracts, in 
order to thwart a trend which threatened 
Europe’s technological independence and its fu-
ture growth because these were industries where 
the ‘market was currently developing most’ (4).

The proposed policy took its inspiration from the 
policies followed until then by some countries at 
national level (as in France), the idea being to 
transfer them to the Community level by exploit-
ing orders and public funding for research for the 
benefit of European enterprises. They would thus 
be encouraged to form groups with a view to 
reaching critical mass. And so the Commission 
was focusing its action where competition policy 
intersected with a more active policy. Competi-
tion policy was involved in the sense that there 
was a need to move away from particularly ad-
verse practices in sectors where public procure-
ment or orders from enterprises closely linked to 
the State represented the bulk of the market: 
major electrical installations, equipment for nu-
clear power stations, computers, telecommunica-
tions and aircraft. The aim of the Commission 
was not, as some people had thought, to ‘limit 
competition but to establish it where it did not 
exist’ (5). Another aim was to move beyond the 
stage of intergovernmental cooperation, on which 
the Member States had until then focused their 
attention, with all the difficulties that this ap-
proach entailed in terms of financing, ‘diplomatic’ 

(3) Ibid.
(4)  FJME, AMK C 33/6/112, Conversation with Robert Toulemon, 

Hotel. Astoria, 12 February 1970.
(5) Toulemon, R., ‘Des idées nouvelles [...]’, op. cit.
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management of programmes and an emphasis on 
a ‘fair return’. The suggestion in the memoran-
dum was thus to combine the change of scale 
with the effect of integration by implementing in-
dustrial development contracts funded by Com-
munity resources in order to encourage the de-
sired ‘multinational groupings’ of enterprises. A 
policy of this kind needed to be all-embracing in 
order to cover a wide range of sectors so that 
each Member State could be offered a satisfactory 
package of benefits and sacrifices. As the Com-
mission memorandum put it, ‘The balance of in-
terests must be sought on the broadest possible 

basis’ (1). This policy also needed to take into 
consideration the responsibility of the Commu-
nity bodies and of manufacturers. It also assumed 
that the objectives of such a programme would 
be considered when implementing competition 
policy. In this regard, the positions taken by the 
Member of the Commission with responsibility 
for competition, Emmanuel Sassen, offered a ser-
ies of opportunities by recognising the need for 
Europe to catch up with the United States in a 

(1)  La politique industrielle de la Communauté, Memorandum from the 
Commission to the Council, COM(70) 100, 18 March 1970.

Industrial, scientific 
and technological policy

‘7. The Heads of State or Government felt there 
was a need to try and provide a uniform 
foundation for industry throughout the 
Community.

This entails the removal of technical barriers to 
trade and elimination, especially in the field of 
taxation and law, of obstacles hindering 
alignment and concentration among 
undertakings, swift adoption of a statute for the 
European company, the progressive and effective 
opening up of public contracts, the promotion on 
the European scale of competitive undertakings in 
advanced technology, the adaptation and 
redevelopment, under socially acceptable 
conditions, of industrial branches in difficulty, the 
preparation of provisions to guarantee that 
concentrations affecting undertakings established 
in the Community are compatible with the 
Community socioeconomic goals and fair 
competition under the Treaty provisions both 
within the common market and on the outside 
markets.

Objectives should be defined and the 
development of a common scientific and 

technological policy ensured. This policy implies 
coordination of national policies within the 
Community institutions and the joint carrying out 
of action in the Community interest.

To this end, an action programme with a precise 
schedule backed by appropriate means should be 
drawn up by the Community institutions before 
1 January 1974.

The environment

8. The Heads of State or Government stress the 
value of a Community environment policy. They 
are therefore requesting the Community 
institutions to draw up an action programme with 
a precise schedule before 31 July 1973.

Energy

9. The Heads of State or Government feel there is 
a need for the Community institutions to work 
out as soon as possible an energy policy which 
ensures a reliable and lasting supply on 
economically satisfactory terms.’ 

Bulletin of the EC, No 10, 1972, p. 19.

Declaration of the Heads of State or Government at the end of the conference in Paris 
from 19 to 21 October 1972 (extract)
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variety of areas and the need for greater concen-
tration in some sectors in order to attain critical 
mass while avoiding any ‘national flagship’ or 
‘European monopoly’ approach. What the Com-
mission had to do was to give a clear indication 
of the types of cooperation which either were not 
outlawed by the Treaty provisions or could be 
exempted from any such prohibitions. It was also 
a matter of authorising support in conjunction 
with Community action programmes if the growth 
industries were not to be ‘irretrievably left be-
hind’ (1).

The Commission memorandum was discussed by 
a group of senior officials who had been asked 
by the Council to consider the various points 
which it raised. In this way, the issue of a Com-
munity industrial policy was taken up again in 
the autumn of 1972. It was the subject of one of 
the chapters in the declaration published at the 
end of the Conference of Heads of State or Gov-
ernment in Paris from 19 to 21 October (see box 
p. 465).

The results of the conference fell short of the 
Commission’s objectives. In the spring of 1971, in 
fact, the Commission had put to the Council a 
proposal for the creation of an Industrial Policy 
Committee, organised along the same lines as the 
Medium-Term Economic Policy Committee, with 
the task of promoting consultation among the 
Member States and between them and the Com-
mission. The idea was to encourage consultation 
on the general outlines of industrial policy, na-
tional sectoral policies, structural problems, the 
opening of public contracts to technological de-
velopment and technological cooperation with 
non-member countries (2). The Commission’s 
major objectives also included consultation 
among major purchasers of capital goods, often 
in the public sector, and consultation on stand-
ards, research and joint purchasing in sectors 
such as electricity, transport, telecommunications, 

(1)  HAEC, BDT 118/83 808, Speech by Emmanuel Sassen on industrial 
policy in the European Community, 12 December 1968.

(2)  ‘Industrial development, technical and scientific policy’, Bulletin of 
the EC, No 6, 1971.

television, etc. The hope was also to see the con-
clusion of a series of decisions concerning taxa-
tion of mergers and to witness the introduction of 
legal instruments for joint projects or undertak-
ings (joint undertaking status, European econom-
ic interest grouping) (3). While the main object-
ives defined by the Commission could be found 
in the conclusions of the Paris Summit with re-
gard to the opening up of markets, the introduc-
tion of a legal and tax framework conducive to 
the emergence of enterprises on a Community 
scale, the promotion of high-tech sectors and the 
conversion of industries in difficulty, the actual 
introduction of an industrial, scientific and tech-
nological policy was deferred pending an action 
programme to be decided by 1 January 1974, 
with no provision for any specific institutional 
mechanism for its implementation.

In actual fact, the discussions prompted by the 
publication of the 1970 memorandum confirmed 
the differences in basic approach among the 
Member States. When considered in conjunction 
with the priority accorded to the negotiations on 
accession, this explains how little response they 
met with (4). While the Dutch were reluctant 
about any new development until the question of 
UK membership was settled, the French gov-
ernment was aware of the overall objectives pur-
sued by the Commission and distanced itself 
from the Commission’s stance on the implemen-
tation process to be adopted. Rather than an inte-
grated policy at Community level, it preferred an 
approach involving sectoral actions by countries 
working together without any Commission in-
volvement (5). The French were therefore against 
the idea of the proposed Industrial Policy 
Committee, for which the Commission would have 
provided the secretariat. In the same way, the 
French government was reluctant to accept the idea 
of the Commission arranging consultations among 
purchasers in the public sector or the thought of 
losing any scope for manoeuvre in relations with 

(3) FJME, AMK C 33/6/115, Note by Robert Toulemon, 14 March 1972. 
(4) Toulemon, R., L’Europe, Desclée de Brouwer, Paris, 1992, p. 109.
(5)  Toulemon, R., Une politique industrielle pour l’Europe, Presses 

universitaires de France, Paris, 1974, p. 103.
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non-member countries on scientific or techno-
logical matters (1). At the other extreme, the Ger-
man government tended to favour completing 
the internal market and removing barriers to 
business activities but showed little interest in the 
more positive measures which the Commission 
was pursuing in line — as Robert Toulemon put 
it — with the ‘most traditional liberal ideas’ (2). In 
a more general sense, in addition to the differing 
ideas about the process of integration and the 
role that common policies were supposed to 
play, there were other differences of analysis 
with regard to the attitude to be adopted on the 
issue of US investment in Europe. In actual fact, 

(1)  HAEU, EN 2452, Indices d’une évolution négative des positions 
du gouvernement français dans le domaine de la politique 
industrielle, technologique et scientifique, 2 November 1971.

(2) Toulemon, R., ‘Des idées nouvelles [...]’, op. cit.

each Member State was eager to strike a balance 
between the benefits and drawbacks which could 
affect it as the result of any Community action in 
these new fields. The Commission’s approach 
 relied on the Member States accepting a ‘growing 
degree of mutual dependence in very sensitive 
policy fields’ (3). Consequently, as Robert Tou-
lemon was able to state in September 1970, the 
introduction of such a policy at Community level 
‘depended on a sense of realisation which had 
barely taken shape’ (4). Overall, the lack of any 
legal basis constituted one of the major obstacles 
to introducing an industrial policy, the general 
lines of which had been progressively mapped out.

(3) Toulemon, R., Une politique industrielle [...], op. cit., p. 112.
(4) Toulemon, R., ‘Des idées nouvelles [...]’, op. cit.

‘Industry and Society in the European Community’ conference in Venice from 20 to 22 April 1972.
From left to right: Luigi Ferro (Direzione Studi e Relazioni Culturali Fiat);  

at the back, Marcello Pacini (Agnelli Foundation), and Cesare Sacchi; in the centre, Giovanni Agnelli (President of Fiat). 
Identified by Elisabetta Rumerio and Alberta Simonis, Fiat Archives, Turin.
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Industry and growth objectives

Altiero Spinelli was appointed Member of the 
Commission with responsibility for industrial af-

fairs and research in June 1970 and immediately 
began to think in terms of extending the scope of 
the Commission’s analysis and action in these 
areas. The Conference on Industry and Society in 
the European Community, which was held in 
Venice from 20 to 22 April 1972 at the instigation 
of the new member of the Commission, set out to 

Commissioner Spinelli handed responsibility for 
the environment to Robert Toulemon, Director-
General of Industrial Affairs in 1969. ‘The idea was, 
from the outset, to incorporate in the ambitious 
objectives but also in the strictly economic aims of 
the EEC a new political dimension which was still 
fairly vague but which was encouraging because of 
its appeal to the general public and because of its 
integration effect. The aim was at the same time to 
reduce the adverse repercussions of economic 
development on the environment and natural 
resources and to provide a qualitative dimension to 
such development by improving the quality of 
life’ (1). Robert Toulemon asked Michel Carpentier 
to take on the task and to become the head of the 
new Environmental Affairs Division. He agreed and 
threw himself into the task: ‘Without being unduly 
modest, I can say that we had to start practically 
from scratch. The little we did have in legal and 
political terms — but with the help of a lot of 
enthusiasm, thinking, hard work and a bit of luck 
— helped us to establish the basis on which the 
environment policy gradually took shape.’

The first task for Michel Carpentier and his 
Division — ‘a small group of people at the 
Commission, with lots of ideas for the 
Community, who made the most of the Treaty 
and who, in addition, rode the wind of change 
from outside to help them in their task’ — was to 
define a method and an approach. ‘The method 
consisted of devising an ambitious policy plan, of 
seeing to what extent the plan and its underlying 
philosophy could be squared with the philosophy 
of the objectives of the Treaty, of looking also to 
see how the plan could be started by using the 
legal resources of the Treaty, and then of drawing 

up and submitting to the Member States and 
Parliament communications and initial proposals 
for an environment policy, to be used as a basis 
for getting a discussion going.’

As for the approach, the new division needed to 
cooperate and talk with various bodies. In this 
way, with the support of his Commissioner and 
his Director-General, Michel Carpentier 
established a dialogue with the authorities 
responsible for the environment in the Member 
States and in the four candidate countries. He was 
met with a ‘deeply courteous welcome in every 
country, albeit with strong differences in the 
response to the idea of a new Community policy’. 
The Commission was supported by Parliament, 
which quickly became interested in 
environmental issues and ‘stepped up its 
involvement through written and oral questions, 
opinions, comments and criticisms’. As for the 
Commission, opinions were divided: ‘On the one 
hand, I recruited some extra staff from the Joint 
Research Centre at Ispra, people who were keen 
to find a new direction. On the other hand, we 
went through a period of “grey areas”: the 
Commission, which was a regular victim of 
soul-searching over whether the work of some of 
its officials fitted in with the priority objectives of 
the Community, decided to persuade the 
Secretariat-General to conduct a survey on 
whether the work carried out in the fields of the 
environment and education was justified in 
relation to the objectives of the Treaty. Thanks to 
the good sense and understanding of my 
colleagues conducting the survey, I was found 
“not guilty” of straying off course!’

J.C.

The beginnings of environment policy according to Michel Carpentier

(1)  For all quotations: Carpentier, M., ‘La naissance de la politique de 
l’environnement’, Revue des affaires européennes, 1989, No 384, 
pp. 284–297.



469Chapter 23 — An improbable industrial policy

involve everyone in defining a Community indus-
try policy with a broader perspective. On the one 
hand, Spinelli believed that a definition of indus-
trial policy could not come only from the Com-
mission, even if it was involved as part of its in-
stitutional dialogue with the Council. As he saw 
it, this needed discussion, agreement and a much 
broader political advocacy and should provide a 
link between what could be achieved with the 
instruments of the Treaty and the subsequent 
phase which would call for stronger political 
commitment. On the other hand, making it an 
integral part of society’s concerns required the 
‘qualitative objectives of industrial development’ 
to be taken into account.

In this latter regard, the sudden upsurge of con-
cern about the environment and about the object-
ives of growth, which was fostered by the publi-
cations of the Club of Rome, prompted Spinelli 
and his colleagues, in the same way as 
Mansholt (1), to turn their attention to such data. 
This meant that the policy to be followed by the 
Commission needed not only to be geared to the 
industrial development of the Community but 
also to involve measures ensuring that this kind 
of development was part of the general develop-
ment of society. The topics of the wide-ranging 

(1) See Chapter 8, pp. 175–178 and box pp. 408–410.

Spinelli writes in his diary (Diario europeo, II, 1970–1976, Il Mulino, Bologna, 1991–92, p. 291):  
‘In Venice to inaugurate the Conference on Industry and Society with an address of which I had drafted the first  

and last sections, which were ideally formulated and offered a political perspective, and left it to Layton to write the middle 
section on the conference topics. The address went down really well. There were large numbers of industrialists  

and trade unionists. I think it was a great success. The Community’s industrial policy will no longer bear the imprint  
of the “Colonna memorandum” but of the “Spinelli conference”. Just as I intended.

In particular, I had the support of all the European trade unions, even the CGIL,  
and only the CGT is still fighting “mock battles against a non-existing society”.’
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discussion in Venice were thus inspired by the 
main ideas proposed by the Commission in the 
1970 memorandum and at the same time by the 
social and regional aspects of industrial issues. 
Particular attention was given to questions such 
as the linkage of individual and collective needs 
and problems relating to the environment. The 
placing of European policy in its international 
context, the role of multinationals, cooperation 
with the United States or Japan and Europe’s re-
sponsibilities with regard to the industrial devel-
opment of the Third World were also among the 
topics listed for discussion (1). Even the title of 
the publication which came out of the Venice 
Conference — Pour un modèle européen de 
développement (A European development model) 
— showed how the Commission had brought all 
these ideas into focus (2).

This approach led to a reaffirmation of the need 
for planning which placed industrial policy in the 
context of future economic and monetary union. 

(1)  Organisation de la conférence sur ‘l’industrie et la société dans la 
Communauté européenne’, Communication by Altiero Spinelli, 
SEC(71) 185, 15 January 1971.

(2)  Pour un modèle européen de développement, conférence ‘Industrie 
et société dans la Communauté européenne’, La librairie 
européenne SA, Brussels, 1972/Armand Colin, Paris, 1973.

It was part of a broad view of development which 
brought together industry, research and techno-
logical development and also took heed of the 
environment. While the outline it proposed did 
not question the need for industrialisation and 
rapid growth, it wanted them to be better man-
aged and better balanced and to be born of a 
greater democratic say in decisions through an 
expanded dialogue with the social and economic 
partners (3). The conclusions of the Paris Summit 
of October 1972 to some extent reflected these 
new ideas when they referred to environment 
policy or the fact of involving the social partners 
in the ‘economic and social decisions’ of the 
Community. If the implementation of such a pro-
gramme then seemed far in the future, the first 
hints of a Community environment policy which 
appeared at that time showed that there was jus-
tification for these new concerns.

Éric Bussière

(3)  BAC 53/1987 275, Note de synthèse sur les travaux de la con-
férence ‘Industrie et société dans la Communauté européenne’. 
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Chapter 24

Energy: 
from synergies to merger

‘Energy is the daily bread of our nations’ (1) in 
the words of Fernand Spaak, Director-General of 
the Directorate-General for Energy from 1967 to 
1975. A society without access to energy cannot 
function, survive or prosper because energy 
forms the basis of all industrial activity. Moreover, 
the development of the European economy is 
possible only thanks to a plentiful supply of low-
cost energy.

Between 1957 and 1967 the Commission of the 
European Economic Community was responsi-
ble for producing proposals in the field of ener-
gy, although not for all forms of energy. From a 
legal and institutional point of view, there was 
no single common energy market: instead, there 
were several. The Euratom Commission pro-
duced proposals for the nuclear sector, the ECSC 
High Authority for the coal sector, and the EEC 
Commission for other energy sources such as oil 
and natural gas. In November 1960 Robert Mar-
jolin summarised the situation in the following 
terms: ‘The Treaties do not have the same con-
tent, the procedures are different and are over-

(1)  FJME, AMK 128/3/12, ‘Une stratégie européenne de l’énergie’ con-
ference given by Fernand Spaak on 6 June 1974 to the Société 
royale d’économie politique de Belgique, June 1974.

seen by different authorities (the ECSC High Au-
thority, the EEC Commission and the EAEC 
Commission). Nowhere in these Treaties is en-
ergy policy treated as a whole; no one is dealing 
with the relationship between the different forms 
of energy.’ (2)

During this period, the energy economy of the 
six Member States of the Community was under-
going major change. Energy consumption was 
rising, but the increase in demand could not be 
met by Community coal production, particularly 
owing to its high price. A shift from coal to oil 
was taking place, facilitated by the fact that no 
one was overly concerned at the sharp increase 
in dependence on oil-producing countries. How-
ever, caution had not been abandoned altogether. 
Although no one was expecting a genuine short-
age of oil, Europe sought to secure its energy 
supply. Armed with their past experiences, the 
European countries maintained strategic energy 
reserves. At the same time, nuclear energy 
research was continuing apace and the first 
nuclear power stations were coming on stream. 

(2)  FJME, ARM 26/6/55, ‘Exposé sur la politique énergétique’, presenta-
tion by Robert Marjolin to the ESC, 29 November 1960, pp. 1–2.
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The Commission was also at this time encourag-
ing research into new energy sources and inno-
vative ways of using existing energy sources.

Following the merger of the executives, the Sin-
gle Commission was entrusted with producing 
proposals for all energy sources. Likewise, the 
administrative structure of the European Execu-
tive was adapted accordingly. As a result, the Di-
rectorate-General for Energy was born, taking 
over the responsibilities of the Energy Economy 
Division and broadening its remit.

The Energy Economy Division

In 1958 the Directorate-General for Economic 
and Financial Affairs took over responsibility for 
energy matters, which were placed under the re-
mit of the Energy Economy Division of the Struc-
tures and Economic Development Directorate.

At the time, the Director-General for Economic 
Affairs was Franco Bobba (1958–66), with Louis 
Duquesne de La Vinelle, the first Director of the 
Structures and Economic Development Directo-
rate, reporting to him on energy matters. 
Duquesne de La Vinelle has been described as 
‘impeccable in every respect, showing true distin-
ction of thought and conduct, for whom actions 
spoke louder than words. He [Duquesne de La 
Vinelle] was unselfish and did not particularly seek 
to obtain power, but would often clash with 
Bobba.’ (1) His successors were three Frenchmen: 
Pierre Millet (1961), Alain Prate (1962–64) and 
Michel Albert (1965–66). The latter two, both 
high-ranking Treasury officials, evidently were in-
terested above all in economic and financial af-
fairs (2), as borne out by their subsequent careers.

Duquesne de La Vinelle himself stated that his ap-
proach to establishing a coordinated energy pol-
icy was to concentrate on problems that related to 
the structure of the industry, which he regarded 

(1) Interview with Paul Romus, 20 January 2004.
(2) Interview with Georges Brondel, 25 February 2004.

as the key to all other aspects of energy policy. It 
was necessary to make the various governments 
aware of the exact nature of the differences sepa-
rating them, to point out to them the importance 
of reducing these differences and to make sugges-
tions to them in this respect. For each country, 
this meant seeking a balance between the benefits 
they could obtain and the concessions required of 
them. Ideally, negotiations would be carried out 
among the real decision-makers on energy policy: 
if this could not be achieved, it would be very dif-
ficult to prevent the various sides from focusing 
on certain points of principle (3), which they had 
no power to influence. Clearly, it was not the 
intention of the EEC Commission to work in 
isolation on this matter.

Louis Duquesne de La Vinelle chose Georges 
Brondel as head of the Energy Economy Division. 
The two men had met when Duquesne de La 
Vinelle represented Belgium at the OEEC, where 
Brondel was the Secretary. Brondel recalled that 
one day he received a telephone call from Profes-
sor Duquesne de La Vinelle, who told him that he 
was working at the Commission as director in 
charge of finances in the Directorate-General for 
Economic and Financial Affairs, which also had 
responsibility for energy matters. Duquesne asked 
Brondel if he would be prepared to take charge of 
the energy division. Brondel accepted the job on 
the spot and immediately headed for Brussels to 
take up the post (4). Brondel was head of division 
from 1958. He continued at the Directorate-Gen-
eral for Energy in 1967, devoting the rest of his 
career to working in this field.

In addition to the splintering of responsibilities 
relating to energy across the different Communi-
ties, there were also areas of overlap in energy 
matters between the different directorates-gen-
eral of the Commission, particularly between the 
Competition DG and the Internal Market DG. In 
a report on the organisation of the Commission 

(3)  BAC 156/90 2053, Louis Duquesne de La Vinelle, ‘Les éléments 
d’une politique coordonnée de l’énergie dans la CEE’, 16 June 
1959, p. 7.

(4) Interview with Georges Brondel, 25 February 2004.
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Economy Division

1958
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1959

1960

1961 Pierre Millet

1962

Alain Prate1963

1964

1965
Michel Albert 

1966

departments, François-Xavier Ortoli noted that: 
‘The Energy Economy Division is taking shape 
after a difficult beginning, but it appears to run 
the risk of becoming more a division that coordi-
nates the positions in the energy sector of sev-
eral directorates-general than a division working 
at the forefront of policy development.’ The rap-
porteur wanted to see the Energy Economy Divi-
sion take the lead in its field. Consequently, any 
issues relating to oil, coal, gas, etc. that emerged 
were to be examined with the participation of 
the division in order to be incorporated into the 
overall energy policy that the Commission want-
ed to promote. He finished by stating that his 
earlier comments should not disguise the fact 
that the existence of an Energy Economy Divi-
sion was currently justified only by the distribu-
tion of tasks among the different executives and 
that, once a merger of the executives became 
possible, it would make sense to set up a Direc-
torate-General for Energy (1). The implications of 

(1)  HAEU, FMM 3, ‘Rapport sur l’organisation des services de la 
Commission de la Communauté Économique Européenne’, 1961. 
This report is also known as the Ortoli Report. The report was 
drawn up by the Rationalisation Committee, made up of Franco 
Bobba, Pieter VerLoren van Themaat and François-Xavier Ortoli.

these findings would only gradually be taken 
into account.

The Commissioner

The Commissioner responsible for energy matters 
was Robert Marjolin. ‘No one quarrelled with this 
assignment since things seemed so quiet in that 
domain’ (2), he remarked. Energy matters inter-
ested him. ‘Already at the time of the Marshall 
Plan and European reconstruction, Europe’s en-
ergy supplies and the cost of imported oil were 
among my major concerns.’ (3) As the future 
showed, energy would continue to interest Robert 
Marjolin: after leaving the Commission, he joined 
the board of directors at Royal Dutch Shell.

The role of the Commission in the energy sector, 
as defined by the French Commissioner, was to 
contribute to the development of an energy poli-
cy that would be regarded by all the Member 

(2)  Marjolin, R., Architect of European unity — Memoirs 1911–1986, 
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 1986, p. 395.

(3) Ibid., p. 394.

Officials responsible for energy matters in DG II 
(Economic and Financial Affairs)
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States as the most favourable for the Community 
in the long term. In so doing, the Commission 
would need to keep in mind constantly that the 
proposals it was producing did not concern one 
isolated sector of the economy but were part of 
an overall economic policy in which it could one 
day come to play a key role (1). Consequently, in 
order to ensure the unity of the common market 
for energy, it was vital to adopt an approach that 
was as comprehensive as possible, to establish a 
common trade policy and to harmonise the tax 
burden and competition rules (2). The main 
objective of the policy was to supply energy to 
industry, and to economic activity in general, at 
the lowest possible price compatible with secur-
ity of supply (3). These were happy times when 
the Commission was able to regard the fall in 
energy prices as a favourable factor contributing 
to more rapid development of the EEC.

In its early years, the Commission took part in the 
Inter-Executive Group for Energy with the ECSC 
and Euratom and developed measures intended 
to establish a common market for hydrocarbons.

Coordination with the other executives: the 
Inter-Executive Group for Energy

The Inter-Executive Group for Energy (1959–66) 
was a permanent working group responsible for 
presenting to the Special Council of Ministers of 
the ECSC ‘general guidelines on energy policy, 
proposals for implementing the policy, and the 
wording of the specific measures relating to the 
implementation of the common energy policy (4).

The working group comprised representatives of 
the executives, accompanied by officials. Robert 
Marjolin and Hans von der Groeben represented 

(1)  HAEC, Speech given by Robert Marjolin at the Institute of Energy 
of the University of Cologne, 14 June 1962.

(2)  CEAB 13 303, Summary report of the meeting of 22 November 
of the Working Group of the Inter-Executive Group for Energy, 
Strasbourg, 24 November 1960, p. 4.

(3)  Presentation by Robert Marjolin to the Economic and Social 
Committee (plenary session of 29 and 30 November 1960), quoted 
in Europe Documents, 20 December 1960, pp. 1–2.

(4) BAC 118/1986 2455, Groupe interexécutif ‘Énergie’, création et but.

the EEC. From 21 February 1959 they were accom-
panied by a third member, Giuseppe Caron. Their 
ECSC counterparts were Pierre-Olivier Lapie, 
Albert Coppé and Fritz Hellwig, while Paul  
De Groote and Emmanuel Sassen represented 
Euratom.

The activities of the Inter-Executive Group were 
marked by frequent disagreement between the 
representatives of the ECSC High Authority and the 
representatives of the EEC Commission, with the 
representatives of Euratom regularly siding with the 
EEC. Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer took part in the 
meetings of the group, first as an official of the EEC 
Commission and then after 1960 as an official of the 
High Authority, having been appointed as Albert 
Coppé’s chef de cabinet. He recalled how ‘every-
one tended to argue on behalf of the product they 
represented. But, overall, the ECSC was on the de-
fensive and the European Commission on the of-
fensive. The Commission was arguing for the open-
ing up of the energy market, for cheap oil and for 
cheap energy in general’. Relations between Lapie 
and Marjolin have been described by some as ex-
cellent (5) and by others as difficult. Gérard Olivier, 
at the time legal adviser to the ECSC High Author-
ity, recalled that relations between Lapie and 
Marjolin were not particularly friendly and that they 
did not particularly have confidence in one another 
but that they managed to work together (6).

The group started by bringing together the docu-
ments that would make it possible to establish 
basic statistics and forecasts. It was certainly nec-
essary to undertake analyses making sure, above 
all, that the same methods were used despite the 
different countries and different energy sourc-
es (7). The work yielded two types of document 
for publication: the annual forward estimates and 
the long-term energy outlooks for 1970–75.

(5)  Wilson, J., La politique pétrolière et énergétique dans l’Europe des 
Six (1957–1966) — Entre économie et politique: les tergiversa
tions d’une autruche à six têtes — Étude à travers les archives de 
la Communauté européenne, dissertation, UCL, Louvain-la-Neuve, 
1997, p. 159.

(6)  Interview with Gérard Olivier, 4 December 2003.
(7)  CEAB 2 3759, Pierre-Olivier Lapie, ‘Les institutions européennes et 

les problèmes énergétiques de l’Europe’, communication delivered 
at the 13th study days of the Economic Institute of Energy of the 
University of Cologne, 25 and 26 March 1965, p. 5.
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During group meetings, problems linked to the 
competition between coal and oil were regularly 
raised. Marjolin wanted the subject to be exam-
ined because ‘the fundamental problem is the 
competition between coal and the new forms of 
energy (oil and natural gas)’. For Marjolin it was 
better to concentrate on what he saw as ‘the es-
sentials’ rather than studying a whole series of 
issues that he regarded as being of secondary 
importance, such as the conditions for competi-
tion or cyclical instability (1). Faced with the 
threat to European coal production, some want-
ed oil to be subject to the same competition 
rules as coal. However, the Treaties provided for 
different rules for coal and oil. As von der  
Groeben noted, in order to introduce identical 
sets of rules, one would need an identical mar-
ket, which was not the case (2). The two prod-
ucts were in different situations, and so Marjolin 
reflected that, if one could theoretically remove 
coal from the equation, it was very likely that 
the EEC would move towards a free market 
without any protection, with the exception of 
imports from eastern Europe, for which some 
precautions would have to be taken. Even if a 
degree of control were to be imposed on the 
market to avoid excessively sharp price fluctua-
tions and duplication of investments, the over-
riding aim would clearly be to achieve the low-
est possible prices in the long term (3). The 
difficulty lay in the fact that the coal market and 

(1)  CEAB 13 303, Draft minutes for the meeting of 27 July 1959 of the 
Inter-Executive Working Group for Energy, 26 July 1959 [sic].

(2)  CEAB 9 624, Minutes for the meeting of 27 April 1959 of the Work-
ing Group for Energy Policy, 4 May 1959.

(3)  BAC 25/1975 334, Minutes for the meeting of 9 May 1961 of the 
Inter-Executive Group for Energy, 27 June 1961.

the decline of the European coal industry could 
not be ignored.

A number of documents were drawn up and pre-
sented to the Council of Ministers. Having re-
ceived its terms of reference from the Council of 
Ministers, the Inter-Executive Group adopted on 
25 June 1962 its memorandum on energy policy, 
presenting the prospects for the energy market 
and proposals to achieve the gradual opening up 
of the energy market by 1970. However, in the 
interim, the memorandum remained in limbo as 
the Member States felt it was necessary to await 
the merger of the Communities before deciding 
on the key choices that would lay the founda-
tions for a common energy policy. Marjolin did 
not share this point of view as it gave govern-
ments the opportunity to do nothing until the 
merger took place. Worse still, it was likely to 
encourage them to delay the merger (4).

(4)  CEAB 2 2793, Minutes of the 37th meeting of the Inter-Executive Work-
ing Group for Energy, held on 5 February 1964, pp. 2–3. For Hellwig, 
however, ‘It is logical to link the date of the merger of the Communities 
with the intended date for implementation of a common energy policy. 
Regarding the linking of the two as an obstacle to achieving the merger 
indicates a certain degree of pessimism.’ Ibid., p. 6.

A difficult coordination

Hallstein, President of the first Commission, also  
refers to the difficulties in coordinating policies  
between the three executives in his memoirs:

‘In fairness, however, it must be pointed out that 
efforts to form three separate energy policies into 
one were bound to lead to futility until the three ad-
ministrations of the three Communities were merged. 
[...] On the whole, it was inevitable that the 
institutions of the three Communities should, despite 
all efforts to coordinate their approach to matters of 
energy, think in terms not of a common overall policy 
for power but in terms of the coal industry, of oil or 
of nuclear energy.’

Hallstein, W., Europe in the making,  
Allen & Unwin, London, 1972, p. 221.

Working together

‘The mere fact that we said “The three have to 
work together in the area of energy policy” helped 
pave the way for the merger.’

Interview with Fritz Hellwig, 3 June 2004.
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Finally accepted by the Council in April 1964 in 
the form of a memorandum of understanding (1), 
the memorandum established the objectives of 
the energy policy: cheap and secure energy sup-
plies, gradual substitution, stability in energy sup-
ply in terms of both cost and available quantities, 
free choice for the consumer, fair competition on 
the common market between the different sourc-
es of energy, and a general economic policy.

The merger of the executives heralded the end of 
the Inter-Executive Group, depriving it of its rai
son d’être. From then on, the Single Commission 
would oversee coordination of the former com-
petences in the energy sector.

Oil’s growing dominance

The European Commission did not wait for the en-
ergy crisis of 1973 to start tackling issues relating to 
oil. From the beginning, it was understood that oil 
was extremely important. The closure of coal mines 
was to begin, and competition from imported coal 
was fierce. However, competition from oil imports 
was even greater: prices were relatively low, and 
everything was falling into place. Natural gas was 
being discovered on the territory of the European 
Community, at Lacq in France and in the Po valley 
in Italy. In fact, all manner of things were being 
discovered and, a few years later, it would also be 
discovered that the era of coal was over (2).

Faced with these developments in the energy mar-
ket, the reactions of the governments differed, as 
far as both external trade policy and domestic tax-
es or measures with equivalent effect were con-
cerned (3). The Commission thus attempted to or-
ganise the market for crude oil and its derivatives 
on a European scale and to apply certain rules, 

(1)  Memorandum of understanding on energy matters entered into by 
the governments of the Member States of the European Communi-
ties on the occasion of the 94th session of the Special Council of 
Ministers of the European Coal and Steel Community, held on 21 
April 1964 in Luxembourg.

(2) Interview with Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer, 12 November 2003.
(3)  EEC, Commission, Third General Report on the Activities of the 

Community (21 March 1959 to 15 May 1960), May 1960, p. 159.

Pierre-Olivier Lapie on the Inter-Executive 
Group for Energy

Pierre-Olivier Lapie, Chairman of the Inter- 
Executive Group for Energy from October 1959, ex-
plained how the group worked:

‘In 1960 we knew little about the real energy prob-
lems facing the Community as a whole. The institu-
tions in Brussels had only just come into existence, 
although the ECSC, which was older, had sufficient 
instruments to monitor the coal market. The first 
and crucial stage consisted in assembling the precise 
documentation and agreeing on a consistent work-
ing method. There were also a good deal of general 
and philosophical reflections on oil replacing coal as 
an energy source. However, in this new and dynamic 
field, there was little concrete analysis. Global esti-
mates of energy consumption were not enough: we 
also needed to identify the mechanisms for sharing 
out energy requirements among the different com-
peting energy sources. Moreover, we could no longer 
restrict ourselves simply to an inventory of what 
existed; in order to develop a policy, we also needed 
to work with future projections. For example, it’s one 
thing to vaguely observe that ships no longer run on 
steam and locomotives increasingly less so, another 
to calculate precisely the energy costs for maritime 
and rail transport, and yet another to transpose the 
figures to cover the period 1970–75. The three 
Communities had numerous problems to resolve: 
producing equivalent statistics and calculation 
methods, resolving terminology issues; to complete 
these tasks, they needed to collaborate with national 
civil services who were prepared for such tasks to 
varying degrees and to overcome the fears of some 
in industrial circles.’

Lapie, P.-O., ‘La politique énergétique européenne 
— Ses étapes, ses difficultés’, Revue du Marché 

Commun, No 100, 3/1967, pp. 135–136. 
(Translated from the French)
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with the aim of producing a genuine common 
market for petroleum products. In 1961 it noted 
that this aim was far from being achieved. Trade 
between the Member States still involved only 
small quantities and there were disparities in  
prices between the different markets, which had 
even been widening during the previous few 
years (1). Six months later, a more optimistic Marjolin 

(1)  EEC, Commission, Fourth General Report on the Activities of the 
Community (16 May 1960 to 30 April 1961), July 1961, p. 121.

declared that ‘a whole series of events suggest that 
1962 will be a decisive year for European energy 
policy. Public opinion has been made aware of 
the success achieved by the EEC in agriculture and 
we should take advantage of this psychological 
factor. The common market is increasingly taking 
shape and the establishment of a common market 
for petroleum products is imminent’. (2)

(2)  CEAB 2 2323, Minutes of the meeting of 22 and 23 January 1962 of 
the Inter-Executive Group for Energy, 12 February 1962.

After 10 years of geological surveys in the Sahara, France discovered oil deposits in 1956. The French Minister for Industry, 
Jean-Marcel Jeanneney, proposed that the six Member States take special measures to promote the sale of crude oil  

of Community origin by giving it the benefit of Community preference. Crude oil refined in the Community from crude oil 
originating in the Member States would be tax free. The proposal was rejected.
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25 May 1959: Establishment of the Inter-Executive Group for Energy.

21 September 1960: Robert Marjolin and Hans von der Groeben present a draft memorandum to the 
Commission on coordinating the different energy policies.

22 December 1960: The Inter-Executive Group adopts an emergency programme.

6 January 1961: Robert Marjolin and Hans von der Groeben present to the Commission a draft set of 
measures for coordination of the energy policies, adopted by the Inter-Executive 
Group on 22 December 1960.

5 April 1962: Informal meeting of the Council of Ministers in Rome, granting a mandate to the 
Inter-Executive Group to develop proposals for a common energy policy within 
three months.

25 June 1962: Adoption by the Inter-Executive Group of the memorandum on the common 
energy policy.

21 April 1964: Memorandum of understanding on energy matters adopted by the Member States 
at the Council.

16 February 1966: The Commission sends the Council a note on the Community’s policy on oil and 
natural gas.

3 December 1968: Wilhelm Haferkamp presents to the Commission a communication on the initial 
guidelines for a common energy policy, submitted to the Council on 18 December.

17 December 1969: The Commission adopts a proposal for a Council regulation on the communication 
to the Commission on programmes for the import of hydrocarbons, and another on 
the communication on investment projects of Community interest in the oil, natural 
gas and electricity sectors, presented to the Council on 22 December 1969.

22 July 1971: The Commission adopts a communication to the Council on the implementation of 
an initial guideline for a common energy policy.

4 October 1972: The Commission examines a number of documents to be presented to the Council. 
They relate to the progress necessary for the common energy policy; the problems 
of and approach to energy policy for the period 1975–85; a new system of 
Community aid for coking coal and coke for the iron and steel industry in the 
Community; establishing a uniform system for imports of hydrocarbons from third 
countries (cross-border oil and gas pipelines); measures intended to attenuate the 
effects of problems in the supply of hydrocarbons.

Key dates in the implementation of an energy policy

Starting in March 1959, meetings were organised 
between the Commission and national petroleum 
experts on fixing common external tariffs appli-
cable to petroleum products from List G (petro-
leum oil, petroleum gas, etc.). From April 1960, 
meetings were held, under the chairmanship of 

Marjolin, in the form of a permanent working 
group made up of high-ranking national officials 
responsible for oil and natural gas matters and 
representatives of the three executives (EEC Com-
mission, Euratom Commission and ECSC High 
Authority). The aim of the working group was to 
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study oil-related problems in the Community and 
to propose common solutions. The Commission 
produced studies in collaboration with these ex-
perts on matters such as imports of oil and petro-
leum products from third countries, particularly 
from the East, and on investment in the petrol-
eum industry.

Marjolin reportedly considered oil to be a politi-
cal or geopolitical matter rather than economic 
because it affected international politics and was 
in this respect an absolutely fundamental is-
sue (1). Worried by Europe’s growing depend-
ence on Middle Eastern oil, the Commissioner 
wanted to meet with the oil companies and em-
barked on a tour of them. The response was on 
the whole favourable: ‘In the space of two 
months, we went first to London, where we met 
with the chairmen of Shell and BP, spending an 
entire day with them. Next we travelled to the 
United States, where we visited Esso, Mobiloil, 
Gulf, Chevron and Texaco. In other words, we 
covered all of the seven sisters.’ (2) In addition to 
these visits to the heads of the leading American 
and European oil companies, Marjolin also or-
ganised a meeting in Brussels with the represent-
atives of the companies. ‘This initiative caused 
some fuss in an industry which was shrouded in 
mystery and whose American members lived in 
constant fear of stringent antitrust legislation. But 
such was the prestige of the European Economic 
Community at the time that the people I had in-
vited agreed without demur to come to Brussels. 
I seem to remember that nothing specific came 
out of that meeting, since there was no serious 
problem then and no one seemed to have any 
presentiment of all the trouble to come a few 
years later.’ (3)

The Commission and its officials also had to deal 
with other oil-related issues, including oil in the 
Sahara, the Netherlands’ request to establish the 
Association of the Netherlands Antilles, France’s 

(1) Interview with Georges Brondel, 25 February 2004.
(2) Ibid.
(3) Marjolin, R., op. cit., p. 396.

special arrangements relating to the oil sector, 
and the external oil tariff.

Against this backdrop, in February 1966 the Com-
mission issued a memorandum on oil and natural 
gas policy. The document covered oil-related 
issues independently of the common energy 
policy (4) and, as a result, did not deal with the 
question of the price of petroleum products. In 
July 1967 the Council approved the guidelines 
that were to form the basis of Community policy 
in this field once the new Directorate-General for 
Energy had come into existence.

The Directorate-General for Energy

The Directorate-General for Energy, DG XVII, 
was to be ‘the Commission’s instrument in a sec-
tor in which it was expected to take priority ac-
tion to develop and implement a common energy 
policy’ (5). It was active in all matters that related 
directly or indirectly to this aim. In the first in-
stance it could be asked to prepare a proposal for 
the Commission whereas, in the second, it would 

(4)  CEAB 9 2237, Declaration made by Robert Marjolin during the 
meeting of 20 January 1965 of the Inter-Executive Group for 
Energy in Strasbourg, p. 1.

(5)  HAEC, BDT 144-92 643, ‘Rapport du secrétaire général de la Haute 
Autorité et des secrétaires exécutifs des Commissions de la CEE et de 
l’Euratom sur l’organisation des services de la Commission des 
Communautés européennes’, SEC(67) 3001, 1 July 1967, p. 108.

A great opportunity for the common 
energy policy

‘The common energy policy will be the major 
issue in the merger of the Communities, while 
the merger of the Communities will be the 
great opportunity for the common energy 
policy.’

CEAB 2 3759, Pierre-Olivier Lapie, ‘Les institutions 
européennes et les problèmes énergétiques  

de l’Europe’, Declaration made during the 13th 
study days of the Economic Institute of the University  

of Cologne, 25 and 26 March 1965, p. 22. 
(Translated from the French)
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issue an opinion or provide comments on a pro-
posal dealing with energy matters, even if it was 
not the main subject of the proposal. Conse-
quently, the Directorate-General for Energy was 
frequently and regularly called upon.

The Directorate-General for Energy was organised 
along classic Commission lines. It was divided 
into horizontal generalist directorates and into 
vertical directorates dealing with a specific energy 
source. Among the horizontal directorates, there 
was a division reporting to the Director-General 
and an Energy Economy Directorate. The three 
vertical directorates were responsible for coal, oil 
and nuclear power respectively as well as other 
primary sources and electricity. The Euratom Safe-
guards Directorate was set up in 1971.

Fernand Spaak, the son of Paul-Henri Spaak, was 
Director-General of the Energy DG from 1967 to 
1975. A Belgian, he worked first for the Belgian 
National Bank (1950–52) and then for the ECSC 
High Authority together with Jean Monnet and 
René Mayer, before becoming Director-General 
of the Euratom Supply Agency in 1960. This 
meant that he had experience of working at two 
of the three European executives. Fernand Spaak 
was described as a man of considerable elegance 
and charm who was a very able politician be-
cause of his diplomatic manner. He was very 
popular with his colleagues (1). At the Energy 
DG, he was assisted initially by Marcello 
Buzzonetti and then from 1970 by Philippe Loir, 
both of whom came from the Euratom Commis-
sion.

The new directorate-general brought together 
coal experts from the ECSC High Authority, nu-
clear sector specialists from the Euratom Com-
mission and EEC Commission officials who were 
specialists in other energy sources. Some of these 
officials had already worked together in the Inter-
Executive Group for Energy. Officials from the 
Other Energy Sources Directorate of the ECSC 
were not limited to working on issues relating to 
coal. Lucio Corradini, the former head of this 

(1) Interview with Serge Orlowski, 29 November 2004.

directorate, became the head of the Energy 
Economy Directorate. Herbert Mirschinka, who had 
been the head of the Electricity and Manufactured 
Gas Division of the High Authority, became 
Director of the Electricity Division.

The Commissioner placed in charge of energy in 
1967 was Wilhelm Haferkamp (1967–72). He was 
also in charge of Euratom’s Supply and Safe-
guards Agency. He did not have any experience 
of the energy sector and is reported to have found 
his brief difficult but of great importance and, by 
some accounts, he even found the job enjoya-
ble (2). He hoped that ending the compartmen-
talisation of responsibilities for the energy sector 
would give fresh impetus to the development of 
an energy policy. He knew that the task would 
not be easy: ‘The existence of three European 
Commissions, each with certain responsibilities 
in the energy field was certainly an obstacle to 
the establishment of a common energy policy, 
despite serious efforts to ensure effective and 
close cooperation. We must however realise that, 
even after the removal of this obstacle, establish-
ing a European energy policy remains a very dif-
ficult task.’ (3)

Haferkamp defined the task given to the Energy 
DG thus: it ‘consists in defining in definite terms 
the Community interest in relation to energy pol-
icy and applying the appropriate means of pro-
moting this interest. We are well aware that iden-
tifying the Community interest in the medium 
and long term will not be an easy task. We face 
major differences of opinion and conflicting in-
terests in this field, although this is not peculiar to 
energy. Still, in the past, national governments 
have formulated energy economy policies to very 
different degrees. We must not, however, allow 
ourselves to be discouraged by this state of affairs 
or by the fact that at present we still have to ap-
ply three Treaties that are not based on a uniform 
approach to energy’. (4)

(2) Interview with Franz Froschmaier, 19 January 2004.
(3)  Introductory note on energy policy, presented by Wilhelm 

Haferkamp, SEC(68) 1570, 3 May 1968, p. 1.
(4) Ibid.



481Chapter 24 — Energy: from synergies to merger

1968 1969 1970 1971 1972

Director-General  
for Energy

Fernand Spaak
(E-ECSC)

Assistant Marcello Buzzonetti
(E)

Philippe Loir
(E)

Division attached 
to the Director-
General: Energy 
Policy

Georges Brondel
(EEC)

Jean Leclercq
(E)

Jean Leclercq (E)

+

Giorgio Longo (E)

Energy Economy 
Directorate

Lucio Corradini  
(ECSC)

Michel Teitgen
(ECSC) 

Gerrit van Duijn
(EEC)

Michel Teitgen
(ECSC)

Robert De Bauw
(EEC)

Coal Directorate Oskar Schumm 
(ECSC)

Karlheinz Reichert
(ECSC)

Casper Berding (ECSC)

Gustav Wonnerth (ECSC)

Louis Calibre (ECSC)

Siegfried von Ludwig (ECSC)

François Long

Casper Berding (ECSC)

Louis Calibre (ECSC)

Siegfried von Ludwig (ECSC)

François Long

Hydrocarbons  
Directorate

Jacques Hartmann
(ECSC)

Georges Brondel
(EEC)

Berthold Daniels
(ECSC)

Piero Davanzo

Berthold Daniels
(ECSC)

Gerhard Wedekind

Directorate  
for Nuclear Energy, 
Other Primary  
Sources, Electricity

Abraham De Boer  
(E)

Jean Leclercq (E)

Gabriele Genuardi (E)

Herbert Mirschinka (E)

Jean Leclercq (E)

Gabriele Genuardi  (E)

Jean-Claude Charrault (E)

Gabriele Genuardi (E)

Hans Eliasmöller (EEC)

Euratom Safeguards 
Directorate

Enrico Jacchia (E)

Ugo Miranda (E)

Pierre Bommelle (E)

Ugo Miranda (E)

Pierre Bommelle (E)

Manfred Schmitt

NB:  The institutions mentioned are the original institutions. 
E = Euratom

Organisation chart of the Directorate-General for Energy
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Haferkamp worked closely with Fernand 
Spaak (1). The Commissioner underlined the im-
portance of close collaboration with the leading 
officials of the Member States’ governments, 
both in developing Commission proposals and 
in applying the principles of a common energy 
policy (2). He also supported positive forms of 
business cooperation, as well as cooperation 
between the Commission, national governments, 
producers and energy consumers. Increased in-
ternal cooperation should not however lead the 
Commission to turn in on itself. Internal coop-
eration also needed to be complemented by co-
operation with partners in third countries (3). 
With this aim in mind, he established contacts 
with the United States, which he visited in the 
spring of 1969. The meetings he held in Wash-
ington and New York focused on issues of co-
operation in energy policy between the Euro-
pean Community and the United States, on coal, 
oil and natural gas policies, and on issues relat-
ing to the development of nuclear energy, the 
Community’s fissile materials supply problems, 
safety controls in the Community and the Verifi-
cation Agreement with the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (4).

An initial guideline

In December 1968 the Commission presented 
the Council with a document entitled ‘Initial 
guideline for a common energy policy’. Commis-
sioner Haferkamp aimed from the beginning, 
when drawing up the document, to define the 
basic principles of a common energy policy. 
Since the end of the war, he had been the head 
of a trade union in Germany and was well pre-
pared for negotiations with industry. Over the 
course of several months, he met with his staff at 

(1) Interview with Franz Froschmaier, 19 January 2004.
(2)  Constitution d’un groupe énergie composé de fonctionnaires dirige

ants des États membres (Communication de M. Haferkamp)’, 
SEC(68) 1573, 3 May 1968.

(3)  Introductory note on energy policy, presented by Wilhelm 
Haferkamp, SEC(68) 1570, 3 May 1968, p. 6.

(4)  PV 82, EC Commission, 1969, XV.3, p. 22; Bulletin of the EC, No 8, 
1969, p. 58.

DG XVII (5) to present a homogenous set of 
measures (6).

In the initial guideline, the Commission stated that, 
unlike for the products of other industrial sectors 
and agricultural products, there continued to be 
serious obstacles to the trade in energy products 
within the Community. If the situation remained 
unchanged and a common energy market were 
not achieved in the near future, the level of inte-
gration achieved up to that point would be endan-
gered. Only a Community policy that fully inte-
grated the energy sector into the common market 
could prevent such a dangerous development (7). 
The Commission made use of its power of initia-
tive to bring about a change in the situation.

The text was presented as ‘an outline of policy ac-
tion fixing the general aims and the instruments by 
which a Community policy can be established’ (8). 
The initial guideline also made provision for meas-
ures establishing a common market and a supply 
policy. It was also important that interests of the 
consumer be placed at the heart of the policy, 
which sought to achieve security of supply and 
prices that were relatively stable and as low as 
possible. For the Commission, competition ‘must 
play the leading role’; it also needed to be ‘vigor-
ous, effective and fair. Instruments must be created 
that provide improved supervision of supply flows 
and prevent interruptions in supply. The most im-
portant instrument is supervision, while interven-
tion should be regarded as a last resort’. (9)

Commission officials presented the initial guideline 
to different interest groups and the other European 
institutions. In the words of one official: ‘the most 
constructive conclusion that can be drawn from ex-

(5) The Directorate-General for Energy.
(6)  Brondel, G., L’Europe a 50 ans — Chronique d’une histoire vécue 

— Politique énergétique — Perspectives pour demain, M&G Édi-
tions, Bourg-en-Bresse, 2003, pp. 53–54.

(7)  Première orientation pour une politique énergétique communau
taire (Communication de la Commission au Conseil), COM(68) 
1040, 18 December 1968, p. 2.

(8)  Bulletin of the EC, No 2, 1969, pp. 60–61.
(9)  BAC 156/1990 2134 Sigrist, Note for the attention of the members 

of the Commission, Subject: 59th session of the Council of 17 and 
18 January 1969, 28 [29] January 1969, p. 2.
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amining the response to the initial guideline is that 
it is now time to move beyond declarations of in-
tent and commit ourselves to proposals which, 
given the differing interests and conceptions, could 
constitute a viable and effective solution.’ (1)

Starting from 1969, after the Council gave its ap-
proval to the principles, the Commission studied 
the document and attempted to implement it. 
The Council called on the Commission to submit 
concrete proposals. Haferkamp declared that he 
could not have hoped for a better outcome (2) 
and would work together with his team towards 
achieving this goal (3).

(1)  BAC 38/1986 1011, Note for the attention of the Director-General, 
Analysis of the different positions on the ‘Initial guideline for a 
common energy policy’, 10 November 1969.

(2)  HAEU, EN 1387, Emile Noël’s notebook, Handwritten notes taken 
during the meeting of the Commission of 19 November 1969.

(3)  Also La mise en œuvre de la ‘Première orientation pour une politique 
énergétique communautaire’ (Communication de la Commission au 
Conseil), COM(71) 810, 30 July 1971; Les problèmes et les moyens de la 
politique de l’énergie pour la période 1975–1985 (Communication de 
la Commission au Conseil), COM(72) 1201, 4 October 1972; Progrès 
nécessaires de la politique énergétique communautaire (Communica
tion de la Commission au Conseil), COM(72) 1200, 4 October 1972 
(see box overleaf).

Working method in the ‘little’ Europe  
of Six, Georges Brondel

‘As an official, I would contact [the Member States] 
any time there was a problem to be resolved. I 
would visit each of the capitals in turn, by which I 
mean I went to see those in charge of energy mat-
ters in each of the Member States. I reached the 
point where I could do the trip in three days. I would 
go first to Luxembourg, and from there I would go 
to Bonn. From Bonn I would fly to Rome. I would 
return from Rome via Rotterdam and Paris. For each 
proposal I produced, I would go to all the capitals to 
gauge their reactions before drafting the document 
for the Council. That meant that when the paper 
was finally submitted to the Council, it had every 
chance of being accepted. Afterwards, when there 
were nine, 12 and then 15 Member States, this ap-
proach was no longer possible. One could no longer 
contemplate visiting all the capitals and the atmos-
phere had changed.’

Interview with Georges Brondel, 25 February 2004.

A report judged harshly

Fernand Spaak presented the initial guideline 
to the Economic and Social Committee. 
A handwritten note was discovered in the 
archives, written by one of the audience who is 
quite critical of the report:

‘Spaak report on energy policy

An amateur’s overview

A vague description of the situation in the 
various energy sectors (the promising future of 
nuclear energy, our good fortune in having 
underground natural gas, coal in decline, the 
advantages of oil [...]

And the Commission’s “political guidelines”? 
A series of banalities an economics student 
wouldn’t dare come out with:

— competition, “an essential component of 
energy policy”!!!

— intervention when necessary,

— coordination,

— establishing general targets or indicative 
programmes [...],

— not forgetting social aspects,

— integrating everything into “trade policy 
mechanisms”,

— oh, and also “we need an action framework 
that will incorporate all the behaviour [sic] 
of businesses, of governments and of the 
Community itself”,

— and ‘regional policy’ of course.

The question is: what are we going to do?’

BAC 177/1995 296, annex to summary report  
of the fourth meeting of the section specialised  

in energy matters, held in Brussels, 6 February 1969, 
Presentation by Mr Spaak, 5 March 1969. 

(Translated from the French)
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lysed the Commission’s power of initiative, with-
out making it any easier to achieve a successful 
outcome for the few specific formal proposals 
submitted to the Council. This is borne out by the 
slowness in obtaining the Council’s approval for 
the two regulations on providing information 
concerning investments and imports’. (5)

Problems with oil and uncertainty  
over energy

As has been seen, the initial guideline was slow to 
translate into concrete proposals. Even so, the ef-
fects of the Six Day War and the closure of the 
Suez Canal in 1967, which led to a sharp increase 
in crude oil prices, did not pass unnoticed. The 
Commission was preoccupied by Europe’s energy 
dependence. In 1971 President Malfatti stated that 
‘this year, given the situation regarding supply in 

This initial guideline did not have as great an im-
pact as had been hoped for. In this context, legal 
adviser Bastiaan van der Esch wrote in 1972 to the 
Director-General for Energy, stating that ‘four 
years ago, the approach laid out in the initial 
guideline seemed justified, given that the aim at 
the time was to improve awareness and to look 
for a common basis for future action. However, 
during the talks on the initial guideline, a number 
of Member States would support only a report by 
the permanent representatives to the Council 
commenting on the initial guideline, with the pro-
viso that they would keep their options open with 
regard to possible formal Commission proposals. 
As a result, the discussions on the initial guideline 
did not pave the way for a political consensus that 
could be used in support of specific formal initia-
tives from the Commission. Subsequent experi-
ence has shown that the decision-making process 
launched by the initial guideline has, in fact, para-

In a document entitled ‘Progress necessary on the 
common energy policy’ (1), the Commission 
reported on various developments that were 
causing major concern and which required energy 
policy measures (2). These included environmental 
protection and energy conservation.

As regards environmental protection, the problems 
were of an immediate nature and remain an issue 
today. The main problems were: pollution of the 
atmosphere by sulphur compounds and vehicle 
exhausts, rising temperatures in some rivers and 
lakes due to the discharge of water used for cooling 
in power stations, the safety of nuclear installations 
and the storage of radioactive waste (3).

The foreseeable rise in energy costs, supply 
problems and concerns about protecting the 

environment all led to the promotion of energy 
conservation. The Commission highlighted 
certain areas for which it judged it necessary to 
take action by all appropriate means and as soon 
as possible. The areas in question were as follows:

— ‘recovery of residual heat resulting from heat 
conversion in district heating installations;

— the early replacement of old, low-performance 
heating systems;

— better insulation of industrial furnaces;

— heat insulation for buildings and private 
houses;

— achieving a reduction in vehicle fuel 
consumption by means of the appropriate 
technology.’ (4)

Environmental protection and energy conservation

(1)  Progrès nécessaires de la politique énergétique communautaire 
(Commission communication to the Council), COM(72) 1200, 
4 October 1972.

(2) Ibid., p. 9.
(3) Ibid., p. 10.

(4) Ibid., p. 11.
(5)  BAC 156/1990 2139, Esch B. (van der), Note for Mr Spaak, Subject: 

your notes: (a) Problems and methods relating to energy policy 
and (b) New proposals for a common energy policy, 14 September 
1972, pp. 3–4.
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the medium term, the Commission will aim to de-
velop and intensify, to a greater extent than has 
so far been the case, its efforts in terms of security 
of supply. When one considers the problem of 
safeguarding the Community’s supply of hydro-
carbons, the importance and urgency of establish-
ing a common policy become manifest. In addi-
tion, the Commission will make every endeavour 
to ensure that the proposals it has already submit-
ted to the Council in a number of energy policy 
areas are adopted in the course of this year’. (1)

The Commission proposed various measures to 
avert an interruption in supply. In October 1972 it 

(1)  HAEC, Franco Maria Malfatti, Speech of the President of the Commis-
sion before the European Parliament, Strasbourg, 10 February 1971.

produced a proposal for a directive on measures 
intended to attenuate the effects of problems in 
the supply of petroleum. As an alternative to de-
pendence on oil and in order to diversify sources 
of supply, it encouraged the generation of elec-
tricity from nuclear energy and proposed a draft 
Council decision on a Community contribution to 
financing nuclear power stations by raising loans 
on the market. This was because the investment 
required for a nuclear power station remained 
greater than that for a classical power station (2). 
In addition to its concerns about security of sup-
ply and diversification of energy sources, the 
Commission was also concerned about environ-

(2)  ‘Annexe 3 de La mise en œuvre de la «Première orientation pour une 
politique énergétique communautaire» (Communication de la Com-
mission au Conseil)’, COM(71) 810, Brussels, 30 July 1971. 

Press conference by Altiero Spinelli to explain the general principles of the reorganisation of Euratom,
Brussels, 12 November 1970. 
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mental protection, energy conservation, and sci-
entific and technological research. Clearly, there 
was no denying the ‘intellectual ebullience’ (1) of 
the Commission at this time. It was facing a wor-
rying situation in terms of resources, while at the 
same time offering some people the opportunity 
to reflect on the prospects for the sector, given the 
issues and challenges created by the changes in 
the economic and international climate.

The activities of the Commission in the energy 
sector between 1958 and 1973 produced mixed 
results. In November 1972 François Long, head of 
the Supply Division, sent an executive summary  
to Fernand Spaak that was particularly eloquent 
in this respect. In it, Long wrote that ‘In view of 
the difficulties in building a coherent and com-

(1) Comments by Philippe Loir, 1 August 2005.

prehensive system covering all the key issues of 
energy policy, such as cheap supply, security of 
supply and stability in supply, limited but none-
theless effective instruments have been put in 
place, such as the recently obtained agreement 
on declaring investments in oil. At the same time, 
the growing understanding of the Community’s 
energy structures and of likely developments in 
the coming years constitutes a solid base on 
which to build’.

‘We are increasingly discussing these issues with 
the relevant circles. In the absence of a coordi-
nated policy in the proper sense of the word, 
experience shows that working together in this 
way with representatives of governments and 
industry leads, if only partially, to the adjustment of 
individual and national policies to take account 
of a Community perspective. Doubling our 

The uncertainty is great and the forecasts 
alarmist. This is how the head of the Energy Policy 
Unit wrote to his director-general: 

‘On the one hand, the situation regarding our 
energy needs remains crucial to economic 
development and social progress [...] On the 
other hand, the future of the energy sector, which 
must be prepared over a long period of time, is 
clouded in uncertainty. Changes in the rate of 
growth in energy requirements, the effect of 
concerns relating to the environment, the 
development of new technologies, and the 
structure of the international market for the most 
important energy products are all examples of 
areas in which developments can occur that 
cannot be predicted by simply reading the past.

Concerns about the future have led to a 
proliferation of hypotheses regarding these issues. 
The combination of some of these factors creates 
scenarios that are serious or even catastrophic 
enough that policies have to be developed to deal

with them at the expense of immediate problems, 
giving up on economic and social progress as we 
understand it today in order to prevent or delay 
catastrophes presented by some as being certain 
in the long term.

It is clear that, by simply extending development 
trends observed in the recent past, for which in 
the short term there appears to be no alternative, 
within about 50 years we will find ourselves in a 
situation for which humanity is largely 
unprepared.’

BAC 31/1980 151, Outline of thinking  
on a second guideline, April 1972. 

(Translated from the French)

Great uncertainty and alarmist forecasts
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efforts in order to achieve more intensive collabo-
ration and translating the ideas in our documents 
into concrete results can only facilitate the imple-
mentation of an energy policy. In any case, these 
efforts can only promote and expand the neces-
sary contacts with the “outside”.’ (1)

Julie cailleau

(1)  BAC 31/1980 151, François Long, Note for the attention of 
Mr Fernand Spaak, 24 February 1972.

The Chinon nuclear power station on the banks of the Loire, inaugurated in 1963,  
is the first commercial-scale power station built on the French model — natural uranium, graphite and gas.
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The contribution made by the Commission of the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) 

In 1967 the Euratom acquis in the area of nuclear 
energy and research was brought within the purview 
of the single Commission. But it was back in January 
1958, before the Directorate-General for Energy and 
the Directorate-General for Research and Technolo-
gy were created, that the Euratom Commission had 
set about implementing the Euratom Treaty.

Existing side by side with the EEC, Euratom covered a 
specific energy source.

Implementing the Treaty involved first and foremost 
putting in place a regulatory framework. This con-
sisted of establishing a Supply Agency, with Fernand 
Spaak as the first Director-General, adopting a regu-
lation on controlling the security of fissile materials, 
setting up a Security Control Directorate under Jacques 
Van Helmont and laying down rules on the ownership 
of such materials, which, in the words of Article 86 of 
the Euratom Treaty, ‘shall be the property of the Com-
munity’. These measures, which were closely linked, 
were absolutely essential in that they ensured the unity 
of the European internal market in nuclear energy 
 under conditions of the highest security.

To these must be added measures to protect health 
against ionising radiation, knowledge-dissemination 
activities, and the adoption of rules on investment 
and the creation of joint ventures.

Then, in order to ‘contribute to [...] the speedy  [...] 
growth of nuclear industries’, to quote Article 1 of the 
Euratom Treaty, the Commission set about organising 
research, inter alia by setting up the Joint Research 
Centre, or JRC, where it envisaged installing ‘large ap-
paratus and special equipment’, carrying out ‘studies’ 
and building ‘experimental, test and prototype (in-
cluding propulsion) reactors’. The hope was that the 
research would lead to the development of one or 
more types of power reactor to generate energy or 
even, following the American example, to propel 
ships. The choice of reactor type was a key issue that 
was to colour the relationship between the world of 
research and the electricity-generating industry. 

Lastly, the Commission proceeded to develop its in-
ternational relations. In this area, the initial plans for 

creating a nuclear energy community took account of 
the need to collaborate with the United States. The visit 
by the ‘Three Wise Men’ Committee in 1957 bears wit-
ness to this. As early as 1958, the Commission conclud-
ed a cooperation agreement with the US authorities and 
cemented a close relationship with them by sending to 
Washington, in November of that year, a personal repre-
sentative, Curt Heidenreich.

The United States provided the Community with a 
steady supply of fissile materials and was prepared to 
share with it its knowledge and research findings, includ-
ing in the power reactor area, with a first prototype be-
ing built in Belgium as part of a Franco-Belgian joint 
venture. Euratom thus paved the way for the future 
French and Belgian nuclear programmes.

With the merger of the executives, the Commission of 
the European Communities became, in 1967, the guard-
ian of this acquis created by the Euratom Commission. 
It defended and preserved Euratom’s contribution to 
the future European Commission, which to this day  
applies the provisions of the acquis. There were, however, 
difficulties along the way.

Foremost among these was the struggle to retain a 
separate European security control system. 

The 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) en-
trusted control of fissile materials to the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, a United Nations body. The Eur-
atom system could not be replaced, however, by bilat-
eral arrangements as these would have made impossible 
the functioning of the Community’s internal market, ren-
dering inoperative the Supply Agency as keeper of the 
fissile material accountancy data. 

After long and difficult negotiations, a tripartite agree-
ment was reached between the Member States (apart 
from France, which was not an NPT signatory at the 
time and which, when the Treaty was concluded, was 
not subject to its safeguards), the Atomic Energy Com-
munity and the IAEA.

This outcome enabled the five Member States which 
did not possess nuclear weapons to sign the NPT, the 
conflict of laws with the Euratom Treaty having been 
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avoided and Euratom’s functioning safeguarded. This 
was the first time that the Community as such conclud-
ed with a United Nations agency a close cooperation 
agreement setting out precise obligations.

Of course, the security control obligations were not to 
everyone’s taste. Once General de Gaulle came to pow-
er, the application in France of this treaty requirement 
proved difficult on occasion and pragmatic arrange-
ments had to be introduced. As Heinrich von Moltke 
recounts, one method of camouflaging reality was to 
lessen Euratom’s visibility when the executives were 
merged. Euratom no longer appeared as such in the new 
Single Commission’s establishment plan. Instead of 
being under the umbrella of one directorate-general, it 
was broken up piecemeal and distributed among various 
departments. Could it be, in von Moltke’s words, that 
this facet of European integration was not something to 
be very proud of (1)?

A second difficulty was the difference of opinion with 
France over supply. This turned on whether the supply 
provisions of Title Two, Chapter VI of the Euratom Treaty 
were null and void because the Council had not con-
firmed or amended them, as provided for in Article 76. 
The Commission brought France before the Court of 
Justice, which ruled that the Treaty’s original provisions 
remained in force. The Commission’s counsel, a member 
of its Legal Service, Jean-Pierre Delahousse, had suc-
ceeded in persuading the Court that the supply regime 
should be maintained. 

A third difficulty lay in the Commission’s choice of reac-
tor type, namely the natural uranium reactor, as a 
springboard for nuclear research in Europe. This choice 
was to have serious consequences for the JRC when this 
technology, which had originally been advocated by 
France, was not taken up by any manufacturer, the 
European electricity industry preferring the enriched 
uranium reactor type already tried and tested in the United 

States. Even France subsequently opted for the en-
riched uranium reactor in the wake of the Franco-
Belgian prototype. The Commission gradually faced 
up to this difficult situation for the JRC and success-
fully managed the switchover.

Speaking of the Euratom Treaty in 1957, Robert 
Marjolin said that it was not set in stone, the central 
factor in its success or failure being the attitude of 
the governments involved.

He was right: the Euratom Treaty contained the 
basics for the industry’s development, but political will 
was the key to its implementation. This political will 
was lacking, as witnessed by the absence of an over-
arching energy policy. Herein lay the source of the 
difficulties encountered by the EEC Commission, the 
ECSC High Authority and the Euratom Commission. 
The position did not change with the merger of the 
executives in 1967, nor has it changed to this day 
despite the new-felt urgency.

This problem notwithstanding, the Euratom Com-
mission, and the EEC Commission after it, made 
maximum use of the possibilities offered by the Trea-
ty to take such regulatory measures as were essential 
to include and maintain nuclear energy in a single 
Community market.

By establishing the Joint Research Centre, the Com-
mission confirmed that the development of a lead-
ing-edge industry, with the economic progress that 
ought to ensue, was not possible without a com-
bined effort. The difficulties in this area stemmed in 
part from the fact that the nascent industry and the 
research communities in the various countries did 
not follow up sufficiently on the JRC’s work.

Ivo Dubois

(1) Interview with Heinrich von Moltke, 22 January 2004.
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Chapter 25

Research and technology,  
or the ‘six national guardians’  
for ‘the Commission,  
the eternal minor’ (1)

In the aftermath of the Second World War, the 
whole nature of science policy was profoundly 
altered. The vast military research programmes, 
deploying heavyweight equipment and large re-
search teams, achieved spectacular results, nota-
bly the nuclear bomb, and the governments 
wanted to continue with the organisation of this 
type of programme for civilian purposes.

However, the scope of this new ‘Big Science’ was 
clearly beyond the capacities of even the largest 
European states. From the beginning of the 1950s, 
this led to the establishment of various forms of 
European cooperation in the field of research 
and technology: the European Atomic Energy 
Community (1956–57), the European Organisation 
for Nuclear Research (CERN) (1952) in the field 
of particle physics, the OECD European Nuclear 
Energy Agency (ENEA) (1957), the European 
 Molecular Biology Organisation (EMBO) (1964) 
in the field of molecular biology, the Euro pean 
Space Research Organisation (ESRO) (1962), the 

European Launcher Development Organisation 
(ELDO) (1962) and the European Conference on 
Space Telecommunications (ECST) (1964) in the 
field of space, as well as several examples of co-
operation in the aviation sector, the most famous 
being Concorde (1962) and Airbus (1967).

The examples of European cooperation are many 
and varied. From an organisational point of view, 
some were just bilateral (e.g. in the aviation sec-
tor), while others resulted in intergovernmental 
organisations (such as CERN and EMBO and the 
space agencies) and only Euratom became a Com-
munity institution. Some of the forms of coopera-
tion had purely scientific objectives, while others 
were more or less directed at commercial applica-
tions. The number of members also varied consid-
erably, ranging from 21 countries for ENEA to 13 
for CERN, six for Euratom and two for Concorde.

The link between scientific research 
and economic growth

Since the beginning of the 1960s, the work of the 
OECD had highlighted the crucial link between 
scientific research and economic growth. The 

(1)   HAEU, JG77, Jules Guéron, Memorandum on the Euratom pro-
gramme, 18 June 1968.
For a short résumé of Community research policy up to the 
mid-1990s, see the reference work by Guzzetti, L., A brief history of 
European Union research policy, Office for Official Publications of 
the European Communities, Luxembourg, 1995.
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reports concerning the ‘technology gap’ pointed 
to the weaknesses of European research as the 
cause of the economic divide between Europe 
and the United States. To enable Europe to catch 
up, they advocated not only the establishment of 
national research policies but also greater coop-
eration between European countries. Not only 
was it necessary to put an end to the duplication 
of research programmes and to pool official aid 
but also to establish a truly European market for 
high-technology products so as to encourage the 
emergence, on a European scale, of sufficiently 
large leading-edge industries to rival their Ameri-
can competitors. These arguments were widely 
propagated in the press and in various 

publications, including The American Challenge, 
the best-seller by Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber (3).

A degree of consensus developed on the need to 
combine European efforts on research and tech-
nology, but there were serious differences of 
opinion about the practical arrangements. Given 
the chaotic nature of the existing forms of coop-
eration, there were those who were in favour of 
an overall strategy in the context of the European 
Communities. René Foch, a senior Commission 
official responsible for relations with the OECD, 

In order to develop its research activities, 
Euratom set up the Joint Research Centre, the 
main task of which was to carry out programmes 
in this field. This essential component was 
provided for in the Euratom Treaty of 1957. 
It was restructured in 1971.

The JRC was based in four places. Ispra in Italy 
and Petten in the Netherlands had a general 
remit. The other two centres, the Central Bureau 
for Nuclear Measurements in Geel, Belgium, and 
the European Institute for Transuranium Elements 
in Karlsruhe, Germany, had more specific tasks. 
These were either existing research centres or 
Community laboratories located in existing 
national facilities. The Member States ceded 
ownership of the land and the existing 
infrastructure to the Community for 99 years, and 
undertook to contribute financially to new 
investments. The Community, for its part, would 
build new centres or develop existing ones. This 
arrangement would save both money and time.

The largest centre, Ispra, was also the first for 
which an agreement was signed, in July 1959. 
This centre was very active: ‘We had plenty of 
resources, both in terms of personnel and in 
terms of money for equipment. The only limit 

was our imagination and ability to work.’ (1) 
Nevertheless, at the end of the second five-year 
research plan, the Council failed to agree on a 
third plan. From 1968 to 1972 the JRC operated 
on the basis of annual programmes, resulting in a 
deterioration in research activities.

In 1969 ‘the crisis erupted. We no longer had 
five-year programmes but programmes of 
survival, and of transition from one year to the 
next. We were in a situation in which funds were 
cut. We were threatened with staff dismissals on 
account of the lack of a long-term programme. 
There was even talk of doing away with the Joint 
Research Centre altogether.’ (2) The ORGEL 
project to develop a heavy-water reactor was 
stopped. This was followed at the Ispra Centre by 
a period of strikes and occupations.

Following the Hague Conference in 1969, the JRC 
was reorganised and reformed in 1971 both at 
management level and as regards its activities. It 
was now able to pursue non-nuclear scientific and 
technological research activities. In February 
1973, the Council finally adopted a new 
multiannual programme.

J.C.

Euratom and the JRC

(1) Interview with Philippe Bourdeau, 5 March 2004.
(2) Interview with Gianluigi Valsesia, 4 December 2003.
(3) See Chapter on Industrial Policy, pp. 459 and 461.
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observed that, given the global nature of the 
issue involved, a sectoral body such as ELDO or 
Euratom could hardly provide a framework for 
an overall policy. The Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities, with its general responsibili-
ties for economic matters, was in a better position 
to do so (1). However, this option would entail a 
loss of sovereignty for the Member States, a ques-
tion that was all the more delicate since very ad-
vanced technologies not only had economic but 
also military implications. Others proposed set-
ting up a European Armaments Agency (2). Ques-
tions were also raised about whether or not the 
United Kingdom should be included in this coop-
eration: there was not as yet any agreement about 
its possible membership of the EEC, but at the 
time its scientific and technological potential was 
generally regarded as being at least equivalent to 
that of the six EEC countries combined (3). What 
about the United States, an economic competitor 
but above all an ally which had defended Eur-
ope? Not to mention the European subsidiaries of 
American companies, regarded by some as Tro-
jan horses but by others as a springboard for  
Europe to catch up in terms of technology. And 
what about the respective roles of the public 
authorities and companies?

The Commission’s first thoughts

The EEC and Euratom Treaties and rivalry

The Treaties establishing the European Communi-
ties were largely silent on the question of research, 
with the notable exception of the Euratom Treaty, 
which provided for the creation of a Joint 
Research Centre responsible for direct research 

(1)  Foch, R., L’Europe et la technologie: un point de vue politique, (Les 
cahiers atlantiques, 2), Institut atlantique, Paris, 1970, p. 46.

(2)  For example, Foch, R. (op. cit.) and Calmann, J., Defence, Technol
ogy and the Western Alliance, The Institute for Strategic Studies, 
London, 1967.

(3)  See, for example, the assessment by Firmin Oulès: ‘In the nuclear 
field Great Britain can contribute a potential as great as that of all six 
of the EEC countries together. In the other fields of scientific re-
search, Great Britain has 59 % of the research personnel in the com-
mon market.’ Oulès, F., Planification et technologie dans l’Europe 
unie, Centre de recherches européennes, Lausanne, 1968, p. 213.

activities, the financing of cooperative research 
programmes, the promotion of information, the 
dissemination of technical knowledge, the harmo-
nisation of safety standards, the control of fissile 
material, the creation of joint undertakings and 
other actions relating to industrial property and 
patents. The ECSC Treaty provided for the en-
couragement of research in the coal and steel sec-
tors (Article 55). The EEC Treaty, for its part, pro-
vided an explicit basis only for an agricultural 
research policy (Article 41). However, the EEC 
Commission took the view that the Community 
should concern itself with research and develop-
ment in all sectors since Article 2 of the Treaty 
gave it the task of promoting the harmonious de-
velopment of economic activities and continuous 
and balanced growth. However, the Commission’s 
powers to act pursuant to that article were ex-
tremely limited: it could only establish procedures 
for the coordination of the policies of the Member 
States, which retained complete powers as to the 
substance.

Under Article 2, in July 1963 the Commission 
proposed the creation of a Medium-Term 
Economic Policy Committee, as provided for in 
the Industrial Policy Chapter. This committee of 
representatives of the Member States would have 
the task of establishing a five-year economic 
policy programme aimed at coordinating the 
economic decisions of the governments and the 
Community, including in the field of scientific 
and technical research. In November 1963, the 
Euratom Commission suggested to the ECSC 
High Authority and the EEC Commission the set-
ting-up of an Inter-Executive Research Working 
Party, but the idea was rejected by the latter (4). 
The Euratom and EEC Commissions disagreed 
about which of them should play the leading 
role in the development of a common research 
policy. The Euratom Commission advocated a 
broader interpretation of the Treaty — extending 
beyond the nuclear sector — since this approach 
would allow there to be a relatively 

(4)  Bac 118/86 1388, Enrico Medi at the EAEC Commission, 30 October 
1963; ibid. Enrico Medi at the EAEC Commission, 6 April 1964.
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ORGEL

The choice of ORGEL dates back to 1958–59 or 
thereabouts. At that time, there was no ‘battle of the 
systems’. The nuclear world was divided into two: 
the countries which produced enriched uranium 
(USA, USSR) and the countries which did not and 
had to use natural uranium, entailing the use of 
graphite or heavy water as moderators. Graphite 
resulted in enormous reactors that were not very 
economic in producing energy. In fact, they were 
intended to produce plutonium. The heavy-water re-
actors were better and the Canadians, with CANDU 
(CANada Deuterium Uranium), were fairly success-
ful. However, in both cases, on-power fuelling was 
necessary, which was very favourable for the produc-
tion of plutonium for military purposes but was tech-
nically complicated and sometimes resulted in seri-
ous operating difficulties.

However, the countries which did not have enriched 
uranium had no choice. The Americans at the time 
exploited their monopoly position and, opting for en-
riched uranium, entailed unacceptable dependence. 
That was why the British and the French started with 
‘Magnox’ reactors in Britain and ‘graphite-gas’ reac-
tors in France. To improve matters, the British de-
cided to enrich their fuel slightly, leading to the 
AGR (1). The French chose the heavy-water route, 
with carbon-dioxide cooling. This was the EL 4 pro-
ject. It was against this background that ORGEL 
came into being. The idea was to give a ‘backbone’ 
to the JRC, whose main establishment was in Ispra 
and which already had a heavy-water reactor that 
had been built by the CNEN (Centre national 
d’équipement nucléaire). At the time (1960) there 
was no battle of the systems. The CEA (Commissari-
at à l’énergie atomique) proposed to Euratom, in 
good faith, the study of a variant of the heavy-water 
reactor cooled by an organic liquid.

During the 1960s the enriched-uranium reactors de-
veloped by the Americans (PWR (2) and BWR (3)) 
gradually gained the upper hand.

Following their success with military marine reactors, the 
Americans decided to derive civil reactors from them for 
the production of electricity: the Shippingport PWR de-
signed by Westinghouse, and the Dresden BWR supplied 
by General Electric. They acted with determination and 
speed and were able fairly rapidly (within five years) to 
propose power reactors in the 200 Mwe range: Chooz 1, 
SELNI, Garigliano, etc.

Euratom was involved in these developments through 
the US–Euratom programme and the joint undertakings. 
Jules Guéron attached great importance to this.

Meanwhile, despite a great deal of effort, the heavy- 
water reactors did not really take off. This was the case 
both with the French project (EL 4) and with ORGEL. 
And the Germans were clearly opting for the 
enriched-uranium reactors of the American type.

From 1965 to 1966 EDF began to have doubts about the 
possibility of designing competitive natural-uranium reac-
tors. However, its position was opposed by the CEA and 
especially by General de Gaulle. It took EDF four to five 
years to get its point of view accepted, and that was what 
was known as the ‘battle of the systems’. It was very 
heated and, in 1969, resulted in the abandonment of the 
‘French’ system, i.e. natural-uranium reactors, with the 
assent of the general, who was much less obstinate than 
legend would have us believe! The rest is history.

Unfortunately, however, Euratom was swept along by 
the current, unable to react on account of the cumber-
some and slow Community procedures. By 1967–68 it 
appeared that ORGEL would never be built by an elec-
tricity company, with the result that interest in the pro-
ject dwindled. It therefore slowed down and stopped 
completely in 1969, when Euratom was in all sorts of 
difficulties. However, the overall balance sheet as far as 
ORGEL was concerned was not as negative as some peo-
ple claim, since a lot of interesting work of high quality 
was carried out at Ispra and elsewhere while it was 
being developed.

(1) AGR: advanced gas-cooled reactor.
(2) PWR: pressurised-water reactor.
(3) BWR: boiling-water reactor.
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By way of conclusion, I think that the CEA and France 
acted in good faith when they proposed ORGEL to Eur-
atom and they supported the project until 1967–68. 
But, as I said earlier, there was a battle going on, and it 
had a major impact on Euratom. I would add, finally, 
that this battle of the systems was also very painful in 

France and at the CEA, to the point where, even 
today, some people have not recovered from it.

Jean-Claude Leny in a letter  
dated 26 February 2006 to Ivo Dubois. 

(Translated from the French)

‘Community-based’ policy. The EEC Commis-
sion, for its part, stressed the need for research 
and development policy to be part and parcel of 
economic policy, even though the EEC Treaty 
only gave the Community institutions the right to 
coordinate intergovernmental activities.

In a note to the Council in March 1965, the French 
government advocated the establishment of a 
common research policy for the EEC (1). Later 
that month, the Medium-Term Economic Policy 
Committee, established by a Council decision of 
April 1964 (2), set up a Working Party on Scien-
tific and Technical Research Policy (PresT). The 
Euratom Commission would have preferred to 
have the task of running the Secretariat for the 
new Working Party, but this responsibility was 
shared between the EEC, Euratom and the ecsc, 
under the direction of an official in Directo-
rate-General II (Economic and Financial Affairs) 
of the EEC Commission. In May 1965 the ecsc 
High Authority successfully relaunched the idea 
of an Inter-Executive Research Working Party; 
this was finally set up in October 1965 with the 
primary task of defining a common position for 
the executives within PresT, drawing on the 
experience of the three Communities. It also 
prepared their joint representation within inter-
national organisations such as the OECD.

Setting up PREST failed to bring an end to the 
rivalry between the EEC and Euratom Commis-
sions, as can be seen from the debates on re-

(1)  BAC 118/86 1388, French Permanent Representation to the EC, 
R/251/65, 9 March 1965.

(2)  Council Decision 64/247/EEC of 15 April 1964 setting up a 
Medium-Term Economic Policy Committee, OJ English special 
edition, Series I, Chapter 1963–64, p. 133.

search in the European Parliament in October 
1966. De Groote, a Member of the Euratom Com-
mission, repeated once again that Euratom did 
not think it appropriate to establish an organic 
link between economic affairs and scientific re-
search, while his colleague Marjolin, on the other 
hand, stressed the link between research and 
economic development (3). This power struggle 
complicated and slowed down Community initia-
tives in the research field until the merger of the 
executives in May 1967.

Composition and mandate of PREST

PREST was composed of two representatives 
from each Member State (with the exception of 
Luxembourg, which had only one representa-
tive), either civil servants or experts, plus two 
members for each of the executives of the Com-
munities. Its first Chairman was André Maréchal, 
who was very pro-European (4) and was Direc-
tor in the French Directorate-General for Scien-
tific and Technical Research. Its mandate was to 
examine the problems involved in the prepara-
tion of a coordinated or common policy for sci-
entific and technical research and to propose 
measures for the inauguration of such a policy, 
with due regard for the possibilities of coopera-
tion with other countries; this examination was 
to be linked as closely as possible with the gen-
eral economic policy of the Member States and 
of the EEC (5).

(3)  Debates in the European Parliament of 18 October 1966. See Caty, 
G., L’Europe technologique, U2, dossiers, 89, Colin, Paris, 1969 
pp. 22–28.

(4) Interview with Philippe Bourdeau, 5 March 2004.
(5) Bac 118/86 1390, Council Note, R/180/67, 21 February 1967.
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The proposals made by Amintore Fanfani and 
Harold Wilson

In 1966, the question of a European research pol-
icy was still on the agenda following proposals 
from Amintore Fanfani, the Italian Minister for 
Foreign Affairs, and Harold Wilson, the British 
Prime Minister. In June 1966, Fanfani addressed 
the NATO Council, requesting the United States 
to help the countries of western Europe catch up 
in the field of research and development through 
a Marshall Plan for technology bringing together 
and strengthening the western bloc in the context 
of the cold war. When he put forward his ideas to 
the Council of the European Communities in  
December, Fanfani also stressed the need for co-
operation between European States. The Fanfani 
project was not taken up by NATO owing to a 
lack of interest on the part of the United States.

Wilson launched his idea of a European Techno-
logical Community in his Guildhall speech on 
14 November 1966. The British Prime Minister put 
forward his country’s scientific and technological 
strength as an argument in support of its applica-
tion for membership, hoping that de Gaulle would 
appreciate this contribution. While not purely rhe-
torical, Wilson’s phraseology was extremely 
vague. The British were afraid that projects of a 
more specific nature would be open to criticism 
from de Gaulle, especially as they would have 
liked a new type of research policy focusing much 
more on cooperation between, or the merger of, 
private companies on projects with a directly 
commercial scope. At the same time as he was 
advocating a European Technological Communi-
ty, Wilson was in fact distancing himself from ma-
jor European projects such as ELDO and Airbus, 
which were regarded as being too expensive and 
inefficient. The British government was also di-
vided on the fundamental review of the special 
relationship with the United States that a strength-
ening of European cooperation would entail. The 
French government also had serious reservations 
about Wilson’s ideas. De Gaulle was afraid that 
the British would in fact prefer to cooperate with 
the United States and that the UK’s technological 

lead would enable it to dominate a European 
Technological Community, replacing American 
domination by British domination (1).

The EEC Commission was opposed to the trans-
atlantic cooperation route proposed by Fanfani. 
The memorandum of the Inter-Executive Research 
Working Party of March 1967 supported this posi-
tion, indicating that, for cooperation between the 
United States and Europe to be established on a 
firm basis, it was necessary for the United States 
to have a valid partner able to establish relations 
based on genuine reciprocity and capable of con-
tributing a share comparable to that of the United 
States in the context of any joint undertakings. 
What the EEC Commission wanted above all was 
a strengthening of technological cooperation be-
tween European countries. In the Commission’s 
view, the Community of Six was the ideal frame-
work for this cooperation because of its economic 
cohesion and its institutions. Furthermore, the 
compensation mechanisms necessary to resolve 
the ‘fair return’ problem would be easier to estab-
lish in the context of the numerous activities of 
the EEC. However, the Commission did advocate 
the closest possible association with European 
non-member countries, in particular the United 
Kingdom (2).

The Euratom or research policy crisis

The first Council meeting on research  
and the work of PREST

In the wake of the wide-ranging discussions fol-
lowing the Fanfani and Wilson proposals, the 
Council decided, at the end of 1966, to organise a 
special session on research questions. The prepara-

(1)  Young, J. W., ‘Technological cooperation in Wilson’s strategy for 
EEC entry’, in O. J. Daddow, (ed.), Harold Wilson and European 
integration. Britain’s second application to join the EEC, British 
Foreign and Colonial Policy, Frank Cass, London, 2003, pp.  
95–114. The quote is from F. Oulès, op. cit., p. 219.

(2)  Bac 118/86 1391, Memorandum on the problems of scientific and 
technical progress in the European Community, Communication 
from the ECSC High Authority and the EEC and EAEC Commissions 
to the Council, eur/c1711/2/67, 20 March 1967.
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tions for this first Council meeting on research were 
complicated by the Euratom crisis, which came to 
a head at the beginning of 1967, and also delayed 
by the merger of the executives in May. The situa-
tion was paradoxical. Focusing its attention and 
energy on the formulation and implementation of 
a policy to shape the common market, the EEC 
Commission did not pay particular attention to ba-
sic research. In inheriting the JRC, it now had a 
major research instrument at its disposal. However, 
this wobbly institution seemed very cumbersome 
to some, which was why they wanted to reduce it 
in size if they could not do away with it altogether. 

The JRC officials joining the new Single Commis-
sion brought with them a specific culture and felt 
out of place. According to Serge Orlowski, speak-
ing of Euratom as a whole ‘when the executives 
were merged, Euratom was like a naughty little 
brat that nobody in the family knew what to do 
with. The EEC Commission made a takeover bid 
for Euratom, absorbed it and then from one day to 
the next it ceased to exist. The furniture and the 
family jewels were shared out.’ (1)

(1) Interview with Serge Orlowski, 29 November 2004.

De Gaulle and nuclear safeguards

‘The controversy about “control” reminds me of 
another event which had taken place shortly be-
fore, namely the crisis between France and Eurat-
om concerning safeguards which formed part of 
the political core of the Treaty. At the time, the 
French military programme was already in full 
swing. There were reactors at Marcoule produc-
ing electricity but also plutonium and, under the 
Euratom Treaty, all special fissile material was 
owned by the Community and subject to Com-
mission safeguards unless it was used for military 
purposes. However, de Gaulle did not want any 
controls carried out by the Commission at Mar-
coule or in other installations regarded by the 
French authorities as military, and a crisis erupted. 
In this situation, the question arose as to whether 
the Euratom Commission would bring a com-
plaint against France before the Court of Justice.

At the time, I was instructed to sound out the 
opinion of the German “cabinets” at the EEC 
Commission. I therefore saw Mr Narjes, who was 
Mr Hallstein’s chef de cabinet, and subsequently a 
Member of the Commission, and Ernst Albrecht, 
who was Mr von der Groeben’s chef de cabinet, a 
brilliant economist who later became Prime  
Minister of Lower Saxony. The outcome of these 
meetings was not un equivocal and rather para-
doxical. The economist told me: “You really must 
refer the matter to the Court. It’s a question of 
principle. We cannot tolerate a Member State be-
ing in breach of the Treaty.” However, Mr Narjes, 
the lawyer and diplomat, had a different point of 
view: “On no account do that. It is clear that de 

Gaulle will not abide by the verdict of the Court. That 
will damage the prestige of the Court, which is an 
institution common to the three Treaties. The entire 
construction of Europe is founded on law and, if the 
Court is no longer respected, the entire mechanism is 
called into question.” This was what I had to report to 
my superiors.

To resolve the conflict, the President of the Euratom 
Commission, Étienne Hirsch, an extraordinary man, 
decided to go and see General de Gaulle. After return-
ing from Paris, he reported to me the following dia-
logue between them: “General, the Treaty bears the 
signature of France; it seems clear to me that France is 
obliged to respect it to the letter.” To which General 
de Gaulle replied: “Mr President, treaties are like 
young girls, they fade.” There was an impasse. We 
knew that it was impossible to convince the general, 
and the Euratom Commission decided not to bring 
the matter before the Court of Justice. Subsequently, 
compromises were found so as to camouflage the 
conflict without risking any diversion of fissile materi-
als from their declared uses. One of the ways of cam-
ouflaging things was to reduce the visibility of Eurat-
om when the executives were merged. As a result, 
Euratom no longer appeared in the organisation chart 
of the new Single Commission. Bits of it were to be 
found scattered around in the various departments, 
but not in any one particular directorate-general. Was 
this because there was no great pride in this facet of 
European integration?’

Interview with Heinrich von Moltke, 22 January 2004.
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Within Coreper, only the Italian and Belgian gov-
ernments were really in favour of the immediate 
establishment of a Community policy. Germany, 
the Netherlands and Luxembourg wanted to settle 
the problem of Euratom before embarking on oth-
er areas of research. They first of all sought to cre-
ate a large market and a tax and legal climate con-
ducive to the merger of businesses and to leave it 
up to private enterprise to catch up on the techno-
logical front. The French delegation was also op-
posed to a general discussion of the problems of 
research, stressing that all research matters re-
mained the responsibility of the Member States 
unless otherwise stipulated in the Treaties (1).

In July 1967, PREST submitted its first report — 
the ‘Maréchal Report’ (2) — to the Medium-Term 
Economic Policy Committee. Stressing above all 
the economic importance of research, it was based 
to a large extent on the memorandum of the In-
ter-Executive Working Party on Research of March 
1967. Basing themselves on the American model, 
the European governments should encourage the 
establishment of international businesses and 
increase their financial contribution to research. 
This aid should be coordinated at European level 
to avoid a dispersion of efforts and, in particular, 
should take the form of research contracts and 
joint public procurement. In addition, industrial 
research should enjoy the benefits of a European 
patent. The Commission and the Member States 
published a preliminary draft convention on Euro-
pean patent law in October 1962. However, the 
negotiations had broken down, a major stumbling 
block being the possible participation of countries 
that were not members of the EEC (3). The 

(1)  Bac 118/86 1390, Note on the discussion within Coreper on scien-
tific and technical research of 23 February 1967, R/272/1/67, 
1 March 1967, and errata of 10 and 22 March 1967; Bac 118/86 
1391, Note on the discussions within Coreper of 9 June 1967 on 
scientific and technical research, R/918/67, 27 June 1967.

(2) ceaB 2 3743, report by PresT, July 1967.
(3)  BAC 118/86 1392, SEC(68) 7, 4 January 1968. The first significant step 

towards European cooperation on patents was to be the Munich Con-
vention of October 1973, an international treaty outside the framework 
of the European Communities. On the history of the European patent, 
see Kranakis, E., Industrialisation and the dynamics of European inte
gration: the quest for a European patent, 1949–2003, presented at the 
first plenary conference of the ESF network ‘Tensions of Europe — 
Technology and the making of 20th century Europe’ (Budapest, 18–21 
March 2004).

Maréchal Report also recommended a regular 
comparison of the national research programmes 
so as to determine the areas in which joint action 
would be the most effective. It indicated six areas 
in which there was a need to examine the scope 
for cooperation rapidly: information technology 
and telecommunications, transport, oceanogra-
phy, metallurgy, air, water and noise pollution, 
the monitoring of foodstuffs, and meteorology.

The first meeting of the Council of Research Min-
isters was finally held in Luxembourg on 31 Oc-
tober 1967. Community competence in this area 
nevertheless remained explicitly limited: the final 
resolution was adopted jointly by the Council, 
the Commission and the representatives of the 
Member States. The resolution instructs the Medi-
um-Term Economic Policy Committee to contin-
ue with the comparison of national policies and 
examine the scope for cooperation in the areas 
indicated in the Maréchal Report.

In October 1967, the new Directorate-General for 
Research and Technology (DG XII) of the Single 
Commission was not yet in place. That is why the 
Commission’s participation in PREST was entrust-
ed to a steering group consisting of Commission-
ers Hellwig, Barre and Colonna di Paliano, assist-
ed by the relevant directors-general. A small task 
force of officials prepared the group’s work (4).

In late November 1967, PresT set up specialised 
working parties to examine the priority sectors 
indicated in the Council resolution, but their work 
rapidly came to a halt. After the Council meeting 
of 18 and 19 December, when de Gaulle vetoed 
Britain’s membership for the second time, the 
Dutch and Italian governments, followed by the 
Belgian government, suspended their participa-
tion in PresT. These three countries wished to 
collaborate with the United Kingdom in areas, 
such as technology, which were not covered by 
the Community Treaties. After several attempts 
by the Commission and the Belgian and German 
governments, the Council finally decided, in 

(4) PV 15, EC Commission, 19–23 November 1967.
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December 1968, to resume the work of PREST. 
France agreed that the applicant countries could 
be mentioned as potential participants in the 
future cooperation, but they would not be al-
lowed to take part in PREST meetings.

PresT’s report to the Council in March 1969 —  
called the ‘Aigrain Report’ after the new Chair-
man of the Working Party — was a fairly slim 
programme, ‘but it was a beginning’ (1), to quote 
Heinrich von Moltke. It contained 47 proposals 
for research in the sectors indicated in the 1967 
resolution. After they were examined in Coreper, 
a process that lasted until October, the Council 
finally approved 30 or so proposals in areas such 
as information technology, the environment, me-
teorology and metallurgy. The Community invit-
ed non-member countries to take part in finalis-
ing the projects and establishing the legal 
framework for carrying them out. The interminis-
terial conference held in Brussels on 22 and 23 
November was finally attended by the six EEC 
countries plus the United Kingdom, Ireland, Den-
mark, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, Austria, 
Spain, Portugal, Finland, Greece, Yugoslavia and 
Turkey. The 19 countries adopted a resolution on 
European cooperation in the field of science and 
technology (COST) and signed cooperation 
agreements on seven projects (with a total budg-
et of around 21 million units of account). COST 
was not set up as an international organisation 
but rather as a pragmatic procedural framework 
for the conclusion and implementation of inter-
governmental agreements. Moreover, it did not 
have joint funds at its disposal. The secretariat for 
the Committee of COST Senior Officials was pro-
vided by the General Secretariat of the EEC Coun-
cil and the technical secretariats for COST projects 
were the responsibility of the Commission, which 
made relations between COST and the Commu-
nity institutions rather ambiguous. France initially 
refused to allow any Commission participation in 
COST but, after lengthy discussions, the general 
resolution finally refers to the ‘European Com-
munities represented by the Council and the 

(1) Interview with Heinrich von Moltke, 22 January 2004.

A witty reaction to the threatened dismantling  
of the Joint Research Centre in Ispra:  

‘The Euratom Centre in Ispra?  
Take the first on the right,  

then go straight on to the airport  
and take the first flight to America. You can’t miss it.’

December 1968.
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ture. Because of the slowness of the Community 
institutions’ decision-making process (over the 
four years since the resolution was adopted in 
1967, only 18 months were devoted to scientific 
work), many projects were already obsolete. Fur-
thermore, all the interruptions, hesitations, chang-
es and the enlargement of the institutional frame-
work had made the experts consulted sceptical. 
Lastly, the Commission could no longer launch 
new initiatives in the sectors handled by PREST. 
According to the new Commissioner, Spinelli, ‘a 
mountain had given birth to a mouse’ (2).

There were many factors which impeded the es-
tablishment of a common research policy: the 
question of Britain’s membership, the major dif-
ficulties with Euratom, the 1968–69 crisis in the 
space agencies (particularly concerning the mer-
its of developing a satellite-launching capability 
independent of the United States and the coordi-

(2)  Bac 54/79 49, Draft report by PresT to the Medium-Term Eco-
nomic Policy Committee, II/382/71, 1 September 1971; Spinelli, A., 
Diario europeo, II, 1970–1976, ed. E. Paolini, Il Mulino, Bologna, 
1991–92, p. 229.

Commission’. The Commission also signed three 
project agreements, allowing the Community to 
collaborate on the establishment of a European 
information technology network (COST11) and 
research in the field of materials and the environ-
ment (COST50 and COST61a) (1).

More than five years after the setting-up of PREST, 
the Community initiative resulted in seven ‘à la 
carte’ intergovernmental agreements involving 
non-member countries. The overall approach of 
the national research programmes was aban-
doned completely. The Commission officials run-
ning the secretariat for PREST were not very im-
pressed by its activities. While those activities 
may have shown the governments, scientists and 
industry that a common research policy could 
gradually be established, the direct results did not 
seem to be in proportion to the time and outlay 
devoted to them: 12 000 days of work by the ex-
perts and 2 million units of account of expendi-

(1)  On COST: Roland, J.-L., A review of COST cooperation since its 
beginning, EC Commission, Luxembourg, 1988 (EUR 11 640).

The Euratom setback

‘I have memories of an immense mess. Ispra, 
Petten, Mol and Karlsruhe had been developed, 
setting up a Joint Research Centre which the 
 Europeans had never really appropriated for 
themselves. The large research machinery and 
the big laboratories remained “national” and, 
with a few rare exceptions, the Euratom laborato-
ries and machinery merely complemented them. 
The quality of the Community teams of scientists 
and researchers was not in question. There was 
also the fact that the focal project was the test 
reactor ORGEL, which did not have the success it 
was expected to have and never got further than 
the experimental stage. The attempted relaunch 
when the executives were merged failed. At-
tempts were made to divert to Ispra experiments 
that could have been conducted anywhere in 
Eur ope, even in the small research reactors and 
especially in the “loops” of the big reactors. Ac-
tivities were carried out in areas such as the resist-

ance of materials, and so on. This was useful and 
done well, but in no way did it justify the existence of 
Ispra as the main JRC establishment. For us at Eur-
atom, it was a source of bitterness and sadness, but 
in the Member States and in Brussels nobody really 
had any illusions about the future of the centre. It 
should also be remembered that the bulk of Com-
munity research in this field was in fact connected 
with the production of electricity from nu clear ener-
gy and that, as is still the case, the likelihood of Euro-
pean patents giving rise to European industrial prop-
erty shared equitably between the six partners, with 
all the attendant economic, commercial and social 
consequences, was remote since one of the partners 
also had political and military ambitions which were 
not shared by four of the others and could not, in 
any case be shared by the fifth.’

Interview with Manuel Santarelli, 4 March 2004.
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nation of the different bodies), and the slow-
ing-down of work following the merger of the 
executives. More basically, the Commission 
lacked a solid legal basis for establishing a Com-
munity research policy. It therefore organised 
several symposiums on the legal aspects of Euro-
pean technological cooperation, one of which 
(Nice, 1971) even considered a draft of an addi-
tional protocol to the Treaty of Rome on techno-
logical policy (1). However, until the Single Euro-
pean Act of 1986, the Commission’s subsequent 
proposals would be based on Article 235 of the 
EEC Treaty, ‘that catch-all’ to quote Gianluigi 
Valsesia (2), which authorised the Council to de-
cide, acting unanimously, on any measure which, 
while not provided for in the Treaty, was neces-
sary to attain one of the objectives of the Com-
munity. Progress towards a common research 
policy would therefore depend on the common 
will of the Member States.

(1)  EC Commission, Les cadres juridiques de la coopération internatio
nale en matière scientifique et le problème européen — Proceed-
ings of the symposiums held in Aix-en-Provence (1 and 2 Decem-
ber 1967) and Nice (6 and 7 December 1968), Brussels, 1970; 
idem., La politique technologique de la Communauté européenne 
— Aspects juridiques et institutionnels. Symposium organised in 
the framework of the Institut du Droit de la Paix et du Développe-
ment and the Faculty of Law and Economic Sciences of Nice (Nice, 
10 and 11 December 1971), special edition of Revue du Marché 
Commun, No 153, April 1972.

(2) Interview with Gianluigi Valsesia, 4 December 2003.

From a modest restart  
to greater ambitions

The final communiqué of the Hague Summit 
Conference held in December 1969 emphasised 
both the importance of research and develop-
ment and the Community’s essential role in this 
field. More particularly, the Heads of State or 
Government expressed their ‘readiness to con-
tinue more intensively the activities of the Com-
munity with a view to coordinating and promot-
ing industrial research and development in the 
principal advanced sectors, in particular by means 
of common programmes, and supply the finan-
cial means for the purpose’ (3). This seemed to 
indicate the abandonment of the national and 
transatlantic solutions of the past in favour of 
European collaboration (4). It was rather ironical, 
however, that it should come at a time when the 

(3)  ECSC, EEC, EAEC, Commission, Third General Report on the 
Activities of the Communities in 1969, 1970, point 208.

(4)  Cf. Zimmerman, H., ‘Western Europe and the American challenge: 
conflict and cooperation in technology and monetary policy, 1965–
1973’, Journal of European Integration History, Vol. 6, 2000, pp. 
109–110.

Community or intergovernmental?

‘At first we wondered, as is almost always the case 
when a measure is launched by one or more gov-
ernments, whether an attempt was being made 
to replace Community teams and the Community 
method by intergovernmental teams with, of 
course different working methods, and in particu-
lar anything to do with the method of voting.

Where PREST was concerned, we had the good 
fortune that it was Mr Aigrain who dealt with it. 
Pierre Aigrain was by nature “European” in spirit. 
Similarly, as was later the case for the environ-
ment, responsibilities were shared between the 
Community and the Member States in accord-
ance with what was subsequently called by 
Jacques Delors the principle of “subsidiarity”.’

Interview with Michel Carpentier, 5 January 2004.

COST projects

‘In 1971 the first big COST agreement was signed. 
Spinelli officialised this cooperation in a number of 
projects. There were six or seven COST environ-
mental projects. We succeeded in placing the scien-
tific secretariat for at least two of these projects in 
Ispra. These were COST61 on the physico-chemical 
behaviour of atmospheric pollutants and COST64 
on the behaviour of organic micropollutants in wa-
ter. These projects had a very long lifespan since, 
even after Britain joined, the COST system was used 
for scientific cooperation outside the multiannual 
research programme.’

Interview with Philippe Bourdeau, 5 March 2004.
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Ispra Centre was experiencing a wave of strikes 
before being occupied by officials threatened 
with unemployment because of the lack of a re‑
search programme that was not one of ‘survival, 
and of transition from one year to the next’ (1).

While Ispra continued to resemble a ‘floating is‑
land’ (2), the reactions to the communication on 
Community industrial policy, which was submitted 
to the Council in March 1970 (3), showed that the 
Member States were very reluctant to honour the 
commitment given at The Hague. This communi‑
cation, known as the ‘Colonna Memorandum’ after 
the Commissioner Guido Colonna di Paliano, had 
been prepared by the Directorate‑General for In‑
dustrial Affairs (DG III) under the direction 
of Robert Toulemon (4). The memorandum gives 
pride of place to advanced industries. To promote 
these sectors, it proposed in particular the dovetail‑
ing of policies relating to public or semi‑public 
procurement, the creation of Community contracts 
for technological development and the adoption of 
common positions in relations with non‑member 

(1)  Interview with Gianluigi Valsesia, 4 December 2003. 
Cf. www.anniruggenti.net

(2)  Interview with Serge Orlowski, 29 November 2004.
(3)  Community industrial policy. Memorandum from the Commission 

to the Council, COM(70) 100 final, 18 March 1970.
(4) See the chapter on industrial policy, p. 470.

countries. Following a year of discussions, Corep‑
er could only conclude that it was impossible to 
reach agreement on any of these questions (5).

Following the Colonna Memorandum, the Com‑
mission submitted more specific proposals to the 
Council. A note submitted in June 1970 suggested 
a procedure for regular consultation between the 
Six on their national research and development 
projects, whether nuclear or non‑nuclear (6). In 
September 1971, the Commission proposed ex‑
tending the joint undertaking status provided for 
under the Euratom Treaty beyond the nuclear 
sector, so that it could be granted to any new 
enterprise that resulted from the merger of firms 
established in at least two Member States and 
was intended to exercise a major activity of com‑
mon interest from a European standpoint in the 
field of technological development. ‘Joint under‑
taking’ status would facilitate the establishment 
of transnational firms and make it possible for tax 
and customs advantages to be conferred and for 
loans or guarantees to be granted by the Com‑
munity (7). In July 1972, the Commission also put 
forward its final proposal concerning the imple‑
mentation of Community contracts, as announced 
in the Colonna Memorandum. These subsidies, 
managed by the Commission in collaboration 
with the European Investment Bank, would sup‑
port medium‑sized technological projects carried 
out on the basis of cooperation by firms from 
different Member States or meeting a public need 
not yet satisfied at Community level (8). None of 
these three Commission proposals resulted in a 
decision being taken by the Council.

Meanwhile, in July 1970, Altiero Spinelli had been 
appointed as Commissioner for industrial, techno‑
logical and scientific affairs. Remaining true to his 

(5)  Cf. EC Commission, Sixth General Report on the Activities of the 
Communities in 1972, 1973, point 291.

(6)  BAC 79/82 222, Note from the Commission to the Council, 17 June 
1970.

(7)  Proposal for a Council regulation on the setting‑up of joint under‑
takings under the EEC Treaty (presented by the Commission to the 
Council), COM(71) 812 final, 14 September 1971.

(8)  Proposal for a Council regulation on the implementation of Com‑
munity contracts (presented by the Commission to the Council), 
COM(72) 710 final, 18 July 1972.

Space and nuclear energy:  
reserved questions

‘At the time, space and nuclear power were con-
sidered by the leaders in the Member States in 
much the same way. These were matters for inter-
governmental agreements. There was no ques-
tion of turning them into “Community” matters 
in the strict sense of the term. Accordingly, we 
could consider to what extent we could at least 
exchange information, know in advance what 
was going to be done, and what the relations 
would be with other countries, the United States 
in particular and even the Soviet Union, but that 
was about as far as it went.’

Interview with Michel Carpentier, 5 January 2004.



503Chapter 25 — Research and technology, or the ‘six national guardians’ for ‘the Commission, the eternal minor’

federalist convictions, ‘something of a visionary but 
a great man’ (1), Spinelli had ambitions for the es-
tablishment of a strong and independent techno-
logical policy as a result of Community institutions 
with wide-ranging decision-making and executive 
powers. However, he was more interested in major 
Community policy and institutional questions than 
in industry or research, to such an extent that some 
people spoke of a ‘casting error’ (2).

His technological projects were very largely 
 inspired by Christopher Layton, who in 1969 pub- 
lished a work entitled European advanced tech
nology: a programme for integration (3). Accor- 

(1) Interview with Serge Orlowski, 29 November 2004.
(2) Interview with Robert Toulemon, 17 December 2003, for example.
(3)  Layton, C., European advanced technology: a programme for inte

gration, Political and Economic Planning, London, 1969.

ding to von Moltke: ‘It was a very good book. It 
had real public support.’ (4) An adviser to Spinelli 
from 1971 (i.e. before Britain joined the Commu-
nity), Layton became his chef de cabinet following 
the signing of the Enlargement  Treaty.

Spinelli first of all regrouped the old Directo-
rates-General III (Industrial Affairs), XII (Research 
and Technology) and XV (Joint Research Centre) 
into a single DG III (Industrial, Technological and 
Scientific Affairs), under the direction of Toulem-
on. ‘A DG with imagination which needs to ac-
quire power’, as Spinelli wrote in his diary (5).

In November 1970, the Commission formulated 
its first proposals for comprehensive structures 
for implementing the ambitious Community deci-
sions taken at the Conference at The Hague. Giv-
en the dispersed nature of the Member States’ 
technological projects and, in some cases, the 
competition between them, it seemed urgent to 
pool all these efforts in projects and contracts on 
a Community scale, in order to achieve a mini-
mum critical mass. In the Commission’s view, the 
Community had few reasons for and no interest 
in remaining inactive pending the conclusion of 
the enlargement negotiations.

Accordingly, the Commission first of all recom-
mended setting up a European Research and De-
velopment Committee (CERD), which would pre-
pare joint projects. It would replace the many 
existing working parties of experts (6) or at least 
coordinate their work. On the basis of the work of 
CERD, the Commission would make proposals to 
the Council concerning a wide range of joint meas-
ures: organisation of information centres, measures 
for the harmonisation of public initiatives, training 
schemes, financial aid for research and develop-
ment projects, granting of joint undertaking status, 

(4) Interview with Heinrich von Moltke, 22 January 2004.
(5)  Spinelli, A., op. cit., pp. 53–54 (‘una DG di immaginazione che 

deve conquistare un potere’).
(6)  PREST, Euratom’s Scientific and Technical Committee, the Council’s 

Working Parties on Research, Industrial Policy and Atomic 
Questions, and COST. Cf. BAC 27/85 63, Note from the Secretariat 
of the Medium-Term Economic Policy Committee, 18797/II/70, 
16 December 1970.

The Joint Research Centre, a floating island

‘I was still at the Joint Research Centre in 1969. We 
were a floating island. I still reported to Brussels but 
had become, so to speak, the captain of a raft that 
had no direction and no engine. We were waiting to 
return to Brussels. I went by train once a week to 
Brussels to go and see the Director-General, to see 
how he was going to allocate the staff, repatriate 
people. We were on the outside. Ispra was collaps-
ing. The entire Centre was very happy to be free, but 
didn’t really know what to do, which also explains 
the strikes, as it was a good opportunity for the Ital-
ians to go on strike. We didn’t really know who was 
doing what. It was chaotic until everything was reor-
ganised much later. The researchers took advantage 
of the situation to do their own research, etc. People 
were very happy there, they certainly did not want 
to move. However, in the departments, there were a 
number of people working in the scientific services 
for Orgel but not part of the Orgel team who, hav-
ing seen the Orgel project stopped and not wanting 
to become researchers looking through microscopes 
for ever, returned to Brussels. About 100 people 
came back. The Centre was in limbo for some time, 
followed by the restructuring about which I know 
little.’

Interview with Serge Orlowski, 29 November 2004.
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participation in the activities of other scientific or-
ganisations, and the direct implementation of re-
search programmes. Along the lines of the Ameri-
can NASA, a European Research and Development 
Agency (ERDA) under the Commission’s control 
would manage the financing of Community 
projects. To this end, it would have funds from the 
Community’s own resources. Lastly, the Commis-
sion proposed the establishment of the European 
Science Foundation (ESF) to encourage European 
cooperation on basic research. The Board of this 
foundation would include members responsible 
for the major scientific institutions in the Member 
States (1). In other words, it was a question of ‘cre-
ating what is now known as the European Research 
Area. Spinelli fully supported the initiatives of his 
services’, according to Philippe Bourdeau (2).

However, the question of research remained in 
abeyance until the conclusion of the accession ne-
gotiations. In June 1972, the Commission submit-
ted a new communication to the Council calling 
on it to recognise that the Community’s remit cov-
ered all areas of research and development. While 
not absorbing the independent European scientific 
organisations, the Community should formulate 
the overall strategy and act as a catalyst. The pro-
posals concerning CERD, ERDA and ESF were 
re-tabled, with some amendments. CERD would 
comprise experts chosen on a personal basis and 
not as representatives of the Member States. ERDA 
was now considered to be a medium-term solu-
tion to be implemented when the joint or Com-
munity programmes envisaged or developed were 
sufficiently diverse and of a suitable scale. For the 
time being, preference was given to partial and 
provisional solutions. To finance the work of the 
European Science Foundation, COST projects, 
Euratom’s multiannual programme and the indus-
trial development contracts, the Commission re-
quested, for a three-year period, an annual budget 
averaging 120 million units of account, corre-

(1)  ‘Commission memorandum to the Council concerning overall 
Community action on scientific and technological research and de-
velopment’, SEC(70) 4250, 11 November 1970 (published as Sup-
plement 1/71 to the Bulletin of the EC).

(2) Interview with Philippe Bourdeau, 5 March 2004.

sponding to 2 % of the national public-sector 
budgets for research and development. It also an-
nounced that it was preparing proposals for a Euro- 
pean venture capital fund, a European network for 
scientific and technical information and documen-
tation, and programmes in the key sectors of aero-
nautics, information technology and telecommuni-
cations. Economic research was at the heart of the 
Commission’s concerns, but its communication 
also paid considerable attention to the environ-
mental and social dimensions of technology (3). 
Accordingly, the first two ‘indirect action’ research 
programmes (shared-cost contracts) adopted by 
the Council under Article 235 of the EEC Treaty 
concerned the environment, and the BCR (Com-
munity Bureau of Reference) (1972).

At the Paris Summit on 19 and 21 October 1972 
the Heads of State or Government of the enlarged 
Community called upon the Commission to draw 
up an action plan in the field of science and tech-
nology, entailing the coordination of national pol-
icies within the Community institutions and the 
joint implementation of projects of importance to 
the Community as a whole. This programme, to-
gether with a detailed implementation timetable, 
was to be adopted by the Council before 1 Janu-
ary 1974 (4). At the beginning of 1973, the Council 
finally adopted a new four-year programme for 
the Joint Research Centre, which had been surviv-
ing since 1968 on temporary annual budgets. 
However, the institutional reforms proposed by 
Spinelli went much too far for the Council, which 
rejected entirely the idea of the ERDA. CERD was 
set up in April 1973 but was never to be more 
than yet another advisory body. The European 
Science Foundation was set up in November 1974, 
but outside the Community framework.

In other words, as the Commission itself put it in 
1972, where European technological cooperation 
was concerned, the previous 15 years had been a 

(3)  ‘Objectives and instruments of a common policy for scientific re-
search and technological development’, COM(72) 700, 14 June 
1972 (published as Supplement 6/72 to the Bulletin of the EC).

(4)  ECSC, EEC, EAEC, Commission, Sixth General Report on the Activi
ties of the Communities in 1972, 1973, point 5.
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period in which experience had been gained 
rather than one in which achievements had been 
made (1). This highlights, in this sector as in many 
others, the essential importance of political will 
in terms of the Community dimension.

Without this will, there can be no technological 
cooperation since, according to Jean Flory writing 
in the early 1970s, where science and technology 
are concerned, ‘it is impossible to make completely 
rational choices. It is not uncommon, therefore, in 
our countries, for such problems to be settled by 
the head of government. In the Community, when 
a consensus cannot be reached, it is no longer pos-

(1)  Objectives and instruments [...], Supplement to the Bulletin of the 
EC, op. cit., p. 14.

sible to take a decision.’ (2) This point of view is 
shared by Heinrich von Moltke. Commenting on 
the ideas of Toulemon and Flory, who called for 
European programmes which, like the major Amer-
ican projects, would stimulate research by large 
firms by ordering prototypes from the most com-
petitive among them, he explained that: ‘To be able 
to do this, as in the United States we need a Presi-
dent capable of motivating a nation to agree to this 
sort of expenditure. We haven’t got one.’ (3)

Éric Bussière anD arThe Van laer

(2)  Flory, J., ‘Historique et problématique de la politique technologique 
de la Communauté’, in EEC Commission, La politique technologique 
de la Communauté européenne. Aspects juridiques et institution
nels [...], op. cit., p. 307.

(3) Interview with Heinrich von Moltke, 22 January 2004.

Spinelli (second from the right) visits British Aerospace during the development of Concorde, 
which made its first commercial flight on 21 January 1976.





507

Chapter 26

What information policy?

In the brief address that he gave at Val-Duchesse 
on 16 January 1958 at the first constitutive meet-
ing of the EEC Commission, Hallstein, after stat-
ing that the Commission’s work ‘will be able to 
bear fruit only if there is good cooperation with 
the other institutions’, stressed that it ‘is one of 
those whose supranational nature is the most 
pronounced’. The President set out his stall. The 
new Commission fully intended to play a central 
part in the implementation of this new phase in 
the construction of Europe, a task which required 
support and encouragement. That was why Hall-
stein added: ‘We earnestly request the organs of 
public opinion to follow our work with a critical 
interest and to help us instil strong and rich life 
into the new ideas.’ (1)

The invitation to the media could not have been 
any clearer. It was not enough to keep abreast of 
current events in Europe and give a constructive 
account of them. The media also had somehow 
to convey or even (dare we say it), legitimise the 
Commission’s ambition to embody the nascent 
Europe.

(1) PV 1, EEC Commission, 16 January 1958, Annex II, p. 2.

But the fulfilment of this ambition was not and 
would not be an easy matter. The debate on the 
usefulness and, where appropriate, the nature and 
scale of the information effort was a long-running 
one. Moreover, when Hallstein sought the coopera-
tion of the media, he could not have been unaware 
of the effort that ‘big sister’ (2) in Luxembourg had 
launched in this sector over the last five years.

The impact of the ECSC

Since 1953 the ECSC High Authority had made 
every effort to ensure that not only the spirit which 
inspired it, and the tasks which fell to it, but also 
the results that it garnered were better known. 
This was done à la Monnet. Moreover, the institu-
tional distinctions were rather blurred, and this 
created extremely strong personal relations be-
tween people, as Georges Berthoin stressed (3).

(2)  Rabier, J.-R., ‘La naissance d’une politique d’information sur la 
Communauté européenne (1952–1967)’, in Dassetto, F. and 
Dumoulin, M. (eds), Naissance et développement de l’information 
européenne — Actes des journées d’étude de LouvainlaNeuve des 
22 mai et 14 novembre 1990, Euroclio, Études et documents, 
Vol. 2, Peter Lang, Bern [...] Vienna, 1993, p. 28.

(3)  UCL, GEHEC, Interview with Georges Berthoin by Béatrice Roeh, 
28 March 2000.
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The President of the High Authority, ‘anxious for 
the utmost discretion in drawing up plans and 
preparing decisions [...], was equally anxious to 
inform citizens and their elected representatives, 
as well as the press, what we call “public opin-
ion”’, recalled Jacques-René Rabier (1). He spoke 
wisely. He was one of the key players in the field 
of information throughout the period under con-
sideration.

Having come to Luxembourg in January 1953 at 
the request of Monnet, with whom he had spent 
‘a few years of study’ (2) at the Commissariat du 
Plan, Rabier was given the task of drawing up a 
report for the ECSC Assembly and gradually put 
in place ‘a sort of spokesman’s group’ responsi-
ble for informing the press. This group included 
others who were close to Monnet: François Fon-
taine, who came from the Commissariat du Plan, 
and François Duchêne, former correspondent of 
the Manchester Guardian in Paris. A Belgian 
Christian trade unionist, Jef Moons, joined the 
team in 1954. They did not have very many peo-
ple to talk to: 23 journalists accredited to the 
ECSC in 1956. Some of them, such as Fernand 
Braun (3), began in their ranks a career that would 
end up at the EEC Commission. Others, such as 
Rainer Hellmann of the agency VWD (4) and, 
above all, Emanuele Gazzo, would become veri-
table pillars of the world of press correspondents 
in Brussels. On 12 March 1953 Gazzo published 
the first issue of the Bulletin de l’Agence Europe. 
Covering the ECSC, it was joined, from 9 Decem-
ber 1957, by a new daily bulletin entitled Marché 
commun/Euratom. The two publications merged 
on 2 January 1968.

In Luxembourg the service’s activities expanded. 
The people were competent. They had that pio-

(1)  Rabier, J.-R., ‘Les origines de la politique d’information européenne 
(1953–1973)’, in Melchionni, M. G. (ed.), Fonti e luoghi della docu
mentazione europea — Istruzioni per l’uso, Università degli Studi 
di Roma ‘La Sapienza’, Facoltà di Economia, Rome, 2000, p. 85.

(2)  AMK C 33/5/104, Letter of Jean Monnet to Jacques-René Rabier, 
Paris, 20 February 1970.

(3)  Interview with Fernand Braun, 8 December 2003.
(4)  UCL, GEHEC, Interview with Marcel Mart by Béatrice Roeh, 7 April 

1998.

neering spirit which would earn them the nick-
name, along with others, of fonctionnairesmili
tants from the renowned journalist Jean Boissonnat. 
The task was a difficult one. The hopes that had 
sprung from the EDC Treaty and then from the 
framing of the statute of a European Community 
collapsed in 1954. As in other more recent circum-
stances, it would seem that European integration 
was suffering from a lack of education.

But while the task was enormous, the resources 
were derisory. As at 1 January 1956 the service 
directed by Rabier, whom the High Authority had 
appointed on a proposal from Monnet before his 
departure, employed 25 persons, only 18 of 
whom were in Luxembourg because the informa-
tion service was partly decentralised to Bonn, 
Paris, Rome, London and Washington.

Its activity was channelled in two directions: 
wide-ranging general action through the media 
and through fairs and exhibitions, on the one 
hand, and specific action aimed at target groups 
such as trade unions, professional organisations 
and teachers, on the other.

While it is true that, originally, the question of 
information was far from being the focus of at-
tention, its importance increased as the ECSC and 
its policies asserted themselves, putting others ei-
ther temporarily or permanently in the shade. 
Decisions, which needed to be explained on ac-
count of their technicality, were taken. They were 
liable to displease some sector of industry or oth-
er or even some government or other. This was 
because the very idea of a Community, i.e. the 
Six as a whole, was revolutionary compared with 
the national approach. Through having to inform, 
attack or counter-attack, the ECSC gained credi-
bility and legitimacy, thus forging the basis of an 
identity of which the High Authority constituted 
the spearhead. Needless to say, those who al-
ready did not appreciate the supranational nature 
of the ECSC very much were exasperated by in-
formation which they would have liked to be 
voiceless. Likewise, is there any need to stress 
that the brief but substantial experience of the 
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ECSC had to be taken into account when the new 
institutions were born?

The Joint Press and Information 
Service (1)

On 14 January 1958 the Presidents of the three 
executives held a joint meeting in Luxembourg. 
The agenda included in particular the develop-
ment of certain services common to the three 

(1)  This chapter does not deal with four types of publication which are 
also information tools, namely: the products of the Publications 
Office, the Official Journal of the European Communities (OJ), the 
first issue of which appeared on 20 April 1958, the General Report 
to the Parliamentary Assembly and, lastly, the Bulletin of the EEC, 
publication of which was decided on 19 November 1958.

Communities, such as press and information. As 
early as the second meeting of the college, von 
der Groeben said that it would be a good idea to 
have a joint service in this area, specifying that 
two tasks would have to be carried out: ‘Firstly, 
to make public opinion aware, in an even-hand-
ed manner, of the solutions set out in the Trea-
ties and, secondly, to inform the Commission 
every day about what is in the newspapers’. 
With regard to the High Authority’s information 
offices, he added that they would be able to con-
tinue their activities for the benefit of the three 
Communities. Lastly, he stressed the need to 
have a Spokesman for the EEC Commission as 
soon as possible (2).

(2) PV 2, EEC Commission, 24, 25 and 27 January 1958, Item XV, p. 8.

Jacques-René Rabier at work. Jacqueline Lastenouse recalls: ‘His desk was always covered with a mass of books,  
theses, dissertations and articles about Europe, and there were piles of all sorts of documents and publications on the floor, 

on his desk, on his cupboards. There was stuff everywhere.’ (Interview with Jacqueline Lastenouse, 21 January 2004.)



The European Commission 1958–72 — History and Memories of an Institution510

On 31 January 1958 in Luxembourg, at a meeting 
with all the members of the High Authority and 
with Sassen for Euratom, the EEC Commission 
heard a statement by Rabier about the operation 
of his service. Following this presentation, it 
seemed possible ‘to establish, on the basis of the 
High Authority’s Press and Information Service, a 
Joint Press and Information Service’, while it was 
‘necessary to nominate for Brussels a Spokesman 
responsible for the Commission’ (1).

What at first sight seemed straightforward soon 
became complicated. Luxembourg was one 
jump ahead. It showed this by temporarily 
placing four officials at the disposal of the EEC 
Commission, with one of them acting as liaison 
between Brussels and the High Authority (2). 
Was the latter on the inside lane? In May the 
Commission decided that Rabier would go to 
Brussels regularly for contacts with the members 
of the college ‘with a view to the smooth opera-
tion of the Press Service’ (3). And this at a time 
when the Belgian capital was the scene of the 
International and Universal Exhibition, where 
the presence of the Six was marked solely by 
the ECSC pavilion.

Imperceptibly, the question of information was 
subjected to stealthy attacks. Indeed, it was not 
without reluctance over a long period that the 
EEC Commission endorsed the solution of a joint 
service based on the ECSC template because ‘the 
sovereignties of institutions are no less tenacious 
than national sovereignties’ (4).

The Joint Service, administered by the Inter- 
Executive Group, was given a number of tasks: to 
organise the Communities’ representation at 
events such as fairs and exhibitions, to increase 
the coverage of Community actions by radio, 
television and cinema, to produce information 
programmes aimed at trade unions, farmers, 
educational circles and non-member countries, 

(1) PV 3, EEC Commission, 31 January 1958, Item IV.a, pp. 3–4.
(2) PV 11, EEC Commission, 24–27 March 1958, Item XVI, p. 15.
(3) PV 18, EEC Commission, 20–23 May 1958, Item VI, pp. 7–8.
(4) Rabier, J.-R., ‘La naissance d’une politique [...]’, op. cit., p. 28.

as well as to bring out a range of publications 
and to organise visits and study trips.

However, one fundamental question was not re-
solved: the Spokesman’s place in the set-up. On 
16 December 1958 the Commission adopted a 
memorandum which it submitted to the Inter-Ex-
ecutive Group (5).

The Commission proposed that a director-gen-
eral be given responsibility for ensuring the Joint 
Service’s technical, administrative and budget-
ary cohesion. He would receive his instructions 
from the Inter-Executive Group but would be 
bound by each executive’s instructions in its 
own sphere of responsibility. In consultation 
with the Spokesmen of the executives, who re-
ceived their instructions directly from the latter, 
he would be responsible for coordinating press 
policy (6).

The options announced reflected the existing 
tensions between the executives and the future 
tensions between the Joint Service and the 
Spokesman. These tensions, which were illustrat-
ed by several refusals on the part of the EEC 
Commission to discuss compromise proposals 
presented by the Euratom Commission (7), ex-
plain why an agreement on the general rules for 
the management and organisation of the Joint 
Services was not reached until 1 March 1960, 
whereas the establishment plan of the Spokes-
man’s Group had been decided back in October 
of the previous year (8).

Under the March 1960 agreement, the Press and 
Information Service would be run by a manage-
ment board comprising at least one member from 

(5)  PV 41, EEC Commission, 10 December 1958, and PV 42, 
16 December 1958.

(6)  PV 30, EEC Commission, 24 September 1958, Item XIV, p. 12; 
PV 31, 1 October 1958, Item XI, p. 8; PV 34, 21 October 1958, Item 
XIV, p. 8; PV 36, 5 November 1958, Item VII, pp. 2–4; PV 42, 
16 December 1958, Item XII, pp. 2–6.

(7)  PV 54, EEC Commission, 16 March 1959, Item XIV, p. 4; PV 77, 
12 October 1959, Item II.2.b, p. 5.

(8)  PV 54, EEC Commission, 16 March 1959, Item XIII, pp. 3–4; PV 57, 
23 April 1959, Item XII, p. 10; PV 79, 28 October 1959, Item XII, 
pp. 6–7.
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each of the three institutions (1) and chaired by 
the EEC Commission.

With regard to the Spokesman, the EEC Commis-
sion reluctantly accepted the proposal from the 
High Authority and the Euratom Commission to 
attach each Spokesman’s Group to its executive 
rather than to the Joint Service (2). An important 
nuance was, however, introduced a few weeks 
later when the EEC Commission arranged for the 
Spokesman’s Group to be able to issue opinions 
on the Joint Service’s drafts (3).

On 24 March 1960 the management board held its 
first meeting and adopted the establishment plan. 
The Joint Press and Information Service, headed by 
Rabier, comprised, on the one hand, sections spe-

(1)  Ludlow, P., ‘Frustrated ambitions: the European Commission and 
the formation of a European identity, 1958–1967’, in Bitsch, M.-Th., 
Loth, W. and Poidevin, R. (eds), Institutions européennes et identi
tés européennes, Bruylant, Brussels, 1998, p. 311.

(2)  In January Sicco Mansholt and Giuseppe Petrilli issued a communica-
tion on this subject. On 17 February the majority of the college voted 
in favour of attaching the Spokesman’s Group to the Joint Service, but 
only to the extent that the Commission was responsible for administra-
tive management of the latter. Giuseppe Caron, Jean Rey and Lambert 
Schaus voted against. PV 88, EEC Commission, 22 January 1960, Item 
X.a, p. 9; PV 95, 2 March 1960, Item V.1, pp. 8 and 9; PV 93, 17 Febru-
ary 1960, Item XXXI.B, pp. 14–16.

(3) PV 98, EEC Commission, 23 March 1960, Item XIII.B, p. 14.

cialised by information target (trade unions, agricul-
ture, overseas, universities) and resources (fairs/ex-
hibitions, radio/TV/cinema, publications, visits and 
training courses) and, on the other hand, press and 
information offices in the Member States and 
certain non-member countries (London and 
Washington). But the skirmishing continued, 
whether about the appointment of officials and 
their attachment to other DGs (4) or about the 
balance between nationalities, which was deemed 
insufficient.

However, there was also internal skirmishing, 
particularly about the struggle for influence  
relating to the Spokesman and his Group, and 
between the latter and the Joint Service.

The Spokesman and his Group

The position of Spokesman was inspired by the 
German practice of the Sprecher der Regierung (5). 

(4)  The agricultural information and overseas information sections re-
mained an integral part of the Joint Service, while seconding offi-
cials to the Spokesman’s Group. See PV 106, EEC Commission, 
31 May 1960, Item XXXVI, pp. 10–15.

(5) Interview with Bino Olivi, 26 January 2004.

Before 1968

—  Spokesman Giorgio Smoquina (1959–61)

Beniamino Olivi (1961–68)

—  Deputy Spokesmen Paul Collowald (1959–61)

Joachim von Stülpnagel (1959–61)

—  Head of Section, ‘Information  
for Community countries’

Paul Collowald (1961–67)

—  Head of Section, ‘Information  
for non-member countries’

Joachim von Stülpnagel (1961)

Dietrich Behm (1962–67)

From 1968

—  Spokesman Beniamino Olivi (1968–1972)

—  Deputy Spokesman Paul Collowald (1968–72)

The senior officials in the Spokesman’s Group
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Hallstein wanted a German. His colleagues were 
reluctant because the Commission’s Spokesman 
did not necessarily have to be the President’s 
Spokesman. Moreover, his candidate was Joachim 
von Stülpnagel, who was ‘a young diplomat, very 
go-ahead’ (1). He was ‘a must’ (2). But there was 
one snag. He was related to General Otto von 
Stülpnagel, the German military commander in 
France until the summer of 1941. In the College 
of Commissioners, Lemaignen protested, as did 
Marjolin (3). In order to resolve the situation, an 
Italian diplomat, Giorgio Smoquina, was appoint-
ed on 10 December 1958. He stayed in the post 
until April 1961.

In order to complete the set-up and, probably, to 
satisfy the Germans and the French, the College 
appointed two deputy Spokesmen in October 
1959. Hallstein, who was nothing if not persist-
ent, chose von Stülpnagel, who would deal main-
ly with external problems. Marjolin’s choice was 
a former journalist — Paul Collowald — who had 
worked for Le Nouvel Alsacien as well as being 
correspondent for Le Monde in Strasbourg before 
being recruited by the High Authority at the end 
of 1957 to develop information in the fields of 
universities, education and youth (4).

After the departure of Smoquina in 1961, the efforts 
to identify a successor came to nothing and the 
Executive Secretary suggested a consensus choice, 
namely the official responsible for handling the 
dossier in Caron’s office (5). The official in question 
was Beniamino — known as Bino — Olivi. An Ital-
ian jurist, he had briefly been a magistrate in his 
native country before joining the Commission, 
where in DG IV he had dealt with patents before 
being summoned to join Caron’s office.

Olivi, who would become ‘an Italian shooting 
star’ (6), considered that his role was to explain 

(1) Interview with Paul Collowald, 2 December 2003.
(2) Interview with Manuel Santarelli, 4 March 2004.
(3) Ibid. and interview with Bino Olivi, 26 January 2004.
(4) Interview with Paul Collowald, 2 December 2003.
(5) Ibid.
(6) Interview with Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer, 12 November 2003.

the Commission, its positions and its decisions to 
the press (7). ‘I “am” the press’, he said. ‘The press 
“goes” via me’ (8). But the way of doing the job 
had to be invented. Olivi ‘will remain, in the col-
lective memory of the press and European offi-
cials, as the pioneer and founder of this original 
profession in the context, itself original, of the 
Community institutional system’ (9).

Olivi was not on his own. Firstly, the ‘new old 
hands’ of the Spokesman’s Group initiated him 
somehow into a job with which he was not famil-
iar and, secondly, the Group, officially attached 
to the executive from 1 January 1961, expanded 
rapidly. Immediately after the Stresa Conference 
in 1958, Mansholt had taken on Clara Meyers, 
from the Council of Europe (10). Information for 
the British and Americans was not forgotten. It 
was an aspect on which Jean Monnet was already 
keen in Luxembourg. Richard Mayne and, later, 
John Lambert performed this task in Brussels.

The people to whom the Spokesman and his 
Group talked were the journalists. Weekly meet-
ings were held with them at midday on Thursdays 
‘in a rudimentary little room, almost like a living-
room, for around 40 journalists’ (11) who were in-
formed about the previous day’s deliberations of 
the Commission. Meetings for the lobbyists were 
also organised every Thursday until the end of the 
1960s (12). Paul Collowald explained in this regard 
that ‘as Bino Olivi wanted to reserve the press 
room for accredited or passing journalists, the 
presence of lobbyists was not allowed’ (13). How-
ever, information for UNICE, ETUC and a few 
other European-level organisations was not to be 
taken lightly. The Executive Secretary, Émile Noël, 
in agreement with the Spokesman, proposed the 
following compromise to the organisations in 
question: ‘Every Thursday, Paul Collowald, Depu-
ty Spokesman, will receive the six or seven 

(7) Interview with Bino Olivi, 9 February 2004.
(8) Ibid., 26 January 2004.
(9) Interview with Manuel Santarelli, 4 March 2004.
(10) Ibid.
(11) De l’Écotais, Y., L’Europe sabotée, Rossel, Brussels, Paris, 1976, p. 144.
(12) Interview with Manuel Santarelli, 4 March 2004.
(13) Note by Paul Collowald, December 2005.
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approved representatives in his office to present 
and comment on the Commission’s decisions’ (1).

The work within the Group was the subject of 
trade-offs. Olivi, the Spokesman, who attended 
Commission meetings except when there was a 
restricted meeting, gave a verbal report to his 
colleagues. Depending on the outcome of the 
meeting, it was decided who would speak about 
what and how.

While the main task of the Spokesman and his 
deputies was to ‘reply brilliantly or otherwise to 
the journalists’ (2), it was also necessary to provide 

(1) Note by Paul Collowald, December 2005.
(2) Interview with Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer, 12 November 2003.

the national information offices with the where-
withal to answer the questions that were put to 
them. Smoquina drafted what soon came to be 
known as ‘BIO notes’ for ‘Bureaux d’information 
only’. They were sent by telex on Thursdays. In 
June 1960 the ‘Information memos’ were launched. 
They presented the substance of issues in article 
form and summed up the situation generated for 
this or that sector by the development of the 
common market (3).

Olivi pursued and developed his predecessor’s 
initiatives. Having apparently gained Hallstein’s 
confidence, despite the latter’s mania for secrecy 

(3)  BAC 243/1991 13, Note from Giorgio Smoquina to the national 
offices, 1 June 1960.

Commission Press Room in the Joyeuse Entrée building. Relations with the press were built up gradually on a pragmatic basis. 
On the counter to the right, information material is available for accredited journalists.

At the main table (left to right): Camille Becker, Paul Collowald, Bino Olivi, Clara Meyers, Stephen Freidberg and Robert Cox.  
To the right of Camille Becker: Norbert Kohlhase.
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noted by many observers, he undoubtedly occu-
pied a key position in the Commission’s set-up. 
His personality and talent matched those of the 
Director of the Joint Service. Olivi and Rabier 
were ‘two personalities who respected but did not 
like each other’, according to one observer (1). 
‘With Rabier, there has always been a rivalry’, de-
clared Olivi (2): over and above questions of per-
sonality, talent, even commitment — ‘Rabier more 
committed in a radical federalist way; Olivi [...] 
less dogmatic and more convinced of the need to 
take account of national realities and the risks for 
Europe of a rampant supranationality’ (3).

What information policy?

The Commission not only needed a structure to 
carry out its information policy. Above all, it had 
to define its goals. Did it want to design and im-
plement a policy whose objective was to contrib-
ute to the formation of a ‘European public spirit’, 
a ‘European awareness’, in accordance with the 
undertakings of the ‘founding fathers’ and the 
proclamations in the preambles to the Treaties of 
Paris and Rome, or merely to disseminate news 
about the day-to-day activities of the institutions? 
This choice was the crux of the information poli-
cy, especially when it had to be shared with the 
Member States.

As regards the intentions, it would appear that, 
despite the results of opinion polls showing that 
the general public was very poorly informed 
about the construction of Europe (4), it was pref-
erable to target the opinion formers, those ‘socio-
logical chequer-boards’ as they were termed by 
Raymond Rifflet, quoted liberally by Rabier. ‘As a 
chequer-board you have to take all the different 
European, national and regional circles, profes-
sional and otherwise, political, journalistic, the 
[various associations]. And ensure that these 
groups and persons get to know each other, see 

(1) Interview with Manuel Santarelli, 4 March 2004.
(2) Interview with Bino Olivi, 26 January 2004.
(3) Interview with Manuel Santarelli, 4 March 2004.
(4) Ludlow, P., op. cit., p. 316.

what they have in common. This is also the 
method of Monnet, who did not talk about soci-
ology but simply spoke about making citizens 
aware of what was being done on their behalf 
and, if possible, with their participation.’ (5)

While the saga of the status of the Joint Service 
was unfolding, men and women were working. 
However, the Commission was not happy. In-
deed, the public information campaign on dis-
mantling of quotas, which was due to start on 
1 January 1959, did not get off the ground (6). 
Lemaignen took this opportunity to criticise sharply 
a way of informing that he would have liked to be 
more ambitious at the same time as being served 
by leading writers such as Raymond Aron. Next it 
was the turn of the Assembly to have its say. In 
this regard, the complicity between certain offi-
cials and MEPs was flagrant, on both this and 
other matters. Rabier collaborated with the Dutch 
Christian-Socialist MEP Wilhelmus Johannes Schuijt, 
former correspondent of the Tijd in Paris and 
former deputy Secretary-General of the Nouvelles 
Équipes Internationales, on drafting ‘just the two 
of them’ the report on information that would be 
submitted to the Strasbourg Assembly on the 
occasion of the debate on the budget for 1960.

On 20 November 1959, after the German MEP 
Gerhard Kreyssig, on behalf of the Socialist 
Group, had asked for (and obtained) a special 
appropriation to be voted ‘for expenditure in-
tended exclusively to intensify at national level in 
the six countries information for the general pub-
lic about the European Communities, particularly 
by developing the training of young people in a 
European spirit’, Schuijt, in a fiery speech, criti-
cised the shillyshallying of the executives in or-
ganising the Joint Service and defining a common 
conception of information (7). At the end of the 

(5)  Interview with Jacques-René Rabier, 8 January 2004. What might be 
called the ‘doctrine’ of the Joint Press and Information Service was 
outlined in a communication from its head to the Institut d’études 
européenne — Université Libre de Bruxelles (17–18 February 1965) 
entitled ‘L’information des Européens sur l’intégration de l’Europe’.

(6)  PV 37, EEC Commission, 10 November 1958, Item IV, pp. 4–6; 
PV 52, 3 March 1959, Item VIII, p. 7.

(7) JO, APE, meeting of 20 November 1959, pp. 35–39. 
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debate, on 24 November, the Assembly reaf-
firmed ‘the capital importance’ of an efficient in-
formation policy of the European Community 
with a view to fostering the shaping of a Euro-
pean public opinion aware of the main cultural 
and material values of the unification of Europe.

This way that some in the Commission had of 
practising activism, with or without the help of 
members of the Assembly, was not to everyone’s 
taste, as shown by the fact that, on 13 June 1960, 
the Ministers for Foreign Affairs decided to or-
ganise a meeting of the heads of their ministries’ 
press services to examine a number of informa-
tion issues, most of which concerned the Com-
munities, without the participation of the Joint 
Service (1). This significant incident contributed 
ultimately to placing the issue on a political foot-
ing because the scale of the budget resources 
made available for information depended on the 
choices that would be made.

In October 1962 the Council, while acknowledg-
ing the need for a debate with the executives, put 
off holding one. The Assembly saw things differ-
ently (2). In November it adopted a resolution 
which, while setting the general objective that 
had been pointed out, firmly underlined the vital 
importance of an information policy and the 
urgency of discussing it within the Council (3).

It was probably not just this resolution, no more 
than the Commission’s point of view as expressed 
by Caron, which led to the situation being re-
solved. The virtual end of the negotiations on the 
accession of the United Kingdom in January 1963 
provided an opportunity for France to settle a 
number of scores.

In March 1963 Coreper asked the Commission to 
present a document that would form a basis for 
discussion (4). The memorandum adopted by the 
Commission on 26 June 1963, in agreement with 

(1) PV 107, EEC Commission, 15 June 1960, Item V, pp. 3–4.
(2) Ludlow, P., op. cit., p. 321.
(3) Ibid.
(4) Ibid.

the other two executives, was augmented by the 
suggestions from the Spokesman’s Group. It did 
not mention, as a result of the reservations ex-
pressed by Mansholt, the administrative problems 
but only the policy to be followed with a view to 
‘contributing to the formation of a European civic 
awareness’ (5).

After the memorandum had been examined by 
Coreper and an ad hoc working party, the Coun-
cil gave its opinion in October 1963 on four 
important points:

— development and rationalisation of the Com-
munities’ information policy;

— creation of a group of national experts on 
information;

— increased use of the services of the Member 
States’ embassies in associated and non-mem-
ber countries, whose activity would have to 
be coordinated (6), while a positive response 
would be given to the Commission’s sugges-
tion to open two new information offices in 
New York and Geneva;

— creation of a Council working party to super-
vise the Commission’s action (7).

This working party, the creation of which reflect-
ed the concern to place the Commission under 
supervision that year, which can be termed the 
year of ‘press leaks’ (8), saw at its very first meet-
ing the French representative launch a vitriolic 
attack on the information policy pursued up to 
then by the Commission and suggest a redirec-
tion of expenditure within the budget allocated 
to the sector. A budget which, in 1963 precisely, 
was reduced significantly before being revised 

(5)  Presented to the Commission on 19 June by Henri Rochereau, the 
memorandum was adopted by the Commission on 26 June. PV 232, 
EEC Commission, Item XXXV, pp. 31–32; PV 233, Item IV, 
pp. 6–8.

(6) Clavel, J.-Cl. and Collet, P., op. cit., p. 50.
(7) Ludlow, P., op. cit., p. 324.
(8)  Between 1958 and 1972 the College discussed the matter of press 

leaks on 26 occasions. The year 1963 alone accounted for 19.2 % 
of this total.
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upwards, as if this warning shot was expected to 
change the direction of the Joint Service, which 
the Council, following in France’s footsteps, 
would like to see pay more attention, in close 
consultation with Coreper, to non-member coun-
tries rather than to the Member States (1). This 
was because France was not too pleased, for ex-
ample, that the Paris office had developed since 
1959, at the initiative of Marjolin, ‘parallel cir-
cuits’ (2) in the form, particularly, of Notes 
d’information intended for a ‘small number of 
initiates’ (3). The kingpin of the enterprise, the 
head of the office in the rue des Belles Feuilles, 
the urbane François Fontaine, another of those 
fonctionnairesmilitants who had the gift of ex-
asperating Paris, was aware that the ‘goal of pro-
viding arguments and guidelines would quickly 
come up against political difficulties’ (4). There 
was and would be no shortage of the latter. In 
February 1968, to give one example, Fontaine 
published in the magazine France Forum an arti-
cle entitled ‘Une dégradation de l’ordre interna-
tional’. Jean Rey, noting that it contained ‘specific 
criticisms with regard to the French government’s 
foreign policy that were expressed, in certain 
places, in very vivid terms’, remonstrated with 
the author: ‘I consider that, in acting in this way, 
you have gone beyond the bounds that must be 
observed. While the officials of our press offices 
must enjoy a degree of freedom in expressing 
their thoughts, they must also show restraint and 
refrain from publicly criticising the Member 
States’ policy [...] I would be grateful if you would 
abide by this line of conduct in the future.’ (5)

It was not therefore surprising that the Joint 
Service and, later, the Information DG did not 
enjoy a good press, both outside and inside the 
Commission. In addition to the ‘overlaps’ be-
tween the Joint Service and the Spokesman’s 

(1) Ludlow, P., op. cit.
(2)  AMK C 34/1/93, note by François Fontaine with a view to a meeting 

in Brussels with Robert Marjolin, Paris, 20 January 1959. The note was 
forwarded to François Duchêne on 21 January (AMK C 34/1/94).

(3) Ibid. 
(4) Ibid.
(5)  AMK C 34/1/170, Jean Rey to François Fontaine, Brussels, 10 April 

1968.

Group (6) and to the lack of ‘rotation of officials’ 
assigned to the information offices (7), what 
some people complained about was the activ-
ism from which the sector was suffering. In 1964 
Émile Noël (about whom some said that ‘as re-
gards relations with press and information, he 
was not necessarily an ally’ (8) because he want-
ed them to be more targeted) wrote to Fontaine: 
‘I have always deplored the dispersion among 
many sectors of our information activity, which 
can have only a sprinkler effect.’ (9) The Secre-
tary-General was probably right. Not only did 
the Joint Service have to ‘sail as closely as 
possible to its management board’ (10) but, with the 
means at its disposal, it could not do everything.

What resources?

In 1961 the Joint Service had a staff of 82, includ-
ing the information offices in Bonn, Paris, The 
Hague, Rome, London and Washington, and had 
a budget of BEF 87.2 million. Some, even within 
the College of Commissioners, thought that this 
was too much. Thus, the decision taken by the 
College to commit in 1964 the appropriations 
needed for fitting and equipping a recording stu-
dio managed by the ‘Radio, Television, Cinema’ 
section of the Joint Press and Information Service 
on the Commission’s premises was not unani-
mous. In fact, Schaus abstained, as did Colonna 
di Paliano, the latter because he had not been 
consulted, despite the fact that he was head of 
the sector concerned! (11)

The Joint Service’s tendency to go ahead regard-
less did not founder so much on the refusal to 
increase the appropriations as on the failure to 
increase staff numbers. As far as the budget was 

(6)  AMK C 33/4/302, Clara Meyers, Note to Beniamino Olivi, 
Brussels, 2 December 1963.

(7)  AMK C 33/4/297, Richard Mayne, Note to Beniamino Olivi, 
18 July 1963.

(8) Interview with Paul Collowald, 2 December 2003.
(9)  AMK C 33/4/106, Émile Noël to François Fontaine, Brussels, 

10 September 1964. 
(10) Interview with Manuel Santarelli, 4 March 2004.
(11) PV 296, EEC Commission, 1964, Item XVI, p. 22.
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Renato Ruggiero, Franco Maria Malfatti and Rudolf Dumont du Voitel in the Commission TV studio.  
Rudolf Dumont du Voitel, Head of the Radio, Television, Cinema Division in DG X, recalls: ‘What we said was this:  

“After technology, we also have to be able to supply information to broadcasters, make suggestions and give assistance.”  
But we couldn’t recruit. There were no posts for the purpose. In order to recruit, I had to get up to all sorts of tricks.  

Take on temporary staff. Then I had this idea: why not arrange for the broadcasters to second an editor to Brussels for a year 
at a time. It was in their interests to have a representative in Brussels who could witness developments at first hand and,  

as the representative of his language and his country, make his qualities available to our information bulletin, and the upshot 
was that we were able to put out a “bulletin” in four languages every day. It was entitled ‘Nous pouvons vous aider’  

(We can help you). So we had a multilingual editorial team that met at the beginning of each week. Later we changed  
the system and set up a production team. We had cameras we could use and we had film transmission equipment.  

And so, when important things were going on in the Council, we prepared animated films using the film techniques available 
at the time (before modern electronic aids) on decisions concerning agriculture, external relations, the customs union  

or what have you. The editorial team not only supervised production but also wrote the texts for the animated films  
in the various languages and prepared daily bulletins for the then six Member States of the Community.  

They also did the rewriting and fine-tuning work.’ (Interview with Rudolf Dumont du Voitel, 1 December 2003.)
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concerned, the warning shot in 1963 was followed 
by an increase in the sums allocated. In 1965 they 
were more than double what they had been in 
1961. That being so, this budget was particularly 
complex because it was a Joint Service. Hence, 
‘specific common information expenditure’ was 
implemented according to a distribution key 
between the three executives (1) that bore the 
hallmark of real ‘Chinese book-keeping’ (2).

The number of statutory staff, 85 in all, remained 
unchanged. But this figure was deceptive be-
cause the Joint Service seemed to have been a 
fertile ground of inventiveness to offset the gaps 
in the organisation chart. That is why ‘support 
staff’ have to be added to statutory staff. They of-
ficially numbered 29 in 1965, divided between 
Brussels and the information offices. But this was 
not all. Account must also be taken of the con-
tracts offered to personnel working in Brussels 
under the label of experts and the ‘personnel 
taken on by associations whose activity is entire-
ly or partially subsidised’ by the Joint Service and 
then by the DG (3). As Rabier explained: ‘Ways 
were found’ not only of increasing staff numbers 
but also, and probably above all, of conveying 
information where officially the services could 
not act openly (4). Fausta Deshormes-La Valle 
knew these ‘ways’. Between 1961 and 1973, the 
date of her establishment as an official, she had 
‘21 contracts as an expert, auxiliary, temporary 
and then auxiliary again [...]’ (5).

Placing under supervision?

The year 1965 therefore began in a climate that 
can be termed relatively satisfactory, provided 
that the ingenious ways found to increase staff 
numbers are viewed likewise. The situation dete-
riorated rapidly, however. In June 1965, foreshad-
owing in a way the ‘empty chair’ crisis, the repre-

(1) Interview with Robert Pendville, 16 December 2003.
(2) Interview with Jacques-René Rabier, 8 January 2004.
(3) COM(70) PV 146 final, meeting of 9 December 1970, p. 18.
(4) Interview with Jacques-René Rabier, 8 January 2004.
(5) Interview with Fausta Deshormes-La Valle, 2 February 2004.

sentatives of the French government stopped 
attending the meetings of the working parties 
where the Joint Information Service and national 
administrations were represented, while a visit to 
the French Conseil d’État, organised by Gaudet in 
agreement with the Keeper of the Seals, was can-
celled by Paris at the last minute. At issue was a 
letter from Rabier ‘presenting to the Members of 
the Assembly an American questionnaire regard-
ing General de Gaulle’s policy’ (6). This was only 
one of a number of incidents. Yann de l’Écotais, 
special envoy of AFP in Brussels from 1965 on-
wards, recounts that the Commission’s television 
studio was inaugurated during the actual crisis. 
France’s Permanent Representation was neither 
informed nor invited. Scandal mingled with para-
noia because ‘we imagined that from “his” studio 
[...] President Hallstein was going to address 
“live” the peoples of Europe’ (7). Yet another in-
cident. During the French presidential election 
campaign, a booklet in a silver cover about the 
Church and Europe ‘was widely distributed in the 
“religiously” sensitive regions that were a natu-
rally favourable ground for Jean Lecanuet’, the 
General’s adversary. ‘Prepared with editorial help 
from the Office catholique d’information sur les 
problèmes européens (OCIPE) and financed at 
the request of the Paris office’ (8), the booklet 
was published by the Joint Service. What hap-
pened next is easy to imagine (9).

Information policy, which no longer claimed, at 
least officially, the Commission’s attention during 
the crisis, was subjected in Luxembourg in Janu-
ary 1966 to particularly close scrutiny by France 
through the famous heptalogue intended to ‘put 
the Commission in its place’ (10).

(6) AMK C/34/1/150, memorandum of a conversation between Van 
Helmont and Fontaine, 6 July 1965. The letter introduced the au-
thor of the survey, Professor Daniel Lerner, and not the question-
naire, stated Jacques-René Rabier in a note of 12 December 2005. 
The results of the survey were published by Lerner, D. and 
Gordon, M., Euratlantica — Changing perspectives of European 
elites, The MIT Press, Cambridge and London, 1969, who thanked, 
among others, Émile Noël and Jacques-René Rabier (p. VIII).

(7) De l’Écotais, Y., op. cit., p. 34.
(8) Note by J. Rabier of 12 December 2005. The OCIPE, created in 

Strasbourg in 1956, opened an office in Brussels in 1963.
(9) De l’Écotais, Y., op. cit., p. 34.
(10) Interview with Paul Collowald, 2 December 2003.
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Paris clearly called for changes to be made in the 
conduct of information policy, which had to ob-
serve a degree of neutrality vis-à-vis the Member 
States’ overall policy and had to be managed by 
both the Council and the Commission. Whereas 
the other five partners sought to cushion the im-
pact of France’s demands somewhat (1), the Com-
mission expressed its willingness to cooperate. 
Colonna di Paliano suggested consulting Coreper 

(1) Ludlow, P., op. cit., p. 323.

about the broad lines of the information pro-
gramme before it was adopted by the three ex-
ecutives. The Commissioner felt that the execu-
tives should reaffirm their full authority over the 
Joint Service, while taking account of develop-
ments concerning the future merger (2). Finally, 
on the strength of the relative support of the Five, 
the Commission preserved its autonomy in the 
field of information as the time approached to 
organise the Single Commission, which, in the 
Joint Service, had been the focus of attention 
since March 1964 (3).

The Single Commission

On 28 July 1967 Karl-Heinz Narjes, hitherto head 
of Hallstein’s cabinet, was given the task of pro-
ducing under the authority of Coppé, who was 
responsible for press and information, a draft or-
ganisation chart of the new Directorate-General 
for Press and Information (4), DG X, of which he 
would be the first Director-General.

DG X was created in November 1967. ‘It was a 
relief’, recalled Rabier and Pendville. ‘For us, this 
simplified the budgets. We no longer had some 
people attached to Euratom and others to the 
other two executives, with bits and pieces of the 
budget.’ (5) At the same time, it was ‘a big split’ 
because Rabier, ‘who is not known for his 
“Gaullist” sentiments’ (6), was discarded in favour 
of Hallstein’s chef de cabinet, for whom a place 
had to be found (7).

The Spokesman’s Group, which had merged with 
those of the other two executives, came under 
President Rey. The Spokesman of the EEC Com-
mission, Olivi, was appointed to head the new 
service. He had a lot on his plate. In 1967 the 

(2)  PV 347, EEC Commission, 1966, Item VI, pp. 8–9; PV 349, Item V.9, 
pp. 4–5; PV 350, Item III.3, pp. 5–7.

(3)  AMK 113/1/6, Richard Mayne, Note to Mr Beniamino Olivi, 
Brussels, 6 March 1964.

(4) PV, EC Commission, 28 July 1967, 4, Item XXI.B, p. 34.
(5) Interview with Jacques-René Rabier, 8 January 2004.
(6)  AMK C 33/5/100, Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber to Jean Monnet, 

Paris, 3 November 1969.
(7) Interview with Robert Pendville, 16 December 2003.

The material origin of the ‘empty chair’ 
crisis, according to the Spokesman

‘The agenda for the meeting of the Commission 
held during a part-session of the European Parlia-
ment on 24 March 1965 included the discussion 
and, if need be (but President Hallstein intended 
to obtain it “at all costs”), approval of the draft 
regulation on financing of the common agricul-
tural policy. The Spokesman had had a lengthy 
discussion with Hallstein before the meeting and 
had been strongly encouraged to talk to the press 
about it, which was altogether exceptional for 
him. Several journalists had therefore waited for 
the end of the meeting (late afternoon) to have 
some news. Hallstein authorised (and encour-
aged) the Spokesman to convene the press before 
the extraordinary meeting of Parliament, which 
took place that very evening. A summary of the 
document approved by the Commission (by a 
majority after a very tense debate) was quickly 
prepared by the Spokesman’s Group and handed 
out to the press (before the Members of Parlia-
ment received the document, sparking off a brief 
incident between the officials of Parliament and 
those of the Commission). It was therefore the 
Spokesman who was — materially — at the origin 
of the “empty chair” crisis [...]

The episode is worth mentioning because the “ab-
normal” behaviour of Hallstein revealed his deter-
mination to provoke the crisis or, at the very least, 
a confrontation between France and its partners.’

Correspondence from Bino Olivi  
to Michel Dumoulin, May 2006. 

(Translated from the French)
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number of journalists accredited to the Commis-
sion was getting on for 500, making it one of the 
leading services of its kind in the world.

In practical terms, the College of Commissioners 
was preoccupied by the questions relating to the 
staff cuts proposed by Levi Sandri, which were 
accepted without too much ado by Coppé (1). In 
return, while there was still a lot of discussion 
about the staff of the DG and the Spokesman’s 
Group, von der Groeben proposed resorting to 
temporary recruitments in order to make savings 
while allowing the work to continue (2).

As the problems relating to staff seemed to be on 
the way to being resolved, not without giving 
some the impression that the merger was an 
opportunity to bring to the Information DG ‘peo-
ple from the ECSC, Euratom [...] who were not 
always the best’ (3), the Commission turned its 
attention to the aims and organisation of infor-
mation policy.

Drawn up in connection with the restructuring of 
the services, the proposed programme was dis-

(1)  PV 15, EC Commission, Items VIII.8 and XII.1–2, pp. 22–23, 29–30; 
PV 23, EC Commission, 1968, Item IV.2, p. 4.

(2)  PV 54, EC Commission, Item VII, pp. 42–43; PV 63, Item XX.1–2, 
p. 36; PV 68, Item XVI.c, p. 20; PV 69, Item XIV.b, pp. 22–23; 
PV 72, Item XLIII.1, p. 35; PV 73, Item XXVII.2, pp. 17–18; PV 103, 
Item XXII.b, p. 11.

(3) Interview with Robert Pendville, 16 December 2003.

cussed in March 1968. The main areas of focus 
were improving citizens’ knowledge of the work-
ing of the Communities, increasing the appropri-
ations allocated to information for the applicant 
countries, and the importance of information for 
universities and adult education. Nothing unex-
pected there! However, the discussion dragged 
on. At issue was the way in which the Council 
and the Commission could agree on the use of 
the appropriations for information.

This thorny question remained on the table 
throughout 1968 (4). In the spring of the follow-
ing year, Coppé formulated proposals which 
purported not to resolve the question of rela-
tions with the Council but to decide the Commis-
sion’s position with regard to determining the 
policy to be pursued. The scope of the one or 
two general principles outlined by the Commis-
sioner on 26 March 1969 was far from negligible. 
On the one hand, the Commission would have 
to hold a debate each year on the press and in-
formation policy in order to determine the gen-
eral line of information activities, before translat-
ing it into budgetary terms. On the other hand, 
the Commission had to allocate more appropria-
tions to its public relations. Lastly, stressing the 

(4)  PV 30, EC Commission, Item XXVIII, pp. 8–12; PV 31, Item XVII.7, 
p. 28; PV 32, Item XIV, p. 15; PV 34, Item IX, pp. 15–16. The 
discussion about the budget did not resume until November 1968. 
See PV 58, Item VII, p. 11.

—  Director of the Joint Service Jacques-René Rabier (1961–67)

—  Director-General for Press and Information Karl-Heinz Narjes (1968–70)

Jacques-René Rabier (1970–72)

—  Director of information and information 
media (Press and Information DG)

Louis Janz (1968–72)

—  Director of information for particular 
sectors (Press and Information DG)

Jacques-René Rabier (1968–70)

Senior officials in the Joint Press  
and Information Service and then in DG X (1960–72)
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importance of genuine cooperation between the 
Press and Information DG and the other directo-
rates-general, Coppé proposed the appointment 
in each of them of an official responsible for 
maintaining ongoing contacts with DG X. This 
could be the official already responsible for liai-
son with the Spokesman (1).

The proposal was not without interest. But it 
was likely to cause difficulties if some did not 
play the game, or played it too well. So, in the 
weeks following Coppé’s proposal, the College 
was obliged to consider on two occasions the 
allegation that DG X had given the text of the 
Aigrain Report, which is dealt with in the chap-
ter on research, to a number of journalists, 
whereas the Commission had decided not to 
publish it. Even worse, as Raymond Barre 
stressed, Communautés européennes, a Com-
mission publication, made public certain infor-
mation that was not intended to be in the public 
domain (2). Similar incidents were observed in-
ter alia in The Hague and Bonn.

Decidedly, the question of control of informa-
tion was becoming more important at the very 
time when the increase in the number of accred-
ited journalists was strengthening the role of the 
Spokesman. But, whereas with Coppé things 
happened in a relatively good-natured way — 
‘they let Albert amuse himself’ with information, 
reported Daniel Cardon (3) — they changed af-
ter 1 July 1970.

The responsibility — or should that be guardian-
ship? — for information was handed to the Lux-
embourger Albert Borschette. The former Spokes-
man and former members of DG X agreed on 
one thing: the former Permanent Representative 
of Luxembourg intended to wipe the slate clean. 
While Narjes declared that he demolished every-
thing (4), Olivi complained that he ‘wanted to be 
the Commission’s Spokesman and bring in his 

(1) PV 73, Commission, 1969, Item XXXIII, pp. 38–44.
(2) PV 76, EC Commission, 1969, Item XXXIII, p. 19; PV 78, Item IX, p. 4.
(3) Interview with Daniel Cardon de Lichtbuer, 22 November 2003.
(4) Interview with Karl-Heinz Narjes, 24 May 2004.

Luxembourgers in place of Rabier and myself’ (5). 
He ‘really did a lot of harm’ to DG X (6), he 
‘paved the way for the break-up’ of the university 
and youth information teams that followed en-
largement (7).

Rabier was appointed on 4 March 1970 to 
succeed Narjes, who had become Minister for 
Economic Affairs and Transport of Schleswig-
Holstein in November 1969, and there was no 
doubt that relations between the Commissioner and 
the Director-General were fraught. A particularly 
significant anecdote bears witness to this.

Borschette, whose literary talent was acknowl-
edged, had been conscripted into the ranks of the 
Wehrmacht and had fought on the eastern front. 
This ‘against our will’ past was far from being al-
ways well perceived. In 1959 the Commissioner 
had published a volume of war memoirs. Rabier, 
whose humour could be lethal, was embittered by 
the Commissioner’s behaviour with regard to in-
formation and offered his staff a copy of the work 
whose title said it all: Continuez à mourir [...] 
(continue dying [...]) (8).

Borschette therefore intended to take information 
in hand. The study of reforms was started in July 
1970. One of the main ideas was that ‘the improve-

(5) Interview with Bino Olivi, 26 January 2004.
(6) Interview with Fausta Deshormes-La Valle, 2 February 2004.
(7) Interview with Jacqueline Lastenouse-Bury, 21 January 2004.
(8) Interview with Jacques-René Rabier, 8 January 2004.

Monnet encourages the appointment  
of Rabier to succeed Narjes

‘From the beginning of the ECSC, I had put 
Rabier in charge of information. He handled it 
remarkably well. I think [...] that you have 
under you an exceptional man from every 
point of view, experienced in these difficult 
tasks relating to information.’

AMK C 33/5/198, Jean Monnet to Jean Rey,  
Paris, 8 November 1969. 

(Translated from the French)
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ment of information for the public on the problems 
of the construction of Europe depends on the con-
vergence of the efforts of all the information serv-
ices: those of the European institutions and those 
of the national governments’, according to the pro-
gramme of information activities for 1971 (1) — a 
programme that went hand in hand with the reor-
ganisation of the DG adopted on 5 May 1971 (2).

The new organisation chart seemed clear. In con-
trast, the distribution of responsibilities was some-
what ambiguous and a source of conflict and con-
fusion between units. While four services were 
directly attached to the Director-General, the two 
directorates — Information Target Groups and In-
formation Resources — now seemed to be seen as 
being able to carry out activities likely to come 
into conflict with those carried out under the di-
rect authority of Rabier. For example, a group on 
economic and social information, under the direct 
authority of the Director of Information, was ‘re-
sponsible for the design of information on subjects 
relating to social policy’, in particular (3). However, 
directly attached to Rabier was a Directorate for 
trade union information, of which it could be said 
at the very least that it was primarily interested in 
social policy. Similarly, within the Directorate for 
Information Resources, the Division for Audiovis-
ual Media seemed authorised or even encouraged 
(which was nothing new — see below) to go it 
alone, as shown by the secondment to it of three 
journalists from radio and television organisations 
in Member States (4). Borschette kept a very close 
watch of this operation with the head of division 
concerned, Dumont du Voitel.

This being so, the Commission devoted more time 
to examining the annual activity programme, and 

(1)  ‘Programme d’activité d’information pour 1971’, SEC(71) 590 final, 
p. 2.

(2)  PV 162, EC Commission, 1971, 1, Item VI.b, pp. 8–14. On the dis-
cussions prior to the adoption of the new provisions, see PV 156, 
EC Commission, 1971, Item XVIII.b, p. 5; PV 159, Item XXII, p. 20; 
PV 161, Items X.1 and XVIII.d, pp. 18 and 16.

(3)  ‘Réorganisation de la direction générale presse et information’, 
30 April 1971, SEC(71) 1626, p. 3.

(4)  ‘Note à l’attention de MM. les membres de la Commission’, 7 De-
cember 1971, Annex II, ‘Projet de réponse à la question écrite 
No 401/71 de M. Vredeling’, SEC(71) 4395.

this gave rise to certain choices in terms of priori-
ties for action. Thus, in 1971, it highlighted con-
sumer information, intensification of agricultural 
information in connection with the new CAP 
guidelines and the need to develop information 
measures in Belgium (5). The following year, the 
emphasis was on social information (6), although 
the change in public opinion prompted some 
concern. ‘The political and even economic inte-
gration of Europe is no longer something that is 
self-evident for large sections of the population 
within the Community’, read the introduction to 
the information policy programme for 1972 (7). 
Even more disturbing, ‘the strongest criticisms of 
Community policy come nowadays from a section 
of the young population, especially those who are 
politically committed’ (8). In the light of this situa-
tion and the challenges posed by economic and 
monetary union, enlargement and the position of 
the Community in the world, the principles of in-
formation policy were listed in 21 points, includ-
ing ‘information policy must follow uniform 
guidelines laid down specifically for this purpose 
by the Commission or its competent member in 
or as a supplement to the annual programme [...]. 
The Directorate-General [...] and the Spokesman’s 
Group shall cooperate closely and complement 
each other.’ (9) Moreover, DG X ‘will henceforth 
make sure even more that the results of its work 
are checked. The information resources deployed 
must give results commensurate with the expend-
iture committed.’ And, the sting in the tail, DG X 
‘must be aware that its scope in terms of person-
nel and administration is limited. Its actions must 
be circumscribed in a way that does not compro-
mise effectiveness and transparency.’ (10)

While approving the programme, the Commission 
stressed strongly, at the end of 1971 and the be-
ginning of 1972, that the decision to award grants, 

(5)  PV 154, EC Commission, 1971, Item XXIII, p. 16; PV 159, Item 
XXII, p. 20; PV 161, Items X.1 and XVII, pp. 18 and 24.

(6)  PV 188, EC Commission, 1971, Item XXV.a, p. 21; PV 189, Item 
XXIII, pp. 19–22; PV 199, 1972, Item XX, pp. 19–22.

(7)  ‘Programme de politique d’information 1972’, Brussels, 9 Decem-
ber 1971, SEC(71) 4483, p. 1.

(8) Ibid.
(9) Ibid., p. 6.
(10) Ibid., p. 8.
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particularly to ‘information multipliers’, had to be 
taken at a meeting of the Commission (2). Admit-
tedly, the Commission had been granting subsi-
dies for a long time already — the first had been 
to the Centre universitaire de Nancy in May 
1959 (3) — but what was significant was the re-
minder. As though the screws had to be tightened 
on a DG whose business culture, since the time of 
the Joint Service, had been shaped too ingenious-
ly. It was probably this spirit that had made it 
possible to work wonders in many sectors, such 
as youth, adult education and universities.

Youth and universities

While stressing the fact that this sector was not 
the only one where imagination ruled the day, it 
was definitely one of those where the policy in-
troduced over the years best illustrated the spirit 
of the pioneers and its enduring nature (4).

In Luxembourg the High Authority was not un-
aware of the role of universities. In particular, it 
‘created a European prize for theses on Euro-
pean integration, awarded grants to the newly 
created institutes of European studies, organised 
university meetings and initiated a dialogue with 
the student world by bringing together the na-
tional associations of students of the six Member 
States at a meeting held in Rome in 1958’ (5). 

But there was a difference between the univer-
sity world in particular and that of youth in gen-
eral. In a context which was marked by the rec-
onciliation and, shortly, by the rapprochement 
between France and Germany, action for youth 
seemed essential once the adventure of the Eu-
ropean Youth Campaign had come to an end in 
1959, after failing in its attempt to be replaced, 
under the auspices of the new institutions, by an 
‘Office for European information and educa-
tion’ (6). In the same year the Socialist MEP Ger-
hard Kreyssig obtained, as we have seen, the 
Parliamentary Assembly’s approval for the crea-
tion of a specific budget heading to ‘develop a 
European civic education programme, particu-
larly for young people’. An appropriation of 
BEF 10 million was allocated to it, ‘giving great-
er legitimacy to the Joint Service to act in these 
circles, which were rapidly becoming particu-
larly sensitive’ (7).

However, once it had been obtained, the manna 
had to be managed. Émile Noël had an idea on 
this subject. At the time of the exhibition train 
organised by the Camarades de la Liberté, he was 
helped by Jean Moreau, who was responsible in 
Baden-Baden for youth and education policy be-
tween 1946 and 1951. This disabled war veteran, 
a specialist in matters relating to youth, had sub-
sequently launched the European Youth Cam-
paign, at least two members of whose political 
bureau, Georges Rencki and Jean Degimbe, had 
later become senior officials at the EEC Commis-
sion. But it was another former member of the 
campaign, Charles Maignal, to whom Noël en-
trusted the task of finding Moreau in order to put 
him in charge of this action and its budget head-
ing (8). Appointed to a Euratom post in July 1960, 
Moreau therefore dealt with youth, adult educa-
tion and above all university circles. In 1964 Noël 
gave his approval for ‘top priority being given to 

Se non è vero [...] (1)

‘Mr Rabier was a man who was at war with the 
administration.’

Interview with Robert Pendville, 16 December 2003.

(1)  Se non è vero, è ben trovato (‘If it’s not true, it’s a good story’). Italian 
proverb.

(2)  PV 173, EC Commission, 1971, Item XI.d, p. 3; PV 189, Item XXIII, 
p. 19; PV 195, 1972, Item III, p. 3.

(3) PV 59, EEC Commission, 4 May 1959, Item V, p. 8.
(4)  Lastenouse, J., ‘La Commission européenne et les études universitaires 

sur l’intégration européenne, 1960–2000’, Temas de Integraçao, No 15–
16, 2003, pp. 12–36.

(5)  Note by Fausta Deshormes-La Valle and Jacqueline Lastenouse, 
December 2005. 

(6)  Palayret, J.-M., ‘La Campagna europea della gioventù, I movimenti 
per l’unità europea 1954–1969’, in Pistone, S. (ed.), I movimenti per 
l’unità europea, 1954–1969 — Atti del convegno internazionale, 
Genoa 567 November 1992, Pime, Pavie, 1996, p. 346.

(7)  Note by Fausta Deshormes-La Valle and Jacqueline Lastenouse, 
December 2005.

(8)  Interview with Jacqueline Lastenouse-Bury, 21 January 2004.
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action for universities’ (1). This interest and this 
belief were confirmed by Rabier and Jacqueline 
Lastenouse (2).

After starting from a tiny nucleus, the action car-
ried out among universities ultimately involved 
numerous people. In a way, this illustrated the 
process of contamination through cohesion. Hence 
the importance of the welcome given to visitors, of 
whom there were many. These visits also involved, 
on account of their responsibilities, officials from 
other DGs, who were usually happy to establish 
contacts with an outside world from which they 
were generally far removed. Again aimed at the 
outside world, the introduction of research grants, 
the sending of the Communities’ documentation to 
European Documentation Centres (EDC) in uni-
versities, the subsidies for the organisation of sym-
posia and seminars, the effort made to disseminate 
research work, and the setting-up, including in the 
United Kingdom, of university associations to 
bring together specialists in European studies 
slowly but surely brought the European university 
area into being — and had a multiplier effect. At 
secondary education level, the Paris office pro-
duced in 1966 dossiers that were sent to 5 000 
history and geography teachers. Drawn up by uni-
versity staff and disseminated by the association 
Europe Université, they were intended to offset 
the shortage of school manuals by constituting ‘an 
in-depth operation in schools’ (3).

This initiative, which was just one of many, was 
characteristic of the will to make up for the lack 
of interest in cooperation ‘on the part of the min-
istries of education. The initiatives for “European 
updates” of subjects such as history, geography 
or civic education did not receive any official 
support in the Member States, with the notable 
exception of the European Schools Day. Coop-
eration with the national ministries in the field of 
statistical comparisons was not continued after 
the “empty chair” crisis. However, from 1967, co-

(1)  AMK C 33/4/106, Émile Noël to François Fontaine, Brussels, 
10 September 1964.

(2) Interview with Jacqueline Lastenouse-Bury, 21 January 2004.
(3)  AMK C 34/1/154, François Fontaine to Jean Monnet, Paris, 

24 March 1966.

operation was instituted with school television 
programmes, resulting in the production of a 
number of joint broadcasts.’ (4)

This specific impetus in the field of education was 
redoubled by the Parliamentary Assembly ‘adopt-
ing unanimously on 9 May 1966 the proposal by 
the MEP Scarascia-Mugnozza to create, at Euro-
pean level, youth institutions that were representa-
tive of the national ministries and youth organisa-
tions. This proposal led the Joint Information 
Service to consolidate a policy of rapprochement 
with these bodies culminating, at the major sympo-
sium on Youth organised in May 1970, in the crea-
tion of the European Youth Forum, which would 
thereafter be the vehicle for dialogue between 
young people and the European institutions. The 
Summit of Heads of State or Government held in 
The Hague on 3 and 4 December 1969, confirming 
the importance of a youth policy, gave the seal of 
approval to the role of the Commission. The Parlia-
ment–Commission joint strategy really brought 
about a political breakthrough in this area.’ (5)

Lastly, ‘in the field of adult education, initiatives 
were taken, particularly with regard to women’s 
magazines and women’s associations, which 
expected Europe to improve their status and 
represented important vectors of information at the 
heart of society. With time, the baton was passed to 
social policy, which would give priority to equality 
of treatment as laid down in the Treaties. This too 
was the beginning of a political breakthrough.’ (6)

What is impressive, it must be repeated, is that so 
many initiatives had been taken by, what was, 
when all is said and done, a small number of peo-
ple. In this regard, the ‘contacts’ factor as applied 
to what looked very much like a cause was deci-
sive. Whether it had existed before these people 
had joined the Commission or over the years 
thereafter, this factor made a substantial contribu-
tion to the development of networks serving ini-

(4)  Note by Fausta Deshormes-La Valle and Jacqueline Lastenouse, 
December 2005.

(5) Ibid.
(6) Ibid.
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tiatives that were designed to bring an idea to 
fruition. In this connection, the breeding ground 
that was the European Youth Campaign played a 
role that has already been touched on. However, 
it is important to come back to it in order to stress 
how many ‘new old hands’ — particularly women 
in this case — from the campaign formed the ini-
tial nucleus of a highly motivated team attached 
to Jean Moreau and Jacques-René Rabier: Fausta 
Deshormes-La Valle, the linchpin of Giovane 
Europa, Irène Scizier, etc.

From overseas to audiovisual

In other cases, the experience that was placed at 
the service of information had been acquired 

elsewhere. For example, Pierre Cros was head of 
the press office of the French High Commissioner 
in Dakar when Lemaignen’s chef de cabinet pro-
posed that he come to Brussels. He came. ‘It 
started in rue du Marais’; he recounts. ‘With an 
empty desk, an armchair, a cupboard and noth-
ing else. Everything would have to be done. 
There was no archive. There was nothing be-
cause it was brand new. That’s what was extraor-
dinary.’ (1) Head of the Information and Devel-
opment Division both at the time of the Joint 
Service and within DG X, Cros used his knowl-
edge of Africa for the benefit of information 
where there was a great deal to be done, in that 
decolonisation entailed an enormous amount of 

(1) Interview with Pierre Cros, 8 December 2003.

The policy of the Joint Press and Information Service and subsequently of the Directorate-General for Information (DG X)  
is to develop activities targeting specialised sectors and circles that could act as information relays.  

Here representatives of women’s magazines visit the Commission.
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work to counter Soviet propaganda. What better 
response could there be than to highlight the 
achievements on the ground of the DG responsi-
ble for overseas matters, as can be seen in an 
earlier chapter (1).

Dumont du Voitel, who up to 1973 was responsi-
ble for the audiovisual sector, also had previous 
experience. Having worked in Bremen for televi-
sion, he found himself in Brussels ‘in the role of 
a sort of adviser on televised communication for 
President Hallstein’. The task was a difficult one. 
The President lacked humour (2). He did not 
smile easily. He had to be taught how to behave 
in front of the cameras so that people could say: 
‘Good heavens, the President can laugh too!’ (3).

This account by Dumont du Voitel is revealing. In 
fact, information continued to be conveyed pri-
marily via the press and radio. However, televi-
sion experienced exceptional development. In 
the United States first, and then in Europe, Gen-
eral de Gaulle used it with consummate skill. A 
challenge in terms of information, it also became 
one in terms of communication. The Member 
States understood this and maintained a monop-
oly over it. As a result, the oft proclaimed but 
rarely achieved ambition of developing an audio-
visual service worthy of the name came up against 
difficulties that were far from being solely techni-
cal. It was one thing to encourage television pro-
ductions such as Robert Jung’s series for the Ger-
man channel ARD and the film Continent sans 
frontières, on which the colossus of journalism, 
Raymond Cartier, collaborated. It was another 
matter entirely to create a studio and to broad-
cast. On a number of occasions, staff from Mem-
ber States’ TV stations were invited to Brussels. 
They came from RAI and ARD in 1962–63 (4). A 
similar operation was conducted in 1971. Noth-
ing came out of it. Yann de l’Écotais writes, not 
without malice, about the television studio inau-

(1) See Chapter 18, pp. 377–395.
(2)  ‘Humorlos’, Interview with Rudolf Dumont du Voitel, 1 December 

2003.
(3) Ibid. ‘Donnerwetter, der Präsident kann ja auch lachen’.
(4) Ibid.

gurated in 1965 and 10 years later ‘still not able to 
broadcast to RTB, Belgian television, which 
would act as a link to the various other stations in 
Europe’ (5). Technical incompetence or obstruc-
tionism by the Member States? Could we imagine 
the ORTF of General de Gaulle, or even of Georg-
es Pompidou, providing the link with Brussels?

Even though ‘information was never a major 
portfolio for the Commissioners’ (6), it did in fact 
prove to be an important issue. In this connec-
tion too, the activities of the information offices, 
which have been referred to a number of times, 
should be discussed.

The press and information offices

The aim of the press and information offices in 
the capital cities was to inform the public and, at 
the same time, to gauge its reactions and pass 
this information on to the executives. In addition, 
they collaborated closely on the production and 
implementation of the programmes and initia-
tives devised by the DG in Brussels.

The ECSC information offices were the first to be 
used, namely those in Paris, Rome, Bonn and 
London (7). The new needs led to the creation of 
an office in The Hague. Others were refurbished, 
such as the one in Paris, which moved to a build-
ing in the rue des Belles Feuilles acquired by the 
High Authority and the EEC Commission (8). 
Opening an office in Berlin was also mooted, but 
the project could not be realised despite the 
agreement of the executives.

The main question was to know from whom the 
offices received the information and to whom they 
passed it on. In 1958 the memorandum from the 
EEC Commission to the other two executives pro-
posed inter alia that the heads of the offices be 

(5) De l’Écotais, Y., op. cit., p. 34.
(6) Interview with Jacqueline Lastenouse-Bury, 21 January 2004.
(7) PV 2, EEC Commission, 24 January 1958, Item XV.c, p. 8.
(8)  PV 14, EEC Commission, 21 April 1958, Item VIII, p. 6; PV 24, 9 July 

1958, Item IX.d., p. 12; PV 26, 22 July 1958, Item XXIV.f, p. 32.
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subordinate to the Joint Service and that the offices 
themselves be common to the three executives. 
They would receive from the Spokesmen the day-
to-day information and the authorisation to pass it 
on. Their role would also be to coordinate infor-
mation in the country where they were (1).

Generally very active, the offices suffered from a 
structural shortage of staff (2), even though their 
number was increasing slowly but surely. For ex-
ample, in 1967 the German government’s request 
for an office to be created in Berlin was met 
almost 10 years after the first attempt. Jean Rey 
inaugurated what was designed as an annex to 
the Bonn office on 11 June 1968 (3). Brussels and 
Luxembourg were also the subject of requests for 
the creation of offices at the time of the general 
administrative reorganisation in 1967 (4).

This development raised not only the question of 
staff numbers — Borschette managed to get a ceil-
ing imposed on the number of DG X officials in 
Brussels in order to reinforce the staff of the offices 
— but also that of the decentralisation of work and 
the exploitation of each office’s initiatives (5). This 
was a tricky question. We have seen that François 
Fontaine, in Paris, while extending the scope of his 
task somewhat, certainly managed to stir things up. 
Now, what was tricky in a Member State was even 
more so in non-member countries.

Information for non-member countries

Generally speaking, the Council showed itself to 
be suspicious about information initiatives in 
non-member countries. The risks of interference 

(1) PV 42, EEC Commission, 16 December 1958, Item XII, pp. 2–6.
(2)  Thus, on 23 March 1960, the College asked S. Mansholt to examine 

with the management board of the Joint Service whether it was 
possible to increase the staff of the Bonn, Paris and Rome offices. 
See PV 98, EEC Commission, 23 March 1960, Item XIII.c, p. 15.

(3)  PV 6, EC Commission, 1967, Item III, p. 8; PV 7, Item XI, pp. 13 
and 14; PV 8, Item XIII, pp. 14 and 15; PV 40, 1968, Item XXX, 
p. 26.

(4)  PV 15, EC Commission, 1967, Item VIII.8, pp. 22 and 23; PV 17, 
Item X.4.a, p. 28.

(5)  PV 156, EC Commission, 1971, Item XIX.c, p. 9; PV 173, Item XX-
VIII.f, p. 34.

(6)  1964 was the year when the Council of the EEC decided to open the 
office (Spierenburg, D. and Poidevin, R., The history of the High Au
thority of the European Coal and Steel Community — Supranational
ity in operation, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, 1994, p. 583.

(7)  1965 was the year when it was decided to open the office (ibid., 
p. 583).

Member 
States

Bonn (ECSC office)

Berlin (1968)

Brussels (1968)

The Hague (1958)

Luxembourg (1968)

Paris (ECSC office)

Rome (ECSC office)

Non-member 
countries

London (ECSC office, press 
and information office, 1960; 
creation of a mission 1971)

Washington (ECSC office, 
press and information office, 
1960)

New York (press and 
information office, 1964)

United States (creation of a 
mission comprising the 
Washington and New York 
offices, 1971)

Geneva (press and information 
office, 1964)

Canada (Community 
representation)

Tokyo (press and information 
office)

Latin America: Montevideo 
(Community information 
office, 1964) (6); Santiago, 
Chile (ECSC liaison office, 
1965 (7); EC office from 1968)

Turkey (documentation 
centre)

List of press  
and information offices
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were obvious. From time to time, the Commis-
sion, without any overall vision, took initiatives 
in two directions. First, the opening of informa-
tion offices in non-member countries and, sec-
ond, participation in the universal exhibitions of 
the period: Montreal and Osaka.

Without overlooking the fact that this question 
has to do more generally with the problems of 
the affirmation of the Communities and then of 
the Community on the international stage, it 
must be stressed that the EEC Commission had 
to fight hard, from the outset, to persuade Core-
per, for example, to recognise its competence 
and prerogatives in the preparation of documen-
tation for non-member countries (1). This having 
being attained, the irony of history meant that 
Jean Rey’s idea of having the periodic informa-
tion notes prepared by the Spokesman’s Group, 
in collaboration with the External Relations DG, 
led to the decision that they would be intended 
not for the Community information offices but 
for the Member States’ embassies in non-mem-
ber countries (2).

Over the years, the EEC Commission gave in to 
occasional impulses, where the subject was a 
sensitive one. The only way that seemed open to 
it therefore was to go along with the offices while 
making sure not to run the risk of being accused 
of transforming them into ‘parallel embassies’ or 
‘hotbeds of propaganda’ (3).

Everyone at Expo

Among the events likely to serve as a showcase 
for European integration, the universal exhibitions 
played a definite part. In Brussels in 1958, the 
ECSC pavilion pointed the way. But the subse-
quent exhibitions showed once again that the 
Council and the Community executives were rare-
ly on the same wavelength when it came to infor-
mation and representation. Thus, from November 

(1) PV 56, EEC Commission, 13 April 1959, 1, Item IV.2, 6.
(2) PV 87, EEC Commission, 18 January 1960, Item XXV, p. 18.
(3) See also Chapter 17, pp. 339–376.

1964 to February 1965, the Communities’ partici-
pation in the Montreal exhibition seemed to be 
compromised because the Council refused to ap-
prove the sum proposed by the EEC Commission 
as being necessary for participation, which Schaus 
and, especially, Rey deemed important (4). In the 
end, it was not without difficulties that the Com-
munities’ pavilion was eventually erected and in-
augurated on 10 September 1967.

The favourable impression left by the experience 
in Canada (5) and the obvious matters at stake in 
good relations with Japan meant that a positive 
response was given to the invitation to take part 
in the Osaka exhibition.

Unlike in the case of the Montreal exhibition, the 
Council quickly marked its approval of the prin-
ciple. With regard to the budget, Coppé proposed 
that, before negotiations with Coreper began, a 
limited sum below which participation would not 
be possible should be set. Thanks to this arrange-
ment, which was (in all senses of the word) rea-
sonable, a compromise was found with the Per-
manent Representatives. With the financial aspect 
settled, Coppé then worked together with von 
der Groeben, Sassen, Rochereau and Colonna di 
Paliano, and with the DGs concerned, on the 
choice of the plan of the pavilion and on its con-
tents. What was finally produced seemed to meet 
expectations. The Belgian Minister for Foreign 
Affairs and President-in-Office of the Council, 
Pierre Harmel, had nothing but praise for the pa-
vilion, which he visited in April 1970 (6). Once 
again, the combination of circumstances and the 
people involved obviously played a crucial part 
in the information strategy, its implementation 
and reception.

(4)  PV 292, EC Commission, Item XX, p. 11; PV 302, Item III.3, 
pp. 5–6; PV 303, Items VII.1 and XXVII, pp. 16 and 36; PV 305, 
Item III.3, p. 7.

(5)  PV 392, EC Commission, Item XVII, p. 18; PV 399, Item III.5, 
pp. 10–11; PV 4, Item XXVI.2, p. 40; PV 5, Item XI.1, p. 18; PV 6, 
Item VIII, pp. 11–12.

(6)  On participation in the Osaka exhibition, see PV 23, EC Commis-
sion, Item XXXVIII, p. 39; PV 34, Item X, pp. 16–17; PV 48, Item 
XV, p. 17; PV 51, Item XXXII, p. 36; PV 52, Item XI.3, p. 22; PV 56, 
Item XX.2, p. 16; PV 57, Item XVIII, pp. 15–16; PV 61, Item VI.m, 
p. 14; PV 117, Item XXXVI, p. 31.
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The end of an era?

Paul Collowald’s account of the decisions taken 
at the time of the first enlargement is worth 
quoting: ‘In 1973 the British arrived. There was 
a big stir at director-general level, where at three 
or four in the morning Ortoli had finally to dis-
tribute the portfolios between the Commission-
ers — the infamous night of the long knives — 
and then immediately, as a corollary, had to 
appoint the directors-general. There absolutely 
had to be a director-general with the nationality 
of one of the three countries that were joining. 
At four o’clock in the morning, Ortoli kicked out 
Jacques Rabier. And it was Sean Ronan, an Irish-
man, who became director-general [...]. He was 

most likeable, did not speak a word of French, 
had never concerned himself with information 
[...]. A new director had also been appointed 
from academia, Roy Price. He was the English-
man.’ (1)

The ensuing upheaval can be interpreted in two 
ways. The first of these consists, not without 
some nostalgia, in emphasising a break between 
the period of Europe of the Six and that of Eur-
ope of the Nine. The second highlights the fact 
that men and women who had been trained in 
the ‘operational doctrine’ of the Joint Service and 
were therefore aware that the objective of 

(1) Interview with Paul Collowald, 2 December 2003.

ECSC Pavilion at Expo 58, designed by the architects Eugène Delatte and Robert Maquestiau.
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January 1958 Michel Rasquin represented the Commission in the Inter-
Communities Working Party on Information.

18 April 1958 Pending the return of Michel Rasquin, Hans von der Groeben 
replaced him. Michel Rasquin died at the end of April 1958.

16 December 1958 Hans von der Groeben wished to be relieved of his responsibilities in 
the field of press and information. Sicco Mansholt replaced him in the 
Inter-Executive Group, which supervised the management of the Joint 
Service and that of the Spokesman’s Group. Each Commissioner gave 
him instructions in the areas for which he was responsible.

5 April 1960 Sicco Mansholt asked to be relieved of his responsibilities in the field 
of press and information on account of the tasks that he had to take 
on in relation to the CAP. The Commission appointed Giuseppe 
Caron, who would have to chair the management board of the Joint 
Press and Information Service. It also created a working party on 
‘Press and Information’, composed of Giuseppe Caron (Chairman), 
Sicco Mansholt, Robert Marjolin and Hans von der Groeben.

29 May 1963 Following the resignation of Giuseppe Caron from his post as 
Commissioner, the Commission had to appoint his replacement as 
chairman of the working party on ‘Press and Information’ and to 
represent the Commission on the management board of the Joint 
Service. Hans von der Groeben declared that he could not accept this 
responsibility. On a proposal from Robert Marjolin, Henri Rochereau 
was appointed. He also replaced Robert Marjolin as a member of the 
working party, with Lionello Levi Sandri replacing Giuseppe Caron.

1964–67 In 1964 Guido Colonna di Paliano became Commissioner responsible 
for press and information.

6 July 1967 to 1 July 1970 Within the new Commission, Albert Coppé was responsible for press 
and information, while Jean Rey, President of the Commission, was 
responsible for the Spokesman’s Group.

2 July 1970 to 23 February 1972 Albert Borschette was responsible for press and information, while 
Franco Maria Malfatti, President of the Commission, was responsible 
for the Spokesman’s Group.

24 February 1972 to 5 January 1973 Albert Borschette’s term of office was renewed, while Sicco Mansholt 
replaced Franco Maria Malfatti and was therefore in charge of the 
Spokesman’s Group.

Members of the Commission with responsibility for information
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information policy was not simply to disseminate 
news but to contribute to the formation of a 
‘European public spirit’ intended in 1973 to 
provide the link between ‘Little Europe’ and the 
enlarged Europe.

Michel DuMoulin

‘Something had to give’

The day after the ‘night of the long knives’, Ortoli 
summoned Rabier. ‘Last night something had to 
give’, he told him. ‘I understand, Mr President. That 
something is me’, replied Rabier, who was offered 
the post, unpaid, of ‘special adviser’, a job in which 
he would create the Eurobarometer.

Interview with Jacques-René Rabier, 8 January 2004.
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Chapter 27

Enlargement: the Commission 
seeks a role for itself

The first rumours of a possible UK application  
for EEC membership were immediately treated 
with suspicion on the Continent, where doubts 
were expressed about the sincerity of the UK’s 
intentions. The Commission representative in 
London, Georges Berthoin (1), relayed with some 
concern Prime Minister Macmillan’s alleged com-
ment: ‘We must embrace them, destructively.’ (2) 
Would the Community, which was still in its in-
fancy, be able to easily integrate such a colossus 
among its members? It also very soon became 
clear that membership applications would not be 
confined to the United Kingdom. In the wake of 
the latter’s application, Denmark, Ireland and 
Norway showed signs of interest. What would be 
the impact on the Community and, in particular, 
on the European Commission, the policy initiator 
and guardian of the Treaties?

This chapter explores the Commission’s position 
before and during the enlargement negotiations 
(1961–63 and 1970–73), focusing on their proce-
dural aspects. What powers did the Commission 
have under the Treaty, what margin of man -

(1)  FJME, AMK C 30/1/174, Letter from Georges Berthoin to  
Jean Monnet, 17 June 1960.

(2) See box, p. 361.

o euvre did the Member States allow it as negotia-
tor and to what extent was it able to exploit this 
margin? Who were involved in enlargement at 
the Commission and how have their contribu-
tions been assessed? And, lastly, what are the 
principal points of convergence or divergence 
between the two rounds of negotiations? These 
are the points which will be addressed here. 
Scant, if any, attention will be paid to the techni-
cal aspects or content of the negotiations them-
selves. Although of undoubted importance, the 
talks on imports of New Zealand dairy products 
and sugar from the Commonwealth countries, 
the integration of the future members’ agricul-
tural and fisheries sectors, and the question of 
financial contributions will not be discussed here. 
The political significance of some of these as-
pects should, however, not be forgotten: finan-
cial contributions to the Community (now Euro-
pean Union) budget continue to be a thorny 
issue for governments as the arrangements agreed 
in 1972 leave an imprint to this day. Equally, the 
organisation of the sugar market, including Com-
monwealth sugar, still taxes agricultural ministers. 
Finally, this chapter will focus on United King-
dom accession rather than that of Ireland, Den-
mark and Norway, as negotiations with the 
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British took centre stage, for the Commission too, 
and were by far the most time-consuming (1).

1961–63

In late 1960 Commission leaders expressed their 
reservations about UK accession. Commission 
President Walter Hallstein was concerned about 
London’s sudden volte-face after the failure of 
the free-trade area. Fearing it would cause dis-
ruption of the Community, he indicated that there 
would be no question of renegotiating the Treaty 
of Rome or slowing down the European project. 
Vice-President Robert Marjolin even concluded 
that UK membership would be a bad thing as, 
psychologically, the British lived in a different 
world from that of the Community. Not aware of 
any Englishman who might be appointed a mem-
ber of the Commission and take an independent 
position, Marjolin considered that, in the circum-
stances at the time, no more than some form of 
association could be envisaged (2). A month later 
he softened his line, although he still had reserva-
tions. He accepted that the Commission should 
approve the accession of the United Kingdom 
but only if it were ready to embrace the common 
market. For him, this was doubtful. UK member-
ship was not, in his eyes, so much a trade issue 
as a sentimental and political one. Following a 
recent trip to the United Kingdom, where he had 
met Frank Figgures, Secretary-General of EFTA, 
Marjolin questioned whether accession was in 
the Community’s interest or even in that of the 
British themselves. Figgures warned him that UK 
accession could even blow the common market 
apart. This was a warning the Commission Vice-
President took extremely seriously, wondering 

(1)  Two excellent accounts of the Commission’s work during the first 
round of accession negotiations can be found in Ludlow, N. P., 
‘Influence and vulnerability: the role of the EEC Commission in the 
enlargement negotiations’, in Griffiths, R. T. and Ward, S. (eds), 
Courting the common market: the first attempt to enlarge the Euro
pean Community, Lothian Foundation Press, London, 1996, 
pp. 139–155; and in ‘A welcome change: the European Commis-
sion and the challenge of enlargement, 1958–1973’, Journal of 
European Integration History, Vol. 11, No 2, 2005, pp. 31–46.

(2)  FJME, AMK 55/2/3, Conversation between Max Kohnstamm and 
Robert Marjolin, 18 October 1960. Interview with Robert Toulemon, 
17 December 2003.

whether the UK government would not do better 
to cultivate its links with the Commonwealth as 
these links would inevitably suffer in the wake of 
any accession (3).

The cabinets and DGs also had their say. 
Hallstein’s chef de cabinet, Berndt von Staden, 
under lined the threat that enlargement could pose 
to European unity as it could compromise the 
future strategy of Germany, which was caught in 
a defensive position between the Russians and 
the United States. Alfred Mozer, Mansholt’s chef 
de cabinet, believed the British were not yet 
ready to take their place in a Europe which was 
still at a formative stage and in which they had 
played no part in the previous decade. Jean-François 
Deniau, Director for European Affairs, pointed to 
the time factor. The common agricultural policy 
had to be worked out first and, according to him, 
this would take 18 months. Then work would 
have to begin on the Community’s foreign policy 
and this would take at least three years. UK 
 membership of the common market would be 
possible only if the British made a clear political 
choice. Martin Meyer-Burckhardt, Director of 
General Affairs in Agriculture, considered that, 
before any agreement was entered into with the 
United Kingdom, the implications of introducing 
some form of competition in the EEC’s agricul-
tural sector would have to be examined in detail. 
The impact on European agriculture of Greece’s 
and Turkey’s association, which was also under 
discussion at that time, also needed to be consid-
ered. Harmonisation of agricultural prices be-
tween the EEC and the United Kingdom would 
take 20 to 30 years (4).

However, these reservations were clearly not 
shared by all. From the outset, Vice-President and 
Agriculture Commissioner, Sicco Mansholt, was 
optimistic about the UK’s membership applica-
tion provided that it was prepared to accept the 
Treaty and the principles and main components 
of the CAP. In March 1961 he gave a speech to 

(3) HAEU, MK 18, François Duchêne report, 15 November 1960.
(4) Ibid.
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Europe House in London, where he had the 
 opportunity to engage in a wide-ranging ex-
change of views with the representatives of UK 
agricultural organisations. Although obviously 
highlighting the huge problems involved in 
bringing UK agricultural policy into line with the 
CAP, he indicated that this was not an impossible 
task (1).

Association or accession?

In the wake of these initial reactions, doubts 
were expressed about whether an association or 
an accession should be considered for the United 
Kingdom. In mid-April 1961 a Commission com-
muniqué was issued stating that the provisions of 
the Treaty of Rome would have to be accepted in 
their entirety from the outset and that, otherwise, 
the possibility of association could always be 
considered (2). This created confusion in national 
capitals and speculation that this could have 
something to do with the UK’s application. Was 
this an implicit reference to the possible replace-
ment of UK membership by mere association? It 
quickly emerged that the communiqué had not 
been discussed or approved beforehand by the 
Commission as a whole and that the final text 
had not been seen by President Hallstein or the 
Commissioner for External Relations, Jean Rey. 
Although some members of the Commission did 
not agree with its content, it was not considered 
expedient to put out an amended version of the 
communiqué as this would only complicate mat-
ters. It was indicated that no particular impor-
tance should be attached to it, nor should it be 
interpreted as the Commission’s policy line on 
the UK’s accession application (3).

This was not an isolated incident. A similar situa-
tion arose in September 1961. Hallstein stated in 
his defence that he was sometimes misrepresent-

(1)  FJME, AMK C 33/3/182, Agriculture in the common market 
conference, 28 March 1961.

(2)  ABZN, 996.0 EEG 1955–64, Dossier 421, van Schaik report, 19 April 
1961.

(3)  ABZN, 996.0 EEG 1955–64, 421, Report 134 Linthorst Homan, 
24 April 1961.

ed by the press. It should be added that, at the 
time, he was known for his hostility to the 
press (4).

Despite these minor incidents, which reveal the 
indecision reigning at the time on this very sensi-
tive issue, the Commission had come to the con-
clusion that too reserved an approach would be 
counterproductive, especially as most Member 
States, and first and foremost the Netherlands, 
were in principle in favour of the UK’s member-
ship application. It obviously did not wish to run 
the risk of antagonising Member States and po-
tential members.

Events took a decisive turn on 31 July 1961, when 
Prime Minister Harold Macmillan announced to 
the House of Commons that the UK government 
intended to apply for UK membership of the 
EEC. A closer look at his statement reveals the 
real aim of the application: to ensure that satisfac-
tory conditions for the United Kingdom could (or 
could not) be obtained in the negotiations. Once 
this point of no return had been reached, the 
Commission knew that it should play a leading 
role in the future negotiations by virtue of its 
 expertise and experience. Since this was the first 
enlargement and there was no precedent, it was 
obviously essential that ‘Brussels’ take a proce-
dural position.

What was the Commission’s role  
in the negotiations to be?

This was crucial. Indecision reigned at the high-
est level. Should the Member States, the Council 
or the Commission conduct the negotiations? 
Things did not look good for the Commission. 
Even before the official membership application, 
talks had been held between the British and the 
Member States, but mainly at bilateral level be-
tween the United Kingdom and France. Further-
more, both the British and the French made it 
known that the Commission would not play a 

(4) Interviews with Beniamino Olivi, 26 January and 9 February 2004.
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major role in the future official negotiations. The 
UK representative in Brussels, Michael Tandy, set 
out from the principle that the Commission would 
take part in the talks but not as a negotiator (1). 
France did not want the Commission to have 
 direct contacts with the British, even if, un-
officially, Hallstein could be kept up to date by 
the accredited UK Ambassador (2).

The Anglo-French position which emerged from 
the pas de deux between London and Paris was 
not, naturally, to the Commission’s liking. Jean 
Rey indicated that, in principle, the procedure to 
be used for accession should be the same as that 
for association, along the lines of that adopted for 
Greece, with which negotiations were being con-
ducted under Article 228 of the Treaty. However, 
Article 237, which governed accession, gave the 
Commission much less influence as membership 
applications had to be addressed to the Council, 
which took a unanimous decision on them after 
consulting the Commission. Furthermore — and 
this was even more crucial — the conditions of 
admission and the necessary adjustments to the 
Treaty could be the subject of an agreement be-

(1)  ABZN 996.0, EEG Part III, ‘EEG en het VK’, June 1961, Report 180 
Linthorst Homan, 5 June 1961.

(2)  ABZN 996.0, EEG Part III, ‘EEG en het VK’, June 1961, Report 343 
Beyen, 27 June 1961.

tween the Member States and the applicant State. 
This meant that the accession arrangements 
would be determined not by the Commission but 
by the Member States for their negotiations with 
the applicant State and that the Council itself 
would play no official role. This approach was 
also underpinned by Article 236, which was 
linked to Article 237, governing the amendment 
of the Treaty. According to this Article, it was for 
the Council to take a decision in principle on 
amendments to the Treaty after consulting the 
Commission and Parliament. However, the Mem-
ber States had sole responsibility for the drafting 
of any amendment (3). The accession procedure 
was clearly an intergovernmental affair in which 
the capitals played a dominant role. Legally 
speaking, the Commission had very few argu-
ments to rely on.

But this was no more than skirmishing. Things 
took a more serious turn when the UK, Danish 
and Irish applications (4) arrived in Brussels be-
tween July and September 1961 followed by Nor-
way’s application in April 1962. In a press release 
the Commission talked about a decisive turning 
point in post-war European politics, declaring that 
it was firmly committed to offering its full coop-
eration and contributing to the completion of this 
new phase in Europe’s economic and political 
unification and to a rapprochement between the 
free world on both sides of the Atlantic (5).

Nor did the Commission intend to play a subor-
dinate role. It had the support of a number of 
Member States, as the record of Coreper’s discus-
sions on 23 August 1961 shows. The Permanent 
Representatives Committee played an important 
role in preparing the decisions taken by the 
Council. These discussions are a graphic illustra-

(3)  ABZN 996.0 EEG 1955–64, 439, Note from Jaap Kymmell (Directie 
Integratie Europa (DIE)) on the accession negotiation procedure, 
21 August 1961.

(4)  Officially, in the case of the United Kingdom, this was not an 
accession application but an application to open negotiations to 
find an agreement on accession to the common market. Interviews 
with Beniamino Olivi, 26 January and 9 February 2004. 

(5)  ABZN, 996.0, EEG 1955–64 423, European Commission press 
communiqué, 23 August 1961.

Communiqué issued by the EEC 
Commission on 1 August 1961 
concerning Macmillan’s statement  
in the House of Commons (31 July 1961) 
(on the United Kingdom’s accession  
to the EEC)

‘The Commission considers this a turning point 
in post-war European politics. [...] regards it as 
fresh recognition of the economic and political 
value of the work of European integration 
undertaken since 1950.’

EEC Bulletin, 9/10, 1961, p. 10.
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tion of the prevailing views at the time and war-
rant some examination.

Rolf Lahr, the German Permanent Representative, 
who was chairing Coreper at the time, took the 
view, in contrast to the objections described 
above, that it was not inconceivable for the Com-
mission to play a specific role in the negotiations 
on the basis of Articles 236 and 237. Neverthe-

less, he would prefer such a decision to be taken 
on the basis of ‘practical and political’ arguments. 
He underlined that the Commission had been a 
driving force in the association negotiations, and 
that it had expertise and experience which should 
be drawn on, pointing to its position as the most 
neutral spokesperson and, finally, to its expertise 
in particular fields such as the Common Customs 
Tariff. The Belgian Permanent Representative, 
Joseph Van der Meulen, also considered the Com-
mission’s participation in the negotiations to be 
essential at all levels. Like his German colleague, 
his view was based on practical and political con-
siderations. He also believed that in many areas 
the Member States no longer had a prerogative to 
take decisions. The Community’s activities had 
always progressed as a result of proposals by, 
and on the initiative of, the Commission and, the 
Belgian diplomat added, it was essential that 
there be interaction between the proposals for-
mulated by the Commission and the results 
achieved in the negotiations. The Luxembourger 
Albert Borschette took the same view, adding 
that it would be a good idea, from the very start, 
for the British to be made aware of the existence 
and working methods of the Brussels institution.

Linthorst Homan of the Netherlands was more 
critical. Although he agreed that for ‘practical and 
utilitarian’ reasons, the Commission should be 
given a role, this should be on condition that it 
was not considered legally necessary or a droit 
acquis. This position was due to the reluctance of 
the Dutch government, which was furious at the 
recent failure of the free-trade area and discus-
sions on political cooperation in Europe, to give 
the Commission an autonomous role. The Hague 
considered that, in both instances, the Commis-
sion had attached too much importance to 
France’s views. Although he accepted all the ar-
guments put forward in the Commission’s favour, 
the Italian Giulio Pascucci had doubts, like 
Linthorst Homan, about the weight of the legal 
arguments.

The French representative, Jean-Marc Boegner, 
was in no doubt whatsoever: the Treaty 

‘Any European State may apply to become a 
member of the Community. It shall address its 
application to the Council, which shall act 
unanimously after obtaining the opinion of the 
Commission.

The conditions of admission and the adjustments 
to this Treaty necessitated thereby shall be the 
subject of an agreement between the Member 
States and the applicant State. This agreement 
shall be submitted for ratification by all the 
Contracting States in accordance with their 
respective constitutional requirements.’

The Treaty and enlargement 
Article 237 of the EEC Treaty

‘1. Where this Treaty provides for the conclusion 
of agreements between the Community and one 
or more States or an international organisation, 
such agreements shall be negotiated by the 
Commission. Subject to the powers vested in the 
Commission in this field, such agreements shall 
be concluded by the Council, after consulting 
the Assembly where required by this Treaty.

The Council, the Commission or a Member State 
may obtain beforehand the opinion of the Court 
of Justice as to whether an agreement envisaged 
is compatible with the provisions of this Treaty. 
Where the opinion of the Court of Justice is 
adverse, the agreement may enter into force only 
in accordance with Article 236.

2. Agreements concluded under these conditions 
shall be binding on the institutions of the Com-
munity and on the Member States.’

Article 228 of the EEC Treaty



The European Commission 1958–72 — History and Memories of an Institution538

provided no legal basis for the Commission to 
claim any leading role for itself. He was sur-
prised that his colleagues Rolf Lahr and Joseph 
Van der Meulen had referred to Article 236, es-
pecially as there was no question of amending 
the Treaty. A practical approach was required. If 
the Commission attended the negotiations, 
would it have the right to speak? In other words, 
France’s representative in Coreper doubted 
whether the Commission’s participation in the 
process was of any use at all.

Coreper Chairman Rolf Lahr thought that it was 
humanly and practically impossible to oblige the 
Commission to keep silent. He also considered it 
inconceivable that the Six should not make use 
of the firm grasp of the subject and excellent ne-
gotiating skills of figures such as Hallstein, Marjo-
lin and Mansholt. He concluded that none of the 
Committee’s members were prepared to let the 
Commission take the reins in the negotiations but 
that all the Permanent Representatives, with the 
exception of France, considered its involvement 
desirable for political and practical reasons.

Coreper was also divided on who should be 
appointed as the chairman or spokesman for 
the Six. Lahr, Van der Meulen, Borschette and 
Pascucci proposed Spaak and Hallstein — the lat-
ter in a personal capacity and not as President of 
the Commission — as they combined breadth 
and experience in negotiating with a commit-
ment to the Community.

Linthorst Homan preferred Spaak as it was unrea-
sonable to expect Hallstein to cope with the 
Commission’s day-to-day work and the extremely 
full negotiating schedule for the months ahead. 
In the Dutchmen’s view, Spaak should not nego-
tiate with the British on the basis of Community 
viewpoints worked out in advance but as a neu-
tral conference chairman within an autonomous 
multilateral structure. Linthorst Homan disagreed 
on this point with his colleagues, who advocated 
a strictly bilateral form of negotiation between 
the EEC Member States, speaking with one voice, 
and the UK delegation.

Opposition, once again, came from the French 
side. Boegner admired Spaak and Hallstein but 
was not in favour of appointing a Community 
representative or a Community spokesperson on 
behalf of the Member States.

Having discussed the Commission’s role and the 
need for a coordinated stance, Coreper turned to 
the venue for the negotiations. Five of the six 
Permanent Representatives preferred Brussels. 
The fact that the Commission’s administration 
was located here was considered to be an advan-
tage. Once again, Boegner took a different view. 
The atmosphere and spirit of Brussels should not 
be dominated by the accession negotiations, he 
said, as normal work had to continue. And he 
added that France had thought of Venice because 
of the splendour of its setting or the capital of the 
country holding the Council Presidency (1).

France was clearly at odds with its partners on 
most points, and the Netherlands had reserva-
tions. The United Kingdom’s initial position was 
that the Commission should have no negotiating 
role, but it gradually took a more conciliatory 
line. At the beginning of 1961 the British indicat-
ed that London would be surprised if the Com-
mission were excluded from the negotiations (2). 
As Jean-François Deniau reported, the British had 
laid their cards on the table: their plan was to 
systematically play off the so-called Friendly Five 
against France without having to take a stand 
themselves (3).

Encouraged by the support of Germany, Italy, 
Belgium, Luxembourg and [...] the United King-
dom, the Commission continued to demand a 
prominent role for itself in the negotiations. 
Boegner’s and Linthorst Homan’s interpretation 
of Article 237 was questioned. On 7 September 

(1)  ABZN, 996.0 EEG 1955–64, 439, Report by the Permanent Repre-
sentative in Brussels (Gecombineerd Nederlandse (Permanente) 
Vertegenwoordging (GNV)) on the Coreper meeting on enlarge-
ment, 23 August 1961.

(2)  ABZN, 996.0 EEG 1955–64, 439, Report 7369 by Brussels Perma-
nent Representative, 6 September 1961.

(3)  Deniau, J.-Fr., Mémoires de 7 vies — 2. Croire et Oser, Plon, Paris, 
1997, p. 187.
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1961–63 Commission Walter Hallstein: President, head of the Commission delegation to the 
enlargement negotiations at ministerial level

Jean Rey: Commissioner for External Affairs, member of the Commission 
delegation to the enlargement negotiations

Robert Marjolin: Commissioner for Economic and Financial Affairs, 
Vice-President and member of the Commission delegation to the 
enlargement negotiations

Giuseppe Caron: Commissioner for the Internal Market, Vice-President 
and member of the Commission delegation to the enlargement 
negotiations

Sicco Mansholt: Commissioner for Agriculture, Vice-President and 
member of the Commission delegation to the enlargement negotiations

Jean-François Deniau: head of the delegation of Commission officials in 
negotiations at Permanent Representative level

Émile Noël: Secretary-General

1970–73 Commission Franco Maria Malfatti: President

Jean-François Deniau: Commissioner for External Trade and head of 
enlargement negotiations at ministerial level

Edmund Wellenstein: head of task force for enlargement negotiations at 
Permanent Representative level, with Roland de Kergolay, Manfred Caspari, 
Klaus Otto Nass and Fernand Braun and others

Sicco Mansholt: Commissioner for Agriculture and Vice-President 
(President from 2 March 1972)

Raymond Barre: Commissioner for Economic and Monetary Affairs and 
Vice-President

Émile Noël: Secretary-General

1960–63: Bange, O., The EEC crisis of 1963 — Kennedy, Macmillan, de Gaulle and Adenauer in conflict, Macmillan Press and St Martin’s 
Press, Houndmills, etc., 2000; Edwards, G. and Spence, D., The European Commission, Frank Cass, London, 1994; 
1970–73: Hannay, Sir D., Britain’s entry into the European Community — Report by Sir Con O’Neill on the negotiations of 1970–1972, 
Frank Cass, London and Portland, 2000.

Commission players in the accession negotiations

1961 the Commissioners discussed a report by 
Michel Gaudet, head of the Legal Service. The 
Commission let it be known that not only did it 
want to be directly involved in the negotiations 
but that it should also act as spokesman for the 
Six (1). It would be unfair to rely solely on the 
relevant Treaty articles and the matter should be 

(1) HAEC, BDT 38/84, No 99, S/04880/61, 7 September 1961. 

approached from a wider perspective. Apart from 
purely institutional matters, such as the composi-
tion of bodies and the weighting of votes within 
the Council, very few negotiating points con-
cerned the Member States alone. Most of the talks 
to be held concerned the Community as a whole. 
Some of the main points relating to UK accession, 
such as trade with the Commonwealth, adapta-
tion of British agriculture or relations with EFTA 
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countries, were crucial political issues in which 
the Commission could, on the basis of the Treaty, 
at least demand to be involved.

The Commission was not, however, optimistic 
about the outcome. Axel Herbst, Deputy Secre-
tary-General, grew suspicious about the Member 
States’ real intentions as Coreper’s meetings pro-
gressed. He feared the worst for the Council 
meeting on 26 and 27 September, at which the 
procedure to be followed was to be decided (1).

In the run-up to the meeting, Brussels prepared 
itself for the negotiations, focusing on the com-
position of its own delegation and its administra-
tive back-up. There were some internal frictions 
owing to Hallstein’s solo initiatives. The Commis-
sion President made a number of appointments 
to enlarge the administration team without con-
sulting many of his colleagues. Deniau was pro-
moted to A1 so that he could play a leading role 
in the negotiations. Although there was much ad-
miration in the Commission for Deniau, who had 
done sterling work in the association negotiations 
with Greece, his promotion brought the number 
of A1 officials to 11, of whom five were French. 
This unequal distribution was naturally not 
appreciated by the other nationalities. Since 
they could not reverse the decision (2), the Com-
missioners made sure that Hallstein did not grab 
the entire enlargement dossier for himself. They 
decided to appoint the Commission President, 
the three Vice-Presidents (Mansholt, Marjolin and 
Caron) and Jean Rey to chair the working party 
led by Deniau, who was responsible for nego-
tiations at Coreper level. This working party was 
to be responsible for contacts at ministerial level.

Hallstein’s attempt to claim sole responsibility 
for himself failed when Jean Rey was appointed 
against opposition from the French, who, in the 
light of the negotiations with Greece, did not 

(1)  HAEC, BDT 38/84, No 99, S/04880/61, Herbst report following 
the Coreper meeting of 18 September 1961. See also Ludlow, etc., 
‘Influence and vulnerability [...]’, op. cit., pp. 141–142. 

(2)  ABZN, 996 EG 1955-64, 382, Report 353 Linthorst Homan,  
26 October 1961. 

expect him to make any significant contribu-
tion (3).

After the divergences of opinion at the Coreper 
meeting on 23 August on the role to be played by 
the Commission, Member States began to change 
their minds. The Benelux countries came to a 
compromise that lay between the bilateral posi-
tion of Belgium and Luxembourg and the multi-
lateral position of the Netherlands. They took the 
view that the Six should, as far as possible, coor-
dinate their positions in advance but that diver-
gences of opinion between Member States should 
not be excluded a priori. These three small coun-
tries’ joint position was that the conference should 
be led by a general permanent chairman who 
would also act as a mediator in the case of con-
flict between one or more Member States and the 
British. The Benelux countries proposed Spaak, 
since Hallstein, who had been put forward in 
Coreper, was no longer a potential candidate. 
They also called for the Commission to play a 
consultative role. Italy and Germany adopted a 
bilateral negotiating formula: the Six — on a 
strictly coordinated basis — and the United King-
dom. The Six’s delegation would also include a 
Commission representative with extensive con-
sultative powers. This left France, which fought 
to the bitter end against any substantial participa-
tion by the Commission (4).

At the Council meeting on 26 and 27 September 
1961, a final decision was taken on the procedure 
to be followed in the negotiations.

(a) The negotiations under Article 237 would be 
negotiations between the six Member States 
and the United Kingdom. The Member States 
would, as far as possible, put forward com-
mon viewpoints to the United Kingdom.

(b) The Commission would participate in the 
conference in an advisory capacity with the 
right to speak.

(3)  ABZN, 996.0 EEG, 439, EEC accession procedure, report, Paris em-
bassy, 23 August 1961. 

(4)  ABZN, 996.0 EEG, 439, EEC accession procedure, May 1964 [...], The 
future negotiations between the EEC and the UK, 12 September 1961. 
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(c) The Commission would also play a full part in 
the Six’s coordination work.

The conference was chaired by the Member States 
on a three-monthly rotating basis. This excluded 
the Benelux candidate Spaak, who was opposed 
by the French and others. It was also decided — 
Germany and Italy dissenting — that the negotia-
tions would be conducted largely at multilateral 
level. However, any concession by the ‘Friendly 
Five’ was subject to France’s acceptance that the 
Commission’s role should not be subordinate. In 
the talks with the British the Commission would 
advise the Six and would be authorised to speak 
freely in meetings between them. It was also de-
cided that negotiations would be held in Brussels. 
After the frustrating course of the preparations, 
during which it had nearly been marginalised, the 
Commission now had reason to be relieved.

The Commission’s role in the negotiations

Once the negotiations began, the Commission’s 
role proved much broader than the consultative 
role it had been given might have indicated.

For one thing, the choice of a multilateral negotia-
tion formula gave it an opportunity to encourage 
the Member States to come up with harmonised 
attitudes and a joint approach. The Commission 
devoted much of its energies to this task and 
attempted to act as honest broker for the Six.

The Commission’s second task, for which it was 
eminently qualified, was to oversee compliance 
with the provisions of the Treaty of Rome and 
Community secondary legislation. It did sterling 
work in producing reports and opinions which 
were gratefully accepted by Member States’ dele-
gations. It provided all but one of the reports used 
in the negotiations (1). Finally, Hallstein and 
Deniau were able, despite initial opposition, to take 
the floor at interministerial and Coreper meetings.

(1)  ABZN 996.0 EEG 1955–64, 394, Statement by Hallstein concerning 
negotiations with the United Kingdom to the European Parliament 
on 5 February 1963. 

The Commission was represented in the negotia-
tions by a small team comprising Hallstein and his 
right-hand men, von Staden and Deniau. As is al-
ways the case, much was achieved behind the 
scenes or in circumstances of which there is no 
record. Every month Hallstein invited the head of 
the British delegation, Edward Heath, and his strat-
egist, Sir Eric Roll (2), to a private dinner with von 
Staden and Deniau. On the menu: the state of ne-
gotiations and proposals for progress in the nego-
tiations (3). At the end of April 1962 the Commis-
sion was putting together a package of proposals. 
Hallstein and von Staden, who had been in the 
United States, returned on the Queen Elizabeth. 
These six days aboard ship were used to work 
with Deniau, who had flown to New York at the 
President’s behest to accompany them on the re-
turn voyage (4). Although a working trip, it also 
provided an opportunity for relaxation, thanks to 
Deniau, who combined ‘Brianz und Phantasie’ 
(intellect and imagination), wrote von Staden.

Deniau’s participation in the negotiations was 
considered to be particularly useful. As one of 
the few to attempt to stimulate the negotiations 
by putting forward constructive ideas (5), Deniau, 
who was still young, was generally considered to 
be a man of vision, instinct and courage (6), with 
solid European convictions (7). Although very 
different in character, he had a good relationship 
with his superior, Commissioner Rey. The one an 
austere Belgian Protestant and former parliamen-
tarian, and the other a French Catholic, inclined 
to be autocratic and sometimes insolent (8).

The Commission was accused, in particular by 
the Dutch, of often taking the French side in con-
troversial issues such as the length of the transi-
tional period for UK agriculture (9). This might 

(2) Deniau, J.-Fr., op. cit., p. 187.
(3)  von Staden, B., Ende und Anfang: Erinnerungen 1939–1963, IPa, 

Waihingen/Enz, 2001, p. 222.
(4) Ibid., pp. 217–218.
(5) ABZN, 996.0 EEG 1955–64, 384, 8 February 1962.
(6) Interview with Fernand Braun, 8 December 2003.
(7) Interview with Pierre Duchâteau, 22 December 2003.
(8) Interview with Pierre Duchâteau, 22 December 2003.
(9) Ibid.
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appear somewhat surprising after the initial scep-
ticism shown by the French about any form of 
participation by the Commission, but they wel-
comed the fact that the Commission, like them, 
stuck firmly to the Treaties and the Community 
acquis. Hallstein and Mansholt played a leading 
role here. However, the rapprochement between 
Paris and the Commission was also due to the 
Commission’s realisation that time was running 
out. As von Staden reported, Hallstein pressed 
Heath and Roll in the autumn of 1962, at one of 
those private dinners, to make headway on 
agriculture as it was strongly rumoured in Paris 
that General de Gaulle was beginning to lose 
patience (1).

Despite the many hurdles encountered on the 
way, there was for some time a belief that nego-
tiations would reach a successful conclusion, but 
this was not to be. On 14 January 1963 they fal-
tered at the hurdle of the French veto. To the 
surprise of many, including the Commission (2), 
de Gaulle announced at one of his memorable 
press conferences that he would not agree to UK 
membership. The British were not sufficiently 
‘European’ in his eyes and, consequently, were 
not yet ready to accept the Community’s political 

(1) von Staden, B., op. cit., p. 222.
(2) Interview with Willem-Jan van Slobbe, 6 January 2004.

goals. It was not simply a question of accepting 
the Community acquis since accession was also a 
political act demonstrating a certain ‘European 
commitment’.

The General’s political bombshell, which he justi-
fied on the grounds that the United Kingdom 
would have to accept the Treaty of Rome unre-
servedly and unconditionally, was also a rejec-
tion of the Anglo-American agreements conclud-
ed in the Bahamas on 21 December 1962 on the 
creation of a multilateral nuclear force and the 
supply of Polaris missiles to the United Kingdom 
by the United States.

‘There was much wailing and gnashing of teeth. 
Righteous indignation and rending and tearing of 
hair in the capitals’, wrote Deniau graphically (3).

The last negotiating session was dramatic. Couve 
de Murville was the butt of criticism and unpleas-
ant remarks from all quarters, with the exception 
of the Commission (4). It made no difference. 
France stuck stubbornly to its position.

(3) Deniau, J.-Fr., op. cit., p. 190.
(4) von Staden, B., op. cit., p. 222.

Charles de Gaulle — press conference  
in the Élysée Palace — 14 January 1963

‘The United Kingdom has lodged its application 
to join the common market after refusing to 
participate in the Community we are building 
and after creating a sort of free-trade area with 
six other States [...] after exerting some form of 
pressure on the Six to prevent the common 
market from coming into force. England has 
applied to join but on its own terms.’

De Gaulle, Ch., Discours et Messages — Pour l’effort 
Août 1962–Décembre 1965, Plon, Paris, 1970, p. 68.

Negotiations fail (1963)

‘This event has had a psychological impact and a 
negative influence on the functioning of the 
Community institutions in recent months. My 
Commission has attempted from the outset to be 
a solid rock in the face of this situation. We have 
been guided by two concerns: that everything we 
have accomplished in the European project might 
be destroyed and that our venture may perhaps 
not be taken further.’

Hallstein, W., 1963 — A testing year, speech by the EEC 
Commission President at the annual conference of the 
Bundesverband Deutscher Zeitungsverleger, Frankfurt 

am Main, 4 July 1963, p. 6. (Translated from the Dutch)
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A second attempt

In 1967 history repeated itself. The four 
previous applicants made new applications which 
de Gaulle unilaterally torpedoed despite a rela-
tively positive prior opinion from the European 
Commission (1).

Two years later in October 1969 the Commission 
presented an opinion on the accession applica-
tions. Robert Toulemon, one of the main drafters, 
recalled a meeting with the French Permanent 
Representative Jean-Marc Boegner. The Commis-
sion had proposed extending, in accordance with 
the Treaty, the possibility of majority voting in 
the Council of Ministers to facilitate enlargement. 
Toulemon’s response was: ‘But my dear friend, 
you are suggesting something we don’t like, the 
United Kingdom’s accession, and to get us to ac-
cept it you have added something we like even 
less, supranationality! You have no chance of 
persuading us.’ (2) Enlargement was obviously 
not going to happen just yet.

1970–73

General de Gaulle’s departure as French Presi-
dent in 1969 and the summit in The Hague in the 
same year provided an opportunity for the acces-
sion applications to be reconsidered. Insofar as 
the applicant States accepted the Treaties and 
their political ains, the decision taken since the 
entry into force of the treaties and the options 
adopted in the sphere of development, the Heads 
of State or Government had indicated their agre-
ment to the opening of negotiations between the 
Community on the one hand and the applicant 
States on the other. (3).

The summit in The Hague endorsed two basic 
principles for the Community’s future: firstly, 
Community accession (the three Treaties were 

(1) 29 September.
(2) Interview with Robert Toulemon, 17 December 2003.
(3)  Extract from the communiqué issued by the summit of Heads of 

State or Government in The Hague, 1 and 2 December 1969.

considered as a whole, irrespective of the differ-
ent accession procedures) in order to silence, 
once and for all, both within and outside the 
Community, the tendency in some quarters to 
consider accession as being the sole prerogative 
of the Member States. Secondly, the ‘Community 
acquis’ was to be treated as forming part of an 
entity with the Treaties of Rome and Paris.

On 1 July 1970 negotiations with the United King-
dom were once again envisaged. However, de-
spite the constructive role it had played in the 
first round of negotiations and the two crucial 
‘opinions’ it had subsequently issued (in 1967 
and 1969), the Commission was not assured a 
leading role in this new phase. The Member 
States, and in particular France, continued to 
defend vigorously their previous position.

Cartoon which appeared in the British press in January 1963 
after the French veto on UK membership: 

‘Learning French is not easy we know, 
But Mac seems remarkably slow. 

We can only repeat, 
That a kick in the seat, 

In plain, basic English means NO.’
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Once again the Commission did not simply sit 
back. In January 1970, well before the negotia-
tions began, President Rey told Jean Monnet that 
the Commission could not be excluded and that 
Mansholt, Barre and other members of the Com-
mission expected the Commission to be involved 
in the conduct of the negotiations. He suggested 
that the Commission’s term of office be extended 
until the conclusion of the negotiations with the 
British. He proposed that a small coordinating 
committee be set up within the institution, to be 
chaired by the President, for the duration of the 
negotiations (1). There is a clear parallel with the 
1960s. Jean Rey also made reference to the recent 
Kennedy Round, in which the Commission had 
successfully acted as principal negotiator on be-
half of the Member States. In his view, the Coun-
cil should ask the Commission to formulate pro-
posals on the points to be addressed before the 
start of the negotiations. Once they had been ap-
proved by the Council, these proposals would 
form the basis for negotiations between the Com-
mission and the Member States (2). Rey was opti-
mistic about the negotiating space that national 
governments would give him. He pointed to the 
good personal contacts he had with the French 
President, Georges Pompidou, his Foreign Minis-
ter, Maurice Schumann, and the German Chan-
cellor Willy Brandt. But Monnet was not entirely 
convinced. In his view, Rey expected too much 
from informal individual conversations with 
heads of government and attached too much im-
portance to the need for the Commission to have 
an energetic and clearly defined position. He 
noted that it was the Commission which was 
negotiating, not an individual (3).

Monnet’s doubts proved correct. In March 1970 
the national governments decided to appoint a 
new Commission whose President had to be an 
Italian under the agreed rotation system. It also 

(1)  FJME, AMK C, 33/5/207, Conversation between Jean Monnet and 
Jean Rey, 13 January 1970.

(2)  HAEU, EN 113, SEC(69) 4733, Memo to members of the Commis-
sion, 11 December 1969. 

(3)  FJME, AMK C 33/5/207, Conversation between Jean Monnet and 
Jean Rey, 13 January 1970. 

became clear that foreign ministers intended to 
play the leading role in the negotiating procedure 
itself (4). Once again the Commission had to 
abandon its hope of acting as spokesman.

On 1 July 1970 Franco Maria Malfatti replaced Jean 
Rey as President of the Commission. His chef de 
cabinet was the astute Renato Ruggiero, future Di-
rector-General of the WTO. Shortly before, in a 
conversation between the Secretary-General Émile 
Noël and members of the Action Committee for 
the United States of Europe, there was huge spec-
ulation about who would lead the Commission 
delegation in the negotiations at ministerial level. 
Malfatti, Deniau, Borschette and Dahrendorf were 
mentioned. The pros and cons of each case were 
discussed. Malfatti had the advantage of being 
able to negotiate in his capacity as President, as 
Hallstein had done in the first negotiations. On the 
other hand, he did not have the experience — or 
perhaps the capabilities — of his predecessor. 
Deniau had acquired experience as head of the 
task force during the first negotiations. However, 
in the new Commission he was responsible for 
development aid for associated countries, and his 
directorate-general was not directly involved in 
enlargement. As external relations and external 
trade had been given to Commissioner Ralf 
Dahrendorf, the enlargement negotiations were 
basically part of his portfolio. What counted against 
him was his lack of experience in the Commission 
since he had come straight from Bonn, where he 
had been State Secretary for Foreign Affairs. The 
argument against Albert Borschette, Luxembourg’s 
Permanent Representative during the first negotia-
tions, was that he had recently proposed that the 
Council be the Community’s main spokesman in-
stead of the Commission! This obviously counted 
against him. The Action Committee’s discussions 
failed to reach any practical conclusion (5).

On 8 and 9 June 1970 the Council finally decided 
what the Commission would be required to do. 
Its tasks would be: (a) to give its opinion on mat-

(4)  FJME, AMK C 33/4/222, Conversation with Émile Noël, 19 March 
1970. 

(5) FJME, AMK C 33/4/227, Conversation with Émile Noël, 1 June 1970.
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ters arising during the negotiations; (b) to define 
and defend Community policy already agreed; 
(c) to propose, at the Council’s request and in 
collaboration with the applicant countries, solu-
tions to problems; (d) to conduct exploratory 
talks with non-applicant EFTA countries.

The ministerial negotiations were to be led by the 
President of the Council according to the six-
monthly rotation system. Rey’s plea for the Com-
mission to be given a central role was ignored. 
However, in contrast to the first round of negotia-
tions, the Commission had more scope to influ-
ence things. It was made clear that, at the Coun-
cil’s request, it could propose solutions to problems 
in consultation with the delegations of the appli-
cant countries. Even though this was solely in al-
ready established Community policy areas, it pro-

vided a huge opportunity for the Commission, 
whose role as guardian of the Treaties and the 
Community acquis had steadily grown since the 
early 1960s. The huge increase in primary and sec-
ondary legislation and in the policy areas in which 
the Community was active meant that there were 
few topics on which the Commission could not 
claim to have some authority. What was also inter-
esting was that the Council had put itself at the 
centre of the negotiating process instead of the 
Member States, reinforcing the Community nature 
of these negotiations. Talks were also conducted 
at a more bilateral level — between the Member 
States and the United Kingdom — than they had 
been in the early 1960s (1).

(1)  HAEU, FMM 41, General Report., Negociations avec les pays 
candidats, pp. 282–284.

The British accession steeplechase. Leapfrog with the Belgian (BE), Dutch (NE) and Luxembourg (LUX) partners  
is easy enough, but General de Gaulle represents an insurmountable obstacle.
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Jean-François Deniau recollects on his discussions with Georges Pompidou

‘The President of the French Republic, Georges 
Pompidou, trusted me. I met him regularly  
throu ghout the whole of this complex affair. [...]

To keep Pompidou up to date on the progress of 
the negotiations I drafted a note [...] with, in the 
left column, arguments in favour of the UK’s entry 
and, in the right column, arguments against. He 
asked me point blank what my feelings were on the 
matter. Reply: “France cannot impose a veto for a 
second time even if the first was justified [...]”

“What do you think Deniau?”

“We can’t say no if the UK really wants to join. 
What we have to decide is whether it is because of 
us they want to join.”

“What would be the best thing for us?”

“There are huge problems in both cases. But it 
would be easier for the UK to block the Community 
by remaining outside as this would give any mem-
ber who didn’t want to act a cast-iron alibi. Don’t let 
us forget that Westminster is the mother of democ-
racies and we owe our freedom to the Battle of  
Britain pilots.”

Pompidou is a passionate hunter, a countryman. 
He said:

“Stay under cover.” (He snuggled down in his 
chair like a hunter-in-waiting). “Never be the first 
to break cover.”

A month later another tête-à-tête.

“And if we decide to block the UK’s entry?”

“The same rules apply, Mr President. We won’t 
say no — it will be the British who say no.”

“?”

“They will if they feel that the European Community 
is unacceptable for them because the political and, in 
particular, institutional disadvantages outweigh the 
commercial advantages.”

“And how would we persuade them of this?”

“In theory it’s very simple, Mr President. All we have to 
do is ensure that, under the Community acquis, the Six 
agree to strengthen the European Commission’s pow-
ers, there is a return to qualified-majority voting in the 
Council of Ministers, there is at least a limited interpre-
tation of a country’s vital interests and the Strasbourg 
Assembly, which the French delegation still stubbornly 
refuses to call Parliament, is elected by universal suf-
frage. These are magic words like abracadabra or vade 
retro satana. The English will retreat saying ‘not for us’. 
Our partners will not be able to enter any opposition in 
view of everything they have said.”

I remember my discussions with the Dutch Minister 
for Foreign Affairs, Joseph Luns:

“How can you be in favour of the UK’s entry and also 
be in favour of European political integration when 
the two are totally contradictory?”

“If we are going to build a British-style Europe that 
you, the French, want to impose on us, we may as 
well do it with the British.”

Silence. Pompidou drew on his Marlboro.

“But, Deniau, institutional progress à la Six would 
mean a marriage with the Germans?”

“Yes, Mr President. And not only a civil marriage.  
Eur ope is a religion.”

One month later, I saw Pompidou again after send-
ing him a personal warning: “We can’t wait any 
longer; the negotiating machinery is in motion. Up 
to now, we have been able to linger over the prep-
arations and discussion of dossiers. Now we have to 
decide what we want or what we don’t want. There 
are no good negotiations without objectives.”
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The Commission ‘machine’

Instead of dwelling on formal procedures, the 
new Commission focused on the practical ways 
in which it could use its influence, expertise and 
experience.

Firstly, it was essential to put in place solid internal 
‘machinery’. Hardly had he entered office than 
Malfatti set up a working party for the negotia-
tions. This was headed by the Commissioner for 
Development, Jean-François Deniau, who was 
preferred over previously nominated candidates. 
He was given responsibility for Directorate B in 
DG I, which was concerned with enlargement, as-
sociation and preferential agreements. This put 
him at the centre of two areas of the negotiations. 
In the early 1960s he had represented the Com-
mission in Coreper, but now he was involved in 
the ministerial discussions. He had the support of 
a task force responsible not only for the accession 
negotiations with the United Kingdom, Ireland, 
Denmark and Norway but also for talks with non-
applicant EFTA countries such as Sweden and 
Austria. This task force was headed by Director-
General Edmund Wellenstein, who had come from 
the ECSC High Authority and had headed the Di-
rectorate-General for External Trade at the Com-
mission since 1967. He was preferred ahead of the 
more natural candidate, the Director-General for 
External Relations, Helmut Sigrist. Wellenstein had 
known Deniau since his time as Commissioner for 
External Trade (1967–70) and enjoyed the confi-
dence of Deniau, who called him the ‘miracle 
worker’ (1). During his long European career he 

(1) Deniau, J.-Fr., op. cit., p. 273.

had acquired a reputation as a skilled negotiator 
with considerable energy and an extremely good 
grasp of the matter at hand. Such qualities were 
obviously extremely useful in meeting the chal-
lenges of enlargement. Wellenstein was not, how-
ever, on his own. He was ably assisted in the task 
force by his deputies Roland de Kergolay and 
Manfred Caspari. The direct participation of other 
senior officials was crucial. These included Louis 
Rabot and Helmut von Verschuer (Director-Gen-
eral and Director in the Directorate-General for 
Agriculture) as the agricultural issues were some 
of the most sensitive. Fernand Braun (Deputy Di-
rector-General in the Directorate-General for In-
dustry) dealt with everything relating to the inter-
nal market: customs union, industry, etc. and 
Gérard Olivier (Deputy Director-General in the Le-
gal Service) handled institutional and general legal 
matters. Francesco Fresi, head of division respon-
sible for accession and secretary to the delegation, 
reported directly to Wellenstein and coordinated 
all the delegation’s work on the preparations for 
the negotiation dossiers and represented the del-
egation in the committee drafting the future Acces-
sion Treaty. Jos Loeff and Paolo Cecchini (head of 
division responsible for the EFTA countries) un-
derscored, by their presence, the importance of 
the links that existed between the negotiations 
with the accession countries and those with the 
EFTA countries. Lastly, a number of other officials 
were also involved in the preparatory work or in 
the work of the many working parties. These in-
cluded Dieter Maltzahn, Jacques Leconte, Klaus 
Otto Nass, Luigi Boselli, Adriaan Kouwenhoven 
and Hans Beck (2).

(2) Interview with Klaus Otto Nass, 2 April 2004.

Pompidou was stretched out in his chair. He watched his 
smoke rings rise to the gilded ceiling of the presidential 
palace. He got up and put his cigarette in the ashtray.

“Let them join Deniau. It will be easier.”

Just as I was leaving, he called me back.

“And don’t say anything to the Quai. If they knew 
the half of it, they would go on and on. Not a 
word! I have enemies as well as friends.”’

Deniau, J.-Fr., Mémoire de 7 vies — 2. Croire et Oser, 
Plon, Paris, 1997, pp. 273–274 and 276–279. 

(Translated from the French)
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Drafting the Treaties — this was obviously a key 
area as it involved several aspects. At the risk of 
revealing the subsequent course of the negotia-
tions, a few comments would be apposite here.

The first issue which had to be addressed by the 
Commission’s and Council’s Legal Services was 
whether there should be a single treaty with all 
the accession candidates or a separate treaty with 
each of them. Should there be a single treaty for 
all the three Communities or a separate treaty for 
each of them?

For the Legal Service, the answer to the first ques-
tion was simple. There should be a single acces-
sion instrument but this technique should not 
prevent any matter concerning only particular 
applicant countries from being addressed or re-
solved either in the Treaty itself or in the annexed 
protocols (1).

The second question, however, was much more 
complex. Accession to the ECSC required a Coun-
cil decision followed by the deposition by the ap-
plicant countries of a unilateral accession instru-
ment, whereas an inter-State treaty was required 
for the other two Communities (2). This meant 
that a simpler and legally feasible solution had to 
be found so that only one act was necessary. The 
Commission’s Legal Service deployed all its re-
sourcefulness in interpreting Community law but 
had to conclude that a political decision was re-
quired (3) that reflected the guidelines adopted at 
the Summit of Heads of State or Government in 
The Hague, which enshrined the principle that 
the three treaties had to be regarded as a whole 
irrespective of the different accession procedures, 
thereby putting an end to the tendency to regard 
accession as a matter for the Member States. The 
Community acquis henceforth formed a whole 
with the Treaties of Paris and Rome.

The solution finally adopted with a view to end-
ing any uncertainty was ingenious. The new 

(1) Francesco Fresi personal archives, Note from the Legal Service, p. 4.
(2) Ibid., p. 8.
(3) Francesco Fresi personal archives, p. 12.

members would accede to each of the three Com-
munities on the basis of a treaty in respect of the 
EEC and Euratom and a decision in respect of 
ECSC, with an act of accession crowning all of 
them as it were (4).

There was no doubt that in this, as in other cases, 
the lawyers played a decisive role. But they were 
not the only ones. This was a strategy involving 
both the Commission delegation for the Commu-
nity enlargement negotiations and officials from 
the Commission’s directorates-general.

In the first round of negotiations all the Commis-
sioners had claimed a say in the matter, but re-
sponsibility now lay in Deniau’s hands alone. Un-
like Hallstein, Malfatti kept a discreet distance. 
Even Mansholt, who had always been in charge 
of agriculture, was less involved than in the first 
round. He had become a sort of tactician, leaving 
the technical details of the complex agricultural 
dossier to Director-General Louis Rabot, a man 
with vast experience, and the Director for Inter-
national Affairs, Helmut von Verschuer.

One of the few Commissioners, apart from 
Deniau, to be directly involved in the negotiations 
was Vice-President Raymond Barre. Being respon-
sible for economic and monetary matters, he was 
closely involved in the sterling dossier and the 
United Kingdom’s integration into the European 
market. He was no enthusiastic partisan of UK 
 accession, and the UK delegation had long sus-
pected him of wanting the negotiations to fail (5). 
Wellenstein rejected this allegation. Barre might be 
critical, severe and opposed to the concession of 
opt-outs for the British, but he was never destruc-
tive, Wellenstein was reported to have said (6).

There were nevertheless some serious arguments 
between the French Commissioners Deniau and 
Barre. According to Pierre Duchâteau, a member 

(4)  Ibid. Note from Edmund P. Wellenstein to Jean-François Deniau, 
18 January 1972 (FRF/ma).

(5)  Hannay, D. (ed.) Britain’s entry into the European Community. 
Report by Sir Con O’Neill on the negotiations of 19701972, Frank 
Cass, London, 2000, pp. 306–307.

(6) Interview with Edmund P. Wellenstein, 17 December 2003.
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of Deniau’s cabinet, his boss tended to view 
Barre as an obstructive and boring professor, 
whereas Barre saw Deniau as a superficial diplo-
mat (1). Deniau was certainly a consummate dip-
lomat. During the negotiations he maintained 
close links with French politicians and officials 
and with Jean Monnet’s Action Committee, and 
used them to overcome the differences of opin-
ion which emerged in the course of the negotia-
tions. He regularly talked directly to President 
Pompidou (2). Within the Commission he kept 
up-to-date, thanks to his relationship with 
Wellenstein, who played an important part in the 
preparatory work through his task force (3). 

(1) Interview with Pierre Duchâteau, 22 December 2003.
(2) Interview with Francesco Fresi, 5 February 2004.
(3)  HAEU, FMM, 18 December 1970 (Adhésion No 91/70), 19 April 

1971 (No 52/71), 2 May 1971, 7 May 1971 (No 65/71), 14 May 1971 
(No 72/71), 2 July 1971 (No 103/71), etc.

Wellenstein too exerted a growing influence in 
the course of the negotiations as he was perhaps 
the only director-general who could talk directly 
in the Council with ministers (4).

The work involved was enormous. Overtime be-
came standard procedure. Talks continued through 
the night. The poor quality of the coffee and sand-
wiches had a visible impact on spirits.

Not only on the spirits of the top-level negotiators 
such as Deniau and Wellenstein, but also on the 
officials responsible for drafting the Commission’s 
proposals to be included in the Accession  
Treaty (5). At times, the pressure was intense. Such 
was the case in the second half of 1971, when the 

(4) Interview with Francesco Fresi, 5 February 2004.
(5) Interview with Francesco Fresi, 5 February 2004.

The final agreement on UK entry into the European Community came in the night of 22 to 23 June 1971.  
The journalists and technical crews from the world’s press waited hours for the decision after yet another marathon sitting. 

With the discussions going on into the early hours, some of them tried to sleep as best they could.
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Italian Presidency pushed for the Accession Treaty 
to be signed before the end of its term. To no 
avail, as it was not signed until the beginning of 
1972 under the Luxembourg Presidency (1).

Nevertheless, negotiations were less formal than 
they were to become subsequently. Many points 
were settled at informal dinners and talks squeezed 
in between official meetings. Personal contacts 
were essential and the main progress was achieved 
outside the meeting room (2).

From a formal viewpoint, in the 1961–63 negotia-
tions power was largely in the hands of the Mem-

(1) Interview with Francesco Fresi, 5 February 2004.
(2)  Interviews with Jean-Claude Eeckhout, 3 December 2003, and 

Edmund P. Wellenstein, 17 December 2003.

ber States and national capitals, whereas the ne-
gotiations in the early 1970s were conducted at 
Council and Permanent Representative level. This 
gave the Commission a fair degree of freedom to 
deliver its opinions and make proposals. They 
may not have been adopted but this was not the 
fault of the Commission but of ministers. 
Wellenstein talked about a ‘dream’ position (3).

This did not mean that emotions did not some-
times run high. Duchâteau reported that one day 
Deniau irritated the British negotiator Geoffrey 
Rippon so much that, in pure frustration, he over-
turned the glasses of whisky on his interlocutor’s 
table (4). From time to time the Commission also 
committed some manifest errors. Introducing the 
common fisheries policy (CFP) just before the ne-
gotiations began, admittedly on the basis of a 
unanimous Council decision, was a tactical error 
which led to serious conflicts with the delega-
tions of the applicant countries. The CFP gave 
fishermen free access to Member States’ territorial 
waters. This would mean that the four applicant 
countries would no longer have control over their 
fishing waters once they joined. Their impression 
was that the Six had taken this decision so that 
they could address the issue of overcapacity in 
the future new members’ fishing fleets. Violent 
clashes and long and painful negotiations en-
sued. Finally, a transitional period of 10 years 
was fixed during which the applicant countries 
would continue to be able to freely dispose of 
the greater part of their fishery resources.

This account would not be complete without men-
tioning the inevitable corollary of the accession of 
the United Kingdom, Ireland and Denmark: future 
relations with the non-applicant partners of the 
European Free Trade Association (EFTA), estab-
lished in 1959 on the United Kingdom’s initiative. In 
parallel to the accession negotiations, Wellenstein’s 
task force had to prepare talks with the six coun-
tries in question: Austria, Switzerland, Portugal, Fin-
land, Sweden and Iceland. Negotiations with these 

(3) Interview with Edmund P. Wellenstein, 17 December 2003.
(4) Interview with Pierre Duchâteau, 22 December 2003.

Memories of the negotiations:  
disgusting coffee and poor sandwiches

Patrick Hillery, 1971

‘All-night sessions means sometimes leaving for 
the hotel and without going to bed, eating and 
flying to London. The memories of the night ses-
sions are of poor sandwiches and disgusting cof-
fee [...] and pressures like a visit from President 
Malfatti of the Commission to try to convince me 
that I was holding everything up. Perhaps my 
early training as a house doctor in the Mater Hos-
pital in Dublin was good preparation for this.’

Hillery, P., How I negotiated Irish entry to the EEC,  
IPA, Dublin, 1999, p. 24.

Jean-François Deniau, summer 1962

‘A dramatic all-night session [...] bad coffee and cold 
cigars. We were in a small room, two for each de-
legation [...] impasse [...] The President sent round 
 another cup of disgusting coffee. This sometimes 
provides a breathing space to work out a compro-
mise.’

Deniau, J.-Fr., Mémoires de 7 vies — 2. Croire et Oser, 
Plon, Paris, 1997, pp. 187–188. 

(Translated from the French)
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countries also had to be concluded in sufficient 
time to enable their outcome to come into force at 
the same time as the Accession Treaty. Otherwise, 
this would have created a hiatus in trade relations. 
The political choice to be made concerned the na-
ture of the agreements in question. However, there 
was a precedent. Independently of the United King-
dom, Austria had been seeking association with the 
Communities for some years. For Austria, the Com-
mission had opted for harmonisation of policies, 
including agricultural policy, but this had proved 
complicated and unsuccessful. Deniau and the task 
force persuaded the Commission, and then the 
Council, to change tack. After consulting the appli-
cants, the new approach was endorsed: simplify 
negotiations by aiming for the simplest arrangement 
possible, namely free trade for industrial products 
(along the EFTA model). This would involve dis-
mantling tariffs and quotas between partners, but 

each partner would be free to pursue its own policy 
with the rest of the world. No harmonisation, but 
partners would have to comply with competition 
rules equivalent to those of the Community or free 
trade in the products concerned would be suspend-
ed. This rather technical explanation is crucial as it 
shows why the Commission alone acted as negotia-
tor on this issue, which came under EEC common 
commercial policy. The agreements negotiated by 
the task force were adopted by the Council on 
22 July 1972 (with Finland in the autumn of 1972). 
This marked the conclusion of the first wave of en-
largement negotiations, which had taken a little 
over two years (1).

(1)  Paragraph written by Edmund P. Wellenstein (memo from Edmund P. 
Wellenstein to Julie Cailleau and Natacha Wittorski, late February 2006, 
p. 10).

The cartoonist Hartung depicts the ‘yes’ vote in the referendum on Denmark’s accession  
to the European Community in Die Welt: ‘Duke Krag of Denmark says ‘‘yes’’ to Europe’.
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1961 31 July: Prime Minister Harold Macmillan announces to the House of Commons that the United 
Kingdom is going to apply for EEC membership.

Official application submitted by Ireland.

9 September: Official application submitted by the United Kingdom.

10 August: Official application submitted by Denmark.

13 September: The Commission sets up a working party comprising Commissioners Rey, Caron, 
Mansholt and Marjolin and chaired by President Hallstein to coordinate the accession negotiations 
and take part in the Council negotiations.

12 October: Task force made up of officials from various DGs and headed by Jean-François Deniau 
is established.

8 November: Negotiations open with the United Kingdom.

1962 10 April: The British negotiator Edward Heath announces that the United Kingdom will take part in 
negotiations on political union.

30 April: Official application submitted by Norway.

11 and 12 May: Agreement in principle on a customs union between the United Kingdom and the 
Six.

22 and 23 October: The Council decides to approve Ireland’s application for membership of the 
EEC.

1963 14 January: General de Gaulle announces that he will use his veto in the Council to block UK 
membership.

29 January: Accession negotiations with the United Kingdom are deferred.

1967 10 and 11 May: The United Kingdom, Ireland and Denmark apply for a second time to join the 
Community.

31 May: General de Gaulle declares that the United Kingdom must make far-ranging economic 
and political reforms before it can join the Community.

6 July: The Rey Commission takes office.

21 July: Official application submitted by Norway.

29 September: The Commission gives its opinion on UK, Irish and Danish membership.

18 December: Second French veto on UK accession.

1969 1 October: The Commission delivers another opinion to the Council on enlargement.

1 and 2 December: European summit in The Hague. Renewed confidence in the EEC. The new 
French President Georges Pompidou agrees to stop blocking the opening of enlargement 
negotiations.

Enlargement milestones
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1970 14 January: Press release issued by Commissioner Martino on the organisation of preparations for 
negotiations with the United Kingdom. The Commission sets up a working party under Martino to 
prepare accession negotiations.

30 June: Diplomatic conference in Luxembourg on enlargement. At the Council’s request, the 
candidates declare that they will accept in their entirety the Treaty and Community secondary 
legislation.

21 July (United Kingdom) and 21 September: (Ireland, Denmark, Norway) Negotiations open. 
Jean-François Deniau, the Commissioner for Development Aid, heads the negotiations on behalf of the 
Commission. A task force is set up and chaired by Wellenstein (Directorate-General for External Trade).

2 July: The Malfatti Commission takes office.

1971 7 June: Agreement between the Community and the United Kingdom on the future role of 
sterling.

23 June: Luxembourg agreement between the Community and the United Kingdom on its 
accession to the common market.

1972 22 January: Signing of the Accession Treaties with the United Kingdom, Ireland, Denmark and 
Norway.

2 March: The Mansholt Commission takes office.

1973 1 January: The United Kingdom, Ireland and Denmark join the EEC.

Clavel, J.-Cl. and Collet, P., L’Europe — Au fil des jours — Les jeunes années de la construction européenne 1948–1978, ‘Notes et Études 
documentaires, No 4509–4519, La documentation française, Paris, 1979; PV, EEC Commission, 1958–73; Derek, U., The community of 
Europe — A history of European integration since 1945, Longman, London and New York, 1991; Boudant, J. and Gounelle, M., Les grandes 
dates de l’Europe communautaire, Larousse, Paris, 1989.

Seize the opportunities available

The Commission underwent far-reaching chang-
es between 1960 and 1973. Enlargement, spread 
over several rounds of negotiations, created not 
only opportunities but also dangers for the Com-
mission. The main dangers were apparent from 
the very beginning, i.e. in the first half of 1961. 
Article 237 of the EEC Treaty gave the Commis-
sion very little opportunity to play a role in the 
process. Responsibility lay clearly in the hands of 
the Member States. The Commission, which nev-
ertheless attempted to carve out a role for itself, 
initially encountered strong resistance from cer-
tain Member States, in particular France and the 
Netherlands, in the pursuit of its goals. This initial 
experience was frustrating for the Brussels insti-
tution. It clearly felt itself sidelined as a result of 
the Member States’ reluctant attitude. However, 
its luck changed once the negotiations began. 

The Commission was involved on several fronts, 
meeting and advising Member States, assuming 
its role as guardian of the Treaties and producing 
important documents and reports. Governments’ 
initial distrust gradually dissipated and Commis-
sion delegates were able to play a freer and more 
autonomous role in talks between ministers and 
between their representatives.

The negotiations failed in January 1963 but the 
blame could not be laid at the Commission’s 
door. This was due to the unilateral man- 
oeuvrings of France and General de Gaulle.

In the second round of negotiations the Commis-
sion was able to exploit the credibility it had 
gained. Instead of becoming involved in endless 
procedural discussions, it exploited the margin of 
manoeuvre it had been given by the Member 
States. The capitals no longer had the same 
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influence. The centre of gravity had shifted to the 
Council and Coreper. The Commission’s tactical 
and practical contribution was of crucial impor-
tance in drafting the agreement which led to the 
accession of the United Kingdom, Denmark and 
Ireland on 1 January 1973.

This accession, which was marked by the signing 
of the Treaty in the Egmont Palace in Brussels on 
22 January 1972, was undoubtedly a victory. At the 
same time, this signing immediately preceded the 
tragic Bloody Sunday events in Northern Ireland 
that gave such a bad image of Britain to continen-
tal public opinion. It would not, however, have 
been complete if the Community had not been 
allowed to participate in the Treaty of Accession 
alongside the Member States. In a memo to Franco 

Maria Malfatti two weeks before the signing of the 
Treaty, Émile Noël set out the arguments for such 
participation, reflecting the spirit rather than the 
letter of Article 237 of the EEC Treaty and Article 
205 of the Euratom Treaty. This was in effect 
Noël’s doctrine: ‘It is not with one or more  Member 
States that the applicant State wishes to establish 
new relations, but with the Community. It is the 
Community legal order that the new member 
wishes to join and it is this legal order which will 
be concerned by enlargement: it is therefore up to 
the institutions responsible for the Community 
 order and which are the only ones in a position to 
assess the implications of the negotiations that 

Think 10

‘The Community has embarked on a new 
adventure. This applies both to its founding 
and to its new members. We must stop looking 
backwards. In some ways this is a new 
beginning but it is also true that everything 
continues. The leap in the dark, of which 
Robert Schuman spoke in 1950, has now been 
followed by a new leap into the dark but this is 
much less dangerous given the valuable 
experience and successful results we have 
gained. The Community of 10 will be different 
from that of Six but the spirit, principle and 
bases will be the same. Let’s look ahead to a 
future full of problems but also of promises.

In the weeks and months ahead, the euphoria 
of the signing of the Acts will fade away and a 
number of practical problems will have to be 
tackled and resolved [....] The Community 
institutions now have to think 10 and not 
succumb to the temptation to reject the graft 
because it is biologically incompatible.

Emanuele Gazzo in Europe, 24–25 January 1972. 
(Translated from the French)

The signing of the Accession Acts,  
an expression of political will

‘What is taking place today is not due solely to 
the momentum of history, it is the fruit of a 
tenacious desire which has manifested itself in 
the action of individuals and institutions (1).

The signing which took place on Saturday was 
not simply a notarial act certifying the 
existence of a particular situation. It is the 
expression of a European political will which 
has succeeded in overcoming enormous 
difficulties and is a real gamble on the future.

[...]

Let us remind the new members of the 
responsibility they bear. They have joined the 
Community because it is a dynamic grouping. 
They have joined the Community because it is 
the only way of being able to play an 
international role. It is also a huge gamble. 
They must do everything to make it succeed.’

Emanuele Gazzo in Europe, 21 January 1972. 
(Translated from the French)

(1) Original emphasis.
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should decide.’ (1) He continued that it would be 
legally appropriate for the final act to be signed 
not only by the plenipotentiaries of the 10 Mem-
ber States but also by the plenipotentiary of the 
Council of the European Communities (the Presi-
dent or members of the Commission) (2).

However, despite the fact that the Commission 
was required by the Treaties to submit an opin-
ion on accession to the Council (3), or perhaps 

(1)  Francesco Fresi personal archives, Émile Noël, Note for President 
Malfatti, 7 January 1972 (P/21/72), p. 1.

(2) Ibid., p. 2.
(3)  Francesco Fresi personal archives, Note from Edmund P. Wellen-

stein to Jean François Deniau of 18 January 1972 referred to in 
footnote p. 555 and annexes including opinion for the Council.

because this was only an opinion, ‘the French 
delegation in Brussels’, wrote Deniau, ‘focused 
its diplomatic efforts on one objective: to prevent 
me from signing in order not to acknowledge 
that the Commission had a role to play.’ (4) And 
yet was this opposition not itself recognition of 
something nobody could deny?

Over the period as a whole, the Commission 
clearly increased its influence thanks to its work 
during the first accession negotiations. It could 
therefore be expected to play a greater role in 
subsequent enlargement negotiations.

(4) Deniau, J.-Fr., op. cit., p. 288.

Signing of the Treaty of Accession of the United Kingdom, Ireland and Denmark to the European Community  
in the Egmont Palace in Brussels on 22 January 1972.

At the table, the British delegation, from left to right: Alec Douglas-Home, Foreign Secretary, Edward Heath, Prime Minister, 
and Geoffrey Rippon, Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster and Minister in charge of the accession negotiations.

In the front row of the guests present, from left to right: Joseph Bech, Paul-Henri Spaak and Jean Monnet. Jean-Charles Snoy 
et d’Oppuers, signatory of the Treaties of Rome for Belgium together with Paul-Henri Spaak, is sitting behind the latter.
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Can the first enlargement be said to have been a 
total success? No, is the reply of many officials 
who were working at the time and who regret 
the fact that the institution changed as a result of 
the first enlargement. The early years when the 
Commission had a relatively solid administrative 
apparatus were never to return. According to 
some, the growing use of English has also helped 

to change the spirit and thinking of the Commis-
sion. Ivo Schwartz commented that British acces-
sion had a much greater and more dangerous 
impact on European integration than the Gaullist 
convictions of the 1960s (1).

Jan Van Der harsT

(1)  Interview with Ivo Schwartz, 16 January 2004.
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Timeline 1958–73

1957
25 March 1957 Treaties establishing the European Economic Community and the European Atomic 

Energy Community signed in Rome

16–17 April 1957 First meeting of the Interim Committee

1 January 1958 Treaties of Rome enter into force

Commission from 10 January 1958 to 9 January 1962 
Composition: Walter Hallstein (President), Robert Lemaignen, Piero Malvestiti (replaced by Giuseppe 
Caron on 9 December 1959), Sicco Mansholt, Robert Marjolin, Giuseppe Petrilli (replaced by 
Lionello Levi Sandri on 22 February 1961), Michel Rasquin (in office until 27 April 1958, replaced by 
Lambert Schaus on 19 June 1958), Jean Rey and Hans von der Groeben.

1958
14 January Presidents of the three executives (High Authority of the ECSC, EEC Commission and EAEC 

Commission) meet in Luxembourg

16 January First meeting of the Commission at Val-Duchesse

March Émile Noël is appointed Executive Secretary of the EEC Commission

10 April Commission agrees to publish a single Official Journal as proposed by the President of the 
Parliamentary Assembly. The first issue of the Official Journal of the European Communities is 
published on 20 April.

15 April Under the first EEC Council regulation, the official languages and the working languages of 
the Community institutions are Dutch, French, German and Italian

July Members of the Commission and their private offices move into the Joyeuse Entrée 
building

3–11 July Conference in Stresa of the agriculture ministers of the Community
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1959
1 January First stage of customs union completed

31 July Turkey requests an association agreement with the EEC

1960
4 January Convention establishing the European Free Trade Association (EFTA), which brings together 

Austria, Denmark, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom, signed 
in Stockholm

March Agreement between the presidents of the three executives on the general administrative 
and organisational rules for the three joint services (legal, statistical, information)

20 September European Social Fund regulation enters into force

14 December Convention on the OECD signed in Paris

1961
1 January Spokesman’s Service in the Joint Information Department is split up, with each part being 

attached directly to the executive for which it is responsible

31 July Official accession application by Ireland

9 August Official accession application by the United Kingdom

10 August Official accession application by Denmark

2 November France presents the Fouchet Plan

8–9 November Accession negotiations open with the United Kingdom

30 November Accession negotiations open with Denmark

18 December Staff Regulations of Officials of the EEC and Euratom adopted by the Council and take 
effect on 1 January 1962

First agriculture marathon

Commission from 10 January 1962 to 5 July 1967

Composition: Walter Hallstein (President), Giuseppe Caron (replaced on 9 September 1964 by 
Guido Colonna di Paliano), Lionello Levi Sandri, Sicco Mansholt, Robert Marjolin, Jean Rey, 
Henri Rochereau, Lambert Schaus and Hans von der Groeben

1962
14 January Council adopts the first regulations concerning the common agricultural policy (CAP), 

which is designed to create a single market in agricultural products and to ensure financial 
solidarity through a European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF). 
It also decides on the changeover to the second stage of the transitional period on 
1 January 1962.

18 January Accession negotiations open with Ireland

March Dillon Round ends

17 April Fouchet Plan abandoned
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30 April Official accession application by Norway

1 July Customs duties on industrial products moving between Member States are reduced to 
50 % of their 1957 level

1 November Association agreement between Greece and the Community enters into force

12 November Accession negotiations open with Norway

1963
9 January Commission adopts its rules of procedure

14 January De Gaulle vetoes UK membership

5 February Judgment in Van Gend en Loos, in which the Court of Justice rules that the Community 
constitutes a new legal order for the benefit of which the Member States have agreed to 
limit their sovereign rights

7–8 May Giuseppe Caron resigns and portfolios are reallocated between Commission members

20 July Yaoundé Convention signed between the Community and 18 African States and 
Madagascar 

25 July Commission presents to the Council a recommendation on the Community’s medium-term 
economic policy. It envisages forward-looking economic studies as a first step and the 
definition of a medium-term economic policy programme (1966–70) as a second step. 
Lastly, it proposes setting up a Medium-Term Economic Policy Committee.

16–23 December Second agriculture marathon

1964
4 May Kennedy Round opens officially

1 June Yaoundé Convention enters into force

1 July European Agricultural Guarantee and Guidance Fund (EAGGF) established

15 July Judgment in Costa/ENEL, in which the Court of Justice lays down the principle that 
Community law takes precedence over national law

30 September Commission presents ‘Initiative 1964’ action programme

1 December Association Treaty between the EEC and Turkey enters into force

12–15 December Third agriculture marathon

1965
8 April Treaty on the merger of the European executives (Merger Treaty) signed

30 June Onset of the ‘empty chair’ crisis

22 July Commission presents to the Council a memorandum on the financing of the CAP and on 
the Community’s own resources

26–27 July EEC Council meets without France

1966
1 January Start of the third and final stage in the transitional period preceding the establishment of 

the common market
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1967
28–29 January Meeting in extraordinary session in Luxembourg, the Council reaches an agreement, the 

‘Luxembourg compromise’; end of the ‘empty chair’ crisis

10 February Council adopts the first medium-term economic policy programme (Commission draft 
dated 29 April 1966)

Commission presents a communication on the common transport policy

10–11 May Second accession applications by the United Kingdom, Ireland and Denmark

21 June Commission adopts a working paper concerning industrial policy within the Community

30 June Commission signs the Final Act of the Kennedy Round negotiations

Commission from 6 July 1967 to 1 July 1970

Composition: Jean Rey (President), Raymond Barre, Victor Bodson, Guido Colonna di Paliano, 
Albert Coppé, Jean-François Deniau, Hans von der Groeben, Wilhelm Haferkamp, Fritz Hellwig, 
Lionello Levi Sandri, Sicco Mansholt, Edoardo Martino, Henri Rochereau and Emmanuel Sassen

1967
1 July Merger Treaty enters into force; Single Commission established

Common market for cereals, pigmeat, eggs and poultrymeat established

21 July Second accession application by Norway

27 November Second veto of UK membership by General de Gaulle

1968
1 July Customs union completed

26 July Association agreement signed between the EEC and three East African States in Arusha

18 December Commission presents to the Council the ‘Agriculture 1980’ memorandum on the reform of 
agriculture (Mansholt Plan)

1969
12 February Commission presents to the Council a memorandum on the coordination of economic 

policies and on monetary cooperation within the Community, generally referred to as the 
‘Barre plan’. According to this, Member States must enter into joint consultations to 
coordinate their short-term economic policies; in the monetary field a system of financial 
assistance is provided for to allow Member States to cope with a temporary 
balance-of-payments deficit.

16 July Commission presents to the Council a memorandum proposing that Member States’ 
financial contributions be replaced by the Communities’ own resources and that the 
budgetary powers of the European Parliament be increased

29 July Second Yaoundé Convention signed

15 October Commission presents to the Council a draft decision assigning to the Community the 
means necessary to promote a regional development policy
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1–2 December Summit in The Hague

19–22 December Agriculture marathon

31 December End of the 12-year transitional period laid down by the EEC Treaty for implementation of 
the common market

1970
January Changeover from the transitional period to the definitive period for the EEC

4 March Commission presents to the Council a communication on drawing up a plan for economic 
and monetary union

18 March Commission adopts a memorandum on industrial policy

Commission from 2 July 1970 to 5 January 1973

Composition: Franco Maria Malfatti (President until 21 March 1972), Sicco Mansholt (President from 
12 April 1972), Raymond Barre, Albert Borschette, Albert Coppé, Ralf Dahrendorf, Jean-François 
Deniau, Wilhelm Haferkamp, Carlo Scarascia-Mugnozza (from 12 April 1972) and Altiero Spinelli

1970
21 July Accession negotiations open with the United Kingdom

21 September Accession negotiations open with Denmark, Ireland and Norway

27 October Adoption of the report of the Member States’ foreign affairs ministers on the problems of 
political unification, called the ‘Davignon report’

26 November Council decides to reform the European Social Fund (ESF) in order to provide the 
Commission with an appropriate instrument for linking together social policy and the other 
common policies

1971
1 January Second Yaoundé Convention and the Second Arusha Agreement enters into force

31 March European agreement concerning the work of crews of vehicles engaged in international 
road transport (AETR) adopted

1 July Tariff preferences for developing countries enter into force

1972
22 January Accession Treaty signed with the United Kingdom, Ireland, Denmark and Norway

13–15 March Agriculture marathon

21 March Franco Maria Malfatti, Commission President, resigns and is replaced by Sicco Mansholt

Council adopts a resolution based on the proposals presented by the Commission relating 
to the conditions that would permit achievement of the first stage of economic and 
monetary union

25 March Report of the ad hoc group for examining the problem of increasing the powers of the 
European Parliament, known as the ‘Vedel report’
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24 April Establishment of the ‘currency snake’, whereby the Six undertake to restrict to 2.25 % the 
fluctuation margin for the parities between their currencies

1 May The European Social Fund (ESF), as renewed by the Council decision of 1 February 1971, 
becomes operational

25 September Referendum in Norway sees a majority reject accession to the European Communities

19–21 October Paris Summit

1973
1 January Communities enlarged to take in Denmark, Ireland and the United Kingdom

6 January A new college of 13 Commissioners takes office
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Organisation charts  
of the Commission

Organisation chart of the Commission of the European Economic 
Community on 1 August 1964 (1)

College

Executive Secretariat

DG I: External Relations

Director-General

Directorate A: General affairs — Multilateral 
trade policy

Directorate B: Western Europe — Accession and 
association

Directorate C: Trade policy towards developing 
countries

Directorate D: General trade policy 

Director with special responsibilities, including 
negotiations

(1)  Organisation chart as presented in the Annuaire de la Commission 
de la Communauté économique européenne, Brussels, 1 August 
1964.

DG II: Economic and Financial Affairs

Director-General

Secretary to the Monetary Committee

Adviser

Directorate A: National economies and 
short-term economic policy

Directorate B: Monetary matters

Directorate C: Structure and Economic 
Development 

DG III: Internal Market

Director-General

Adviser

Directorate A: Movement of goods 

Directorate B: Customs matters

Directorate C: Right of establishment and 
services

Directorate D: Industry, craft sector and 
distributive trades
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DG IV: Competition

Director-General

Adviser

Directorate A: Restrictive practices and 
monopolies, dumping, private forms of 
discrimination

Directorate B: Approximation of legislation

Directorate C: Tax matters

Directorate D: State aid, discriminations by 
States

DG V: Social Affairs

Director-General

Directorate A: Labour

Directorate B: Manpower

Directorate C: Social Fund and vocational 
training

Directorate D: Social security and social services

DG VI: Agriculture

Director-General

Deputy Director-General

Directorate A: General affairs

Directorate B: Organisation of markets in crop 
products

Directorate C: Organisation of markets in 
livestock products

Directorate D: Organisation of markets in 
specialised crops, fishery products and 
forestry products

Directorate E: Agricultural structures

Directorate F: Agricultural economy and 
legislation

DG VII: Transport

Director-General

Directorate A: Organisation of the transport 
market

Directorate B: Transport prices and conditions

Directorate C: Coordination of investment and 
economic studies

DG VIII: Overseas Development

Director-General

Directorate A: General affairs

Directorate B: Development studies

Directorate C: European Development Fund

Directorate D: Trade

DG IX: Administration

Director-General

Directorate A: Staff

Directorate B: Budget and finances

Directorate C: Internal matters

Spokesman’s Group

Spokesman

‘Information for the Community’ section

‘Information for non-member countries’ section 
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Joint services of the executives of the 
European Communities in 1964

Press and Information Service of the 
European Communities

Director

Adviser responsible for links with the ECSC

Offices in capital cities: 

— Paris

— Bonn

— Rome

— The Hague

— London

— Washington

— New York

— Geneva

Legal Service of the European Executives

Director-General with special responsibility for 
EEC affairs

Director-General with special responsibility for 
ECSC affairs

Director-General with special responsibility for 
EAAC affairs

Assistant to the Directors-General with special 
responsibility for EEC and ECSC affairs

Statistical Office of the European Communities

Director-General

Directorate A: General statistics

Directorate B: Statistics on energy and overseas 
associated countries; data processing

Directorate C: Statistics on external trade and 
transport

Directorate D: Industrial and craft-sector statistics

Directorate E: Social statistics

Main Sector F: Agricultural statistics
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Organisation chart of the Commission of the European Communities 
on 22 August 1968 (1)

College

Secretariat‑General 

Legal Service

Spokesman’s Group

Statistical Office of the European 
Communities

Director-General

Adviser on mathematical models

Directorate A: General statistics and associated 
countries

Directorate B: Energy statistics

Directorate C: Statistics on the distributive trades 
and transport

Directorate D: Industrial and craft-sector statistics

Directorate E: Local statistics

Directorate F: Agricultural statistics

DG I: External Relations

Director-General

Directorate A: General affairs, external relations 
in the scientific, technical and nuclear fields 

Directorate B: External relations with European 
countries, accession, association, preferential 
agreements

Directorate C: General policy on the developing 
countries, bilateral relations and economic 
organisations of the United Nations

External offices:

— Delegation to the United Kingdom

— Delegation to the international organisations 
in Geneva

— Delegation to the OECD

— Liaison Office in Washington

— Liaison Office in Santiago (Chile)

DG II: Economic and Financial Affairs

Director-General

Secretariat to the Monetary Committee

Directorate A: National economies and 
short-term economic policy

Directorate B: Economic structure and 
development 

Directorate C: Monetary matters

Directorate D: Budgetary and financial matters

DG III: Industrial Affairs

Director-General

Principal Adviser

Directorate A: Studies and industrial policy

Directorate B: Steel

Directorate C: Sectors and industrial applications

Directorate D: Customs

Directorate E: Movement of goods

DG IV: Competition

Director-General

Directorate A: General competition policy

Directorate B: Restrictive practices, dominant 
positions, private forms of discrimination 
(except in the energy and steel sectors)

Directorate C: Restricted practices, 
concentrations, private forms of 
discrimination (energy and steel)

Directorate D: State aid, discrimination and 
public enterprises, State monopolies

Directorate E: Oversight

(1)  Organisation chart as presented in the Courrier du personnel, 
No 30, 22 August 1968.
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DG V: Social Affairs

Director-General

Administrative unit attached to the 
Director-General:

— Reports, analyses and social aspects of 
Community policies 

Directorate A: Labour

Directorate B: Re-employment and rehabilitation

Directorate C: Social security and social action

Directorate D: Living and working conditions and 
industrial relations

Directorate E: Health protection

Directorate F: Occupational safety and health

DG VI: Agriculture

Director-General

Deputy Directors-General

Directorate A: International matters concerning 
agriculture

Directorate B: Organisation of markets in root 
crops

Directorate C: Organisation of markets in 
livestock products

Directorate D: Organisation of markets in 
specialised crops, fishery products and 
forestry products

Directorate E: Agricultural economy and structure

Directorate F: European Agricultural Guidance 
and Guarantee Fund

DG VII: Transport

Director-General

Directorate A: General development of the 
common transport policy and market access 

Directorate B: Transport prices and conditions 

Directorate C: Harmonisation — coordination 
and infrastructure charging

DG VIII: Development Aid

Director-General

Directorate A: General matters and training 

Directorate B: Development policy and studies 

Directorate C: European Development Fund

Directorate D: Production and trade

DG IX: Personnel and Administration

Director-General

Deputy Director-General in Luxembourg

Directorate A: Staff, recruitment and careers

Directorate B: Management and individual rights

Directorate C: Administration

Directorate for Publications

DG X: Press and Information

Director-General

Directorate A: Information and media

Directorate B: Information for particular sectors

Offices outside the Community: 

— Washington

— New York

— London

— Geneva

— Montevideo

Offices in the Community:

— Bonn

— Berlin

— Brussels

— The Hague

— Luxembourg

— Paris

— Rome
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DG XI: External Trade

Director-General

Deputy Director-General

Directorate A: Trade policy — multilateral matters 
and agricultural matters

Directorate B: Trade policy — objectives, 
instruments and industrial matters

DG XII: General Research and Technology

Director-General

Administrative units attached to the 
Director-General:

— Education, training, fundamental research

— General guidelines for nuclear programmes

Directorate A: Scientific and technological policy

Directorate B: Programmes and means of action

Directorate C: Technological operations 

DG XIII: Dissemination of Know‑How

Director-General

Directorate A: Transfer of technical know-how 
and industrial property

Directorate B: Information and documentation 
centre

DG XIV: Internal Market and 
Approximation of Legislation

Director-General

Administrative unit attached to the 
Director-General:

— Harmonisation policy, analyses and 
coordination

Directorate A: Right of establishment, services

Directorate B: Approximation of commercial and 
economic legislation

Directorate C: Banking and insurance,  
company law

Directorate D: Taxes

DG XV: Joint Research Centre

Director-General

Directorate A: Programmes

Directorate B: Administration

Directorate C: Structures and organisation

DG XVI: Regional Policy

Director-General

Directorate A: Studies and documentation

Directorate B: Development and conversion
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DG XVII: Energy

Director-General

Administrative unit attached to the 
Director-General: 

— Energy policy

Directorate A: Energy economy

Directorate B: Coal

Directorate C: Hydrocarbons

Directorate D: Nuclear energy, other primary 
sources, electricity

DG XVIII: Credit and Investment

Director-General

Directorate A: Credit

Directorate B: Investment

DG XIX: Budgets

Director-General

Directorate A: Operating budget and finances

Directorate B: Research budget, investment, 
redeployment

DG XX: Financial Control

Director-General — Financial Controller

Deputy Director-General — Financial Controller 
(for all areas controlled and with special 
responsibility for control in connection with 
atomic research)

Euratom Supply Agency

Director-General

Technical Adviser

Security Control

Director-General

Director for Security Control

Security Office

Director

Principal Adviser

Adviser
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Organisation chart of the Commission of the European Communities 
in June 1972 (1)

College

Secretariat‑General 

Legal Service

Spokesman’s Group

Statistical Office of the European 
Communities

Director-General

Adviser on Mathematical Models

Directorate A: General statistics and associated 
countries

Directorate B: Energy statistics

Directorate C: Trade and transport statistics

Directorate D: Industrial and small business 
statistics

Directorate E: Local statistics

Directorate F: Agricultural statistics

Commission Delegation for negotiations 
on enlargement of the European 
Communities

Administration of the customs union

(1)  Organisation chart as presented in the Annuaire de la Commission 
des Communautés européennes, June 1972.

DG I: External relations

Director-General 

Adviser

Directorate A: General affairs, external relations 
in the scientific, technical and nuclear fields

Directorate B: External relations with countries of 
the Mediterranean basin

Directorate C: General policy towards developing 
countries, bilateral relations and economic 
organisations of the United Nations

External offices:

— Washington

— London

— Paris (Delegation to the OECD)

— Santiago (Chile)

— Geneva (Delegation to the International 
Organisations)

DG II: Economic and Financial Affairs

Director-General

Adviser

Secretary to the Monetary Committee

Directorate A: National economies and economic 
trends

Directorate B: Economic structure and 
development 

Directorate C: Monetary affairs

Directorate D: Budgetary and financial matters

Office for liaison between the Commission and 
the European Investment Bank
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DG III: Industrial, Technological 
and Scientific Affairs

Director-General

Deputy Director-General responsible for industry 
and technology

Deputy Director-General responsible for scientific 
and research policy

Adviser

Administrative units attached to the Director-
General:

— Environmental matters

Administrative units attached to the Director-
General:

— Environmental matters

Administrative units attached to the Deputy 
Director-General responsible for industry and 
technology:

— Industrial and technological problems with 
third countries

— Harmonisation of industrial policy with the 
policy on development cooperation

Directorate A: Movement of goods

Directorate B: Industry — Technology — Steel

Directorate C: Industry — Technology — Nuclear 
and energy sectors

Directorate D: Industry — Technology — 
Electronics, data processing, aviation, space, 
new means of transport

Directorate E: Industry — Technology — Various 
sectors

Directorate F: Industrial and technological policy

Directorate G: Scientific policy and coordination 
of research

Scientific programmes

Attached administratively to DG III and 
answerable directly to the competent 
Commission member: Group on Teaching 
and Education

DG IV: Competition

Director-General

Directorate A: General competition policy

Directorate B: Restrictive practices, dominant 
positions, private forms of discrimination 
(except in the energy and steel sectors)

Directorate C: Restrictive practices, 
concentrations, private forms of 
discrimination (energy and steel)

Directorate D: Aid, discrimination and public 
enterprises, State monopolies

Directorate E: Inspection

DG V: Social Affairs

Director-General

Principal Adviser

Administrative unit attached to the Director-
General:

— Reports, analyses and social aspects of 
Community policies

Directorate A: Manpower 

Directorate B: Social Fund and readaptation

Directorate C: Social security and housing

Directorate D: Living and working conditions and 
industrial and trade relations 

Directorate E: Health protection

Directorate F: Industrial safety and medicine
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DG VI: Agriculture

Director-General

Deputy Directors-General

Directorate A: International affairs relating to 
agriculture

Directorate B: Organisation of markets in crop 
products

Directorate C: Organisation of markets in 
livestock products

Directorate D: Organisation of markets in 
specialised crops, fisheries and forestry

Directorate E: Economy and agricultural structure

Directorate F: European Agricultural Guidance 
and Guarantee Fund

DG VII: Transport

Director-General

Principal Adviser

Directorate A: General development of the 
common transport policy and market access

Directorate B: Transport rates and conditions

Directorate C: Harmonisation — Coordination 
and infrastructure charging

DG VIII: Development Aid

Director-General

Adviser

Deputy Director-General

Administrative unit attached directly to the 
Director-General:

— Regular reports

Administrative units attached directly to the 
Deputy Director-General:

— Financial questions relating to the EDF

— Secretariat of the EDF Committee

Directorate A: General affairs and training 

Directorate B: Trade and development

Directorate C: EDF programmes and projects

Directorate D: EDF technical operations

DG IX Personnel and Administration

Director-General

Adviser

Deputy Director-General in Luxembourg

Principal Adviser

Unit attached to the Director-General:

— Medical service

Directorate A: Staff

Directorate B: General services and equipment

Directorate C: Translation, interpreting and 
library



575Organisation charts of the Commission

DG X: Press and Information

Director-General

Administrative units attached to the Director-
General:

— Youth, adult education and university affairs

— Trade union information

Directorate A: Information

Directorate B: Means of information

Offices in the Community (1):

— Brussels

— Bonn

— The Hague

— Luxembourg

— Paris

— Rome

Press and information offices attached directly to 
the Head of Delegation (see DG I):

— United States

— United Kingdom

— Latin America

— Geneva

DG XI: External Trade

Director-General

Director-General a.i.

Special unit: Matters relating to the formulation 
of external economic policy

Directorate A: Trade policy: multilateral and 
agricultural matters

Directorate B: Trade policy: objectives, 
instruments and industrial matters

DG XIII (2): Dissemination of Knowledge

Director-General 

Technical Adviser (Coal research)

Committee for Information and Documentation 
in Science and Technology (CIDST)

Directorate A: Transfer of know-how and 
industrial property

Directorate B: Information and Documentation 
Centre

DG XIV: Internal Market 
and Approximation of Legislation

Director-General

Administrative unit attached to the Director-
General:

— Harmonisation policy, analysis and 
coordination

Directorate A: Right of establishment, services

Directorate B: Approximation of commercial and 
economic legislation

Directorate C: Banking and insurance, company 
law

Directorate D: Taxes

DG XVI (3): Regional Policy

Director-General

Directorate A: Studies and documentation

Directorate B: Development and conversion

(1) Attached directly to the Director-General.
(2) Within the meaning of Article 53 of the Euratom Treaty.
(3) There was no DG XV.



The European Commission 1958–72 — History and Memories of an Institution576

DG XVII: Energy and Control of Safety 
at Euratom

Director-General

Administrative units attached directly to the 
Director-General:

— Energy policy

— General affairs

Directorate A: Energy economy 

Directorate B: Coal

Directorate C: Hydrocarbons

Directorate D: Nuclear energy, other primary 
sources, electricity

Directorate E: Euratom safeguards

DG XVIII: Credit and Investments

Director-General

Directorate A: Borrowing and cash management

Directorate B: Investments and loans

DG XIX: Budgets

Director-General

Principal Adviser

Programme Evaluation Unit (PEU)

Directorate A: General budget and finances

Directorate B: Methods and operating budgets

DG XX: Financial Control

Director-General — Financial Control

Principal Adviser

Joint Research Centre

Director-General of the Joint Research Centre 
(JRC)

Principal Adviser

Special Adviser acting as Deputy Director-General

Institute in Geel (Central Office for Nuclear 
Measurements)

Institute in Karlsruhe (European Institute for 
Transuranium Elements)

Institute in Ispra

Euratom Supply Agency

Director-General (1)

Technical Adviser

Security Office

Director

Adviser

Office for Official Publications of the 
European Communities

Director

Principal Adviser

Publications

Sales

(1)  Within the meaning of Article 53 of the Euratom Treaty.
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Sources

1. Archives of the European Community institutions
Historical archives of the European Commission, Brussels (HAEC)

ECSC collection: CEAB
EEC and ECSC collections: BAC
Minutes of the meetings of the Commission of the European Economic Community, 
1958–67
Minutes of the meetings of the Commission of the European Communities, 
1967–72.

Archives of the Council of the European Union, Brussels (ACEU)
Historical archives of the European Union, Florence (HAEU)

EEC Council collection
European Parliament collection: EP

2. Archives of European personalities and bodies
Personal archives of Francesco Fresi, Paris
Personal archives of Marianne Noël-Bauer, Paris
Personal archives of Georges Rencki, Tervuren
Archives of the université libre de Bruxelles, Brussels (AULB)

Papers of Jean Rey: 126 PP
Bundesarchiv, Koblenz (BA)

Papers of Walter Hallstein: WH
Fondation Jean Monnet pour l’Europe, Lausanne (FJME)

Collection of the Action Committee for the United States of Europe: AMK
Collection of the correspondence of the Action Committee for the United States 
of Europe: AMK C
Robert Marjolin collection: ARM
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Collections deposited with the Historical Archives of the European Union, Florence 
(HAEU)

Émile Noël collection: EN
Franco Maria Malfatti collection: FMM
Altiero Spinelli collection: AS
Étienne Hirsch collection: EH
Jules Guéron collection: JG
Emanuele Gazzo collection: EG
Klaus Meyer collection: KM
Albert-Marie Gordiani collection: AMG

Fondation Paul-Henri Spaak, Brussels (FPHS)
Papers of Paul-Henri Spaak: PHS

Internationaal Instituut voor Sociale Geschiedenis, Amsterdam (IISG)
Mansholt archives: AM

Université catholique de Louvain (UCL), Archives of the Groupe d’étude ‘Histoire de 
l’Europe contemporaine’, Louvain-la-Neuve (GEHEC)

Pierre Bourguignon papers: PB

3. National archives

Belgium
Archives du service public fédéral des affaires étrangères (formerly Ministère  
des affaires étrangères) de Belgique, Brussels (AMAEB)

France
Archives du ministère des affaires étrangères de France, Paris (AMAEF)
Centre des archives économiques et financières, Savigny-le-Temple (CAEF)
Archives nationales françaises, Centre historique des archives nationales, Paris  
(ANF-CHAN)

555 AP: Georges Pompidou collection (GP)
Archives nationales françaises, Centre des archives contemporaines, Fontainebleau
(ANF-CAC)

Italy
Servizio Storico, Archivi e Documentazione, Rome (ASMAE)

Germany
Politisches Archiv des Auswärtigen Amts, Bonn (PAAA)

Netherlands
Archief ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken, The Hague (ABZN)
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4. Oral archives

Historical archives of the European Union, Florence (HAEU)
The transcription of these interviews will be available as from June 2007 at  
http://www.eui.eu/HAEU/OralHistory/EN/ECM.asp, heading ‘European Commission 
Oral History 1958–1972’:
•	 Group	interview	with	Fernand	Braun,	Giuseppe	Ciavarini	Azzi,	 

Jean-Claude Eeckhout, Jacqueline Lastenouse-Bury and Robert Pendville, conducted 
by Marie-Thérèse Bitsch and Yves Conrad, Louvain-la-Neuve, 19 October 2004.

•	 Michel	Albert,	Paris,	18	December	2003,	by	Éric	Bussière,	Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi	and	
Émilie	Willaert.

•	 Ernst	Albrecht,	Burgdorf/Beinhorn,	4	March	2004,	by	Jan	van	der	Harst	and	
Veronika Heyde.

•	 Clément	André,	Louvain-la-Neuve,	9	February	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	 
Julie Cailleau.

•	 Raymond	Barre,	Paris,	20	February	2004,	by	Marie-Thérèse	Bitsch,	Éric	Bussière	
and	Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi.

•	 Camille	Becker,	Louvain-la-Neuve,	4	March	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	 
Anaïs Legendre.

•	 Nicola	Bellieni,	Brussels,	19	December	2003,	by	Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi.
•	 Odile	Benoist-Lucy,	Paris,	27	January	2004,	by	Marie-Thérèse	Bitsch	and	 

Anaïs Legendre.
•	 Georges	Berthoin,	Paris,	31	January	2004,	by	Gérard	Bossuat	and	Anaïs	Legendre.
•	 Jean-Jacques	Beuve-Méry,	Brussels,	3	March	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	 

Myriam Rancon.
•	 Philippe	Bourdeau,	Brussels,	5	March	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	Julie	Cailleau.
•	 Fernand	Braun,	Brussels,	8	December	2003,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	and	 

Julie Cailleau.
•	 Georges	Brondel,	Paris,	25	February	2004,	by	Éric	Bussière,	Julie	Cailleau	and	

Armelle Demagny.
•	 Claude	Brus,	Paris,	5	December	2003,	by	Gérard	Bossuat	and	Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi.
•	 Paul-Henri	Buchet	and	Élisabeth	Buchet	née	Gangloff,	Brussels,	20	January	2004,	

by Yves Conrad and Julie Cailleau.
•	 Marcello	Burattini,	Brussels,	18	February	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	Julie	Cailleau.
•	 Daniel	Cardon	de	Lichtbuer,	Brussels,	12	November	2003,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	

and Myriam Rancon.
•	 Michel	Carpentier,	Paris,	5	January	2004,	by	Éric	Bussière	and	Arthe	Van	Laer.
•	 Manfred	Caspari,	Munich,	18	February	2004,	by	Veronika	Heyde.
•	 Jean	Chapperon,	La	Garde-Freinet,	23	January	2004,	by	Jean-Marie	Palayret	and	

Anaïs Legendre.
•	 Giuseppe	Ciavarini	Azzi,	Brussels,	6	February	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	 

Myriam Rancon.
•	 Paolo	Clarotti,	Brussels,	28	November	2003,	by	Éric	Bussière	and	 

Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi.
•	 Paul	Collowald,	Brussels,	2	December	2003,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	Myriam	Rancon.
•	 Leo	Crijns,	Maastricht,	3	December	2003,	by	Jan	van	der	Harst	and	Nienke	Betlem.
•	 Pierre	Cros,	Brussels,	8	December	2003,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	Anaïs	Legendre.
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•	 Pierre	Defraigne,	Brussels,	16	December	2004,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	and	 
Julie Cailleau.

•	 Jean	Degimbe,	Brussels,	15	December	2003,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	and	 
Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi.

•	 Frans	De	Koster,	Brussels,	14	November	2004,	by	Gérard	Bossuat	and	 
Myriam Rancon.

•	 Margot	Delfosse	née	Frey,	Brussels,	25	October	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	
Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi.

•	 Jean-François	Deniau,	Paris,	3	and	10	November	2004,	by	Gérard	Bossuat	and	
Anaïs Legendre.

•	 Yves	Desbois,	Tervuren,	3	December	2003,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	Myriam	Rancon.
•	 Fausta	Deshormes	née	La	Valle,	Brussels,	2	February	2004,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	

and Julie Cailleau.
•	 Gaetano	Donà,	Padua,	21	January	2004,	by	Antonio	Varsori	and	 

Veronica Scognamiglio.
•	 Wilma	Donà	née	Viscardini,	Padua,	25	February	2004,	by	Antonio	Varsori	and	

Veronica Scognamiglio.
•	 Ivo	Dubois,	Brussels,	22	December	2003,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	Anaïs	Legendre.
•	 Pierre	Duchâteau,	Brussels,	22	December	2003,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	 

Anaïs Legendre.
•	 Rudolf	Dumont	du	Voitel,	Tervuren,	1	December	2003,	by	Veronika	Heyde	and	

Myriam Rancon.
•	 Jean	Durieux,	Brussels,	3	March	2004,	by	Anaïs	Legendre.
•	 Jean-Claude	Eeckhout,	Brussels,	3	December	2003,	by	Julie	Cailleau.
•	 Claus-Dieter	Ehlermann,	Brussels,	29	January	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	 

Myriam Rancon.
•	 Hubert	Ehring,	Brussels,	4	June	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	Myriam	Rancon.
•	 Henri	Étienne,	Strasbourg,	12	January	2004,	by	Marie-Thérèse	Bitsch	and	 

Myriam Rancon.
•	 Carlo	Facini,	Brussels,	18	February	2004,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	and	 

Veronica Scognamiglio.
•	 Jacques	Ferrandi,	Ajaccio,	28	and	29	May	2004,	by	Jean-Marie	Palayret	and	 

Anaïs Legendre.
•	 Jean	Flory,	Paris,	3	December	2003,	by	Marie-Thérèse	Bitsch,	Éric	Bussière	and	

Anaïs Legendre.
•	 Francesco	Fresi,	Paris,	5	February	2004,	by	Gérard	Bossuat	and	Anaïs	Legendre.
•	 Franz	Froschmaier,	Brussels,	19	January	2004,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	and	 

Julie Cailleau.
•	 Renée	Haferkamp-Van	Hoof,	Brussels,	12	February	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	

Myriam Rancon.
•	 Victor	Hauwaert,	Tervuren,	30	March	2005,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	 

Corinne Schroeder.
•	 Fritz	Hellwig,	Bonn,	3	June	2004,	by	Wilfried	Loth	and	Veronika	Heyde.
•	 Heinz	Henze,	Brussels,	18	December	2003,	by	Veronika	Heyde	and	 

Myriam Rancon.
•	 Axel	Herbst,	Bonn,	25	May	2004,	by	Wilfried	Loth	and	Veronika	Heyde.
•	 Michel	Jacquot,	Brussels,	19	December,	by	Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi.
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•	 Andreas	Kees,	Berlin,	17	November	2004,	by	Veronika	Heyde.
•	 Norbert	Kohlhase,	Strasbourg,	26	May	2004,	by	Marie-Thérèse	Bitsch	and	 

Myriam Rancon.
•	 Max	Kohnstamm,	Fenffe,	30	May	2005,	by	Jan	van	der	Harst	and	Anjo	Harryvan.
•	 Jacqueline	Lastenouse	née	Bury,	Brussels,	21	January	2004,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	

and Julie Cailleau.
•	 Régine	Leveugle-Joly,	Sint-Stevens-Woluwe,	1	October	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	

Anaïs Legendre.
•	 Guy	Levie,	Brussels,	3	March	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad.
•	 Paul	Luyten,	Brussels,	21	October	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	Anaïs	Legendre.
•	 Manfredo	Macioti,	Brussels,	6	July	2005,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	and	 

Corinne Schroeder.
•	 Alfonso	Mattera	Ricigliano,	Brussels,	25	November	2004,	by	Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi.
•	 Klaus	Meyer,	Bonn,	16	December	2003,	by	Wilfried	Loth	and	Veronika	Heyde.
•	 Bernhard	Molitor,	Remagen,	19	February	2004,	by	Veronika	Heyde.
•	 Karl-Heinz	Narjes,	Bonn,	24	May	2004,	by	Wilfried	Loth	and	Veronika	Heyde.
•	 Klaus	Otto	Nass,	Paris,	2	April	2004,	by	Wilfried	Loth	and	Veronika	Heyde.
•	 Beniamino	(Bino)	Olivi,	Brussels,	26	January	and	9	February	2004,	 

by Michel Dumoulin and Myriam Rancon.
•	 Gérard	Olivier,	Paris,	4	December	2003,	by	Gérard	Bossuat	and	Myriam	Rancon.
•	 Serge	Orlowski,	Brussels,	29	November	2004,	by	Julie	Cailleau.
•	 Aurelio	Pappalardo,	Brussels,	26	January	2004,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	and	 

Veronica Scognamiglio.
•	 Robert	Pendville,	Brussels,	16	December	2003,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	Julie	Cailleau.
•	 Riccardo	Perissich,	Rome,	2	February	2004,	by	Antonio	Varsori	and	 

Veronica Scognamiglio.
•	 John	Peters,	Woluwé-Saint-Pierre,	29	January	2004,	by	Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi.
•	 Detalmo	Pirzio-Biroli,	Udine,	16	June	2004,	by	Antonio	Varsori	and	 

Veronica Scognamiglio.
•	 Ernesto	Previdi,	Wezembeek-Oppem,	26	January	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	 

Julie Cailleau.
•	 Jacques-René	Rabier,	Brussels,	8	January	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	Julie	Cailleau.
•	 Giovanni	Ravasio,	Genval,	7	July	2004,	by	Éric	Bussière	and	Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi.
•	 Georges	Rencki,	Tervuren,	13	January	2004,	by	Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi.
•	 Gianfranco	Rocca,	Brussels,	7	July	2004,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	and	 

Veronica Scognamiglio.
•	 Dieter	Rogalla,	Sprockhövel,	18	December	2003,	by	Wilfried	Loth	and	 

Veronika Heyde.
•	 Paul	Romus,	Brussels,	20	January	2004,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	and	 

Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi.
•	 Renato	Ruggiero,	Milan,	15	July	2004,	by	Veronica	Scognamiglio.
•	 Armand	Saclé,	Paris,	28	January	2004,	by	Éric	Bussière,	Veronika	Heyde	and	

Laurent Warlouzet.
•	 Manuel	Santarelli,	Kraainem,	4	March	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	Myriam	Rancon.
•	 Carlo	Scarascia-Mugnozza,	Rome,	24	March	2004,	by	Antonio	Varsori	and	

Veronica Scognamiglio.
•	 Ivo	Schwartz,	Tervuren,	16	January	2004,	by	Veronika	Heyde	and	Myriam	Rancon.
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•	 Jean-Claude	Séché,	Brussels,	8	June	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	Myriam	Rancon.
•	 Claudio	Segré,	Geneva,	3	March	2004,	by	Éric	Bussière	and	Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi.
•	 Marc	Sohier,	Brussels,	3	June	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	Myriam	Rancon.
•	 Umberto	Stefani,	Brussels,	20	January	2004,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	and	Julie	Cailleau.
•	 Ernest	Steinmetz,	Louvain-la-Neuve,	5	March	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	 

Julie Cailleau.
•	 Jean	Stenico,	Brussels,	24	February	2004,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	and	 

Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi.
•	 Robert	Sünnen,	Overijse,	25	February	2004,	by	Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi.
•	 Anne	Maria	ten	Geuzendam,	Brussels,	17	December	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	

Corinne Schroeder.
•	 Ursula	Thiele,	Brussels,	20	October	2004,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	and	Anaïs	Legendre.
•	 Ezio	Toffanin,	Louvain-la-Neuve,	17	February	2004,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	and	

Veronica Scognamiglio.
•	 Robert	Toulemon,	Paris,	17	December	2003,	by	Éric	Bussière,	Gérard	Bossuat	and	

Anaïs Legendre.
•	 Gianluigi	Valsesia,	Brussels,	4	December	2003,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	Julie	Cailleau.
•	 Jacques	Vandamme,	Brussels,	21	January	2004,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	and	 

Julie Cailleau.
•	 Jacob	Jan	van	der	Lee,	The	Hague,	15	December	2003,	by	Jan	van	der	Harst	and	

Nienke Betlem.
•	 Guy	and	Lydia	Vanhaeverbeke,	Brussels,	25	February	2004,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	

and Anaïs Legendre.
•	 Karel	Van	Miert,	Beersel,	19	August	2005,	by	Michel	Dumoulin	and	Julie	Cailleau.
•	 Willem-Jan	van	Slobbe,	Nijmegen,	6	January	2004,	by	Nienke	Betlem.
•	 Henri-Marie	Varenne,	Paris,	17	December	2003,	by	Gérard	Bossuat	and	 

Anaïs Legendre.
•	 Pieter	VerLoren	van	Themaat,	Bilthoven,	13	February	2004,	by	Jan	van	der	Harst	

and Nienke Betlem.
•	 Marcell	von	Donat,	Munich,	18	February	2004,	by	Veronika	Heyde.
•	 Hans	von	der	Groeben,	Rheinbach,	16	December	2003,	by	Wilfried	Loth	and	

Veronika Heyde.
•	 Astrid	von	Hardenberg,	Berlin,	16	November	2004,	by	Veronika	Heyde.
•	 Heinrich	von	Moltke,	Tervuren,	22	January	2004,	by	Julie	Cailleau	and	 

Arthe Van Laer.
•	 Helmut	von	Verschuer,	Nentershausen,	3	March	2004,	by	Jan	van	der	Harst	and	

Veronika Heyde.
•	 Pierre	Wathelet,	Brussels,	8	June	2004,	by	Yves	Conrad	and	Ghjiseppu	Lavezzi.
•	 Edmund	P.	Wellenstein,	The	Hague,	17	December	2003,	by	Jan	van	der	Harst	and	

Nienke Betlem.
•	 Johannes	Westhoff,	Laren/Eemnes,	7	January	2004,	by	Anjo	Harryvan	and	 

Nienke Betlem.
•	 Erich	Wirsing,	Tervuren,	2	March	2004,	by	Veronika	Heyde	and	Myriam	Rancon.

NB:  The interviews have been translated as required for the different editions of this 
work.
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1. Bibliography
Retrospective bibliography

No retrospective bibliography exists. If necessary, consult:

•	 Dumoulin,	 M.	 and	 Trausch,	 G.	 (eds),	 Les historiographies de la construction 
européenne — Actes du colloque de Louvain-la-Neuve des 11 et 12 septembre 1991, 
number of the Lettre d’Information des Historiens de l’Europe contemporaine/
Historians of Contemporary Europe Newsletter, Vol. 7, Nos 1 and 2, 1992).

•	 Kaiser,	W.,	 ‘From	 State	 to	 society?	 The	 historiography	 of	 European	 integration’,	 
in Cini, M. and Bourne, A. K., Palgrave advances in European Union studies, 
Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, 2006, pp. 190–208.

•	 König,	M.	and	Schulz,	M.,	‘Die	Bundesrepublik	Deutschland	und	die	europäische	
Einigung:	Trends	und	Kontroversen	der	Integrationshistoriographie’,	in	König,	M.	
and Schulz, M. (Hrsg.), Die Bundesrepublik Deutschland und die europäische 
Einigung, 1949–2000, Politische Akteure, gesellschaftliche Kräfte und internationale 
Erfahrungen — Festschrift für Wolf D. Gruner zum 60. Geburtstag, Franz Steiner 
Verlag, Stuttgart, 2002, pp. 15–36.

•	 Varsori,	A.,	‘La	storiografia	sull’integrazione	europea’,	Europa/Europe, nuova serie, 
Vol. X, No 1, 2001, pp. 69–93.

Since the works mentioned above do not claim to be exhaustive, consultation of the 
European Yearbook — Annuaire Européen,	Vol.	XXX,	Nijhoff,	The	Hague/Paris,	1984,	
which contains a cumulative list of the articles published in Volumes I to XXIX, is 
recommended. It should be noted that many of these articles are in the nature of source 
works. In addition, the Nouvelles Universitaires Européennes/European University News, 
published by the University Information Unit in DG X (last part published: No 202–203, 
January 1999), is a high-quality source of bibliographical information.
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For national historiographies, see:
•	 Bossuat,	G.,	Histoire des constructions européennes au XXe siècle — Bibliographie 

thématique commentée des travaux français, ‘Euroclio’ collection, Références 
series, Peter Lang, Berne [...] Vienna, 1994.

•	 Dumoulin,	 M.,	 ‘La	 Belgique	 et	 la	 construction	 européenne:	 un	 essai	 de	 bilan	
historiographique’, in Dumoulin, M., Duchenne, G. and Van Laer, A. (eds), La Belgique, 
les petits États et la construction européenne — Actes du colloque de clôture de la VIIe 
chaire Glaverbel d’études européennes 2001–2002 (Louvain-la-Neuve, les 24, 25 et 
26 avril 2002), Peter Lang, Brussels [...] Vienna, 2003, pp. 15–37.

•	 Gerbet,	 P.,	 La France et la construction européenne — Essai d’historiographie, 
‘Euroclio’ collection, Références series, Peter Lang, Berne [...] Vienna, 1995.

•	 Nies-Berchem,	 M.,	 ‘L’historiographie	 luxembourgeoise	 et	 la	 construction	 euro-
péenne’, in Trausch, G. et al., Le Luxembourg face à la construction européenne/
Luxemburg und die europäische Einigung, Robert Schuman European Study and 
Research Centre, Luxembourg, 1996, pp. 253–262.

Current bibliography

A current bibliography of the books, articles, memoirs and theses on the history of 
European integration has been published at Louvain-la-Neuve (1987–95), in Historiens 
de l’Europe contemporaine/Historians of Contemporary Europe. The Journal of 
European Integration History (Luxembourg) has, since 1995, provided an up-to-date 
record of research in this field. Other scientific reviews regularly publish contributions 
to the history of European integration during the period covered by this publication. 
See in particular Contemporary European History, the Journal of Common Market 
Studies and the European Review of History.

For the sources, see:
•	 Melchionni,	M.	G.	(ed.),	Fonti e luoghi della documentazione europea — Istruzioni 

per l’uso,	Università	degli	Studi	di	Roma	‘La	Sapienza’,	Facoltà	di	Economia,	Rome,	
2000.

2. Method
•	 Descamps,	Fl.,	L’historien, l’archiviste et le magnétophone — de la constitution de 

la source orale à son exploitation, ‘Histoire économique et financière de la France’ 
collection, Sources series, 2nd edition, ministère de l’économie, des finances et de 
l’industrie, CHEFF, Paris, 2005.

•	 Wallenborn,	 H.,	 L’historien, la parole des gens et l’écriture de l’histoire — le 
témoignage à l’aube du XXIe siècle, Labor, Brussels, 2006.

3. Chronologies
In general:
•	 Boudant,	 J.	 and	 Gounelle,	 M.,	 Les grandes dates de l’Europe communautaire, 

‘Essentiels’ collection, Larousse, Paris, 1989.
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•	 Clavel,	 J.-Cl.	 and	Collet,	 P.,	L’Europe au fil des jours — Les jeunes années de la 
construction européenne 1948–1978,	 ‘Notes	et	Études	documentaires’	collection, 
No 4509–4510, La Documentation française, 10 April 1979.

•	 Olivi,	 B.,	 L’Europe difficile — Histoire politique de l’intégration européenne, 
nouvelle édition, Gallimard, Paris, 2001, pp. 775–870.

•	 Vanthoor,	W.	 F.	V.,	A chronological history of the European Union, 1946–2001, 
Elgar, Cheltenham, 2002.

From 1958 to 1969:

•	 Dörsch,	H.	J.	and	Legros,	H.,	Les faits et les décisions de la Communauté économique 
européenne — Chronologie des Communautés européennes 1958–1964, Vol. 1, 
Éditions	de	l’université	de	Bruxelles,	Brussels,	1969.

•	 Dörsch,	H.	J.	and	Legros,	H.,	Les faits et les décisions de la Communauté économique 
européenne — Chronologie des Communautés européennes 1965–1968, Vol. 2, 
Éditions	de	l’université	de	Bruxelles,	Brussels,	1973.

•	 Dörsch,	H.	J.,	Les faits et les décisions de la Communauté économique européenne 
— Chronologie des Communautés européennes 1969,	Vol.	3,	Éditions	de	l’université	
de Bruxelles, Brussels, 1978.

4. Edited sources

•	 Akten zur Auswärtigen Politik der Bundesrepublik Deutschland 1966 (AAPD), 
Vol. 2, Oldenbourg, Munich, 1997.

•	 Ballini,	P.	L.	and	Varsori,	A.	(eds),	L’Italia e l’Europa (1947–1979), 2 vols, Rubbettino, 
Soveria Mannelli, 2004.

•	 Harryvan,	A.	G.	and	Harst,	 J.	van	der,	Documents on European Union, Palgrave 
Macmillan, Basingstoke, 1997.

•	 Le	rôle	des	ministères	des	Finances	et	de	l’Économie	dans	la	construction	européenne	
(1957–1978), Vol.	II,	‘Journées	préparatoires	tenues	à	Bercy	le	14	novembre	1997	
et	le	29	janvier	1998’, ‘Histoire économique et financière de la France’ collection, 
Animation de la recherche series, CHEFF, Paris, 2002.

•	 Ministère	 des	 affaires	 étrangères	 (Paris),	 direction	 des	 archives,	 Documents 
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Ehring, Hubert 208, 225, 230, 251, 254, 385, 582
Eichner, Hans 305
Eisenhower, Dwight David 346
Eliasmöller,	Hans	 481
Entringer, Henri 183
Erhard, Ludwig 55, 59, 62–63, 69, 72–73, 77, 82, 

96, 100, 107–108, 330–331, 397
Ernst, Wolfgang 342–343, 350
Esch, Bastiaan van der 484
Étienne,	 Henri	 32,	 46,	 104,	 123,	 192–193,	 198,	

209–210, 212–214, 229–230, 238, 246–247, 
443, 445, 447, 455, 582

Etzel, Franz 40
Eyskens, Gaston 47, 110

F
Facini, Carlo 231, 582
Falchi, Giovanni 183–184
Fanfani, Amintore 96–97, 104, 496
Faniel, Robert 342
Faure, Maurice 36, 72, 76, 206, 389
Fayat, Hendrik 247
Feipel, André 362

Ferrandi, Jacques 171, 182–183, 196, 211, 213, 
215, 253, 382, 388–390, 582

Ferro, Luigi 467
Figgures, Frank 534
Fina, Thomas W. 270
Finet, Paul 73, 252
Flory, Jean 48, 56, 95, 166–167, 170, 183, 186, 

189, 196–197, 200, 204, 323–324, 330, 346, 
354, 363, 397, 457, 505, 582

Foch, René 492
Fontaine, François 32, 148, 508, 516, 518, 524, 527
Fontana Rava, Giampaolo 159
Fouchet, Christian 65, 68–69, 71–72, 113, 129, 

138, 148, 171
Franco, Francisco 362
François-Poncet, Jean 389
Frankeur, Paul 288
Freidberg, Stephen 513
Fresi, Francesco 210, 213, 217, 347, 547–550, 

555, 582
Frey, Margot, married name Delfosse 212, 250, 

582
Froschmaier, Franz 221, 247, 312, 480, 482, 582
Fürler,	Hans	 67

G
Gagarin, Yuri 21
Gangloff,	Élisabeth,	married	name	Buchet	 581
Gaucher 132
Gaudet, Michel 32, 73, 77, 121, 189, 209–210, 

224–226, 256, 260, 518, 539
Gaulle, Charles de 55, 57, 61–63, 65–67, 70, 73, 

77, 83, 85–86, 89–91, 94, 96–100, 102, 104, 
107–108, 113, 116, 118, 127–128, 138, 148, 
171–175, 186, 190, 209, 232, 246, 256, 259, 
324, 327, 329, 331–332, 334, 346, 393, 397, 
399, 401, 403, 489, 494, 496–498, 518, 526, 
542–543, 545, 552–553

Gazzo, Emanuele 163, 212, 508
Genuardi, Gabriele 347, 481
Gérard, Hélène 109
Gérard, Max-Léo 109
Gevers, Françoise 110
Gilson, Jean 285
Giscard d’Estaing, Valéry 403
Götz,	Hans	Herbert	 86
Grewe, Wilhelm 82
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Groeben, Hans von der 16, 32, 47–48, 51, 56–57, 
59, 62–63, 77, 83, 89, 108, 117, 133, 166, 182–
184, 187, 189, 191, 194–196, 213, 221, 231–
232, 238, 251, 295, 303–309, 311–312, 314, 
316, 328–329, 397, 399, 412–413, 416–417, 
419, 424, 446, 448, 474–475, 478, 497, 509, 
520, 528, 530, 584

Gronsveld, Joseph van 226
Grynberg, Arlette 254
Guazzugli-Marini, Giulio 208, 236
Guéron, Jules 491, 494
Guieu, Pierre 313
Guillemin, René 253

H
Haas, Ernst 38
Haferkamp, Renée: see Hertz, Renée
Haferkamp, Wilhelm 132, 149–150, 155–157, 

184–186, 394, 478, 480, 482–483
Hallstein, Walter 14–16, 36, 42, 46, 48–49, 51, 

56–62, 64–70, 72–74, 76–100, 102–104, 107–
108, 111–113, 115, 121, 126, 140, 155, 162, 
166, 169, 172–174, 178–179, 182–183, 186–
187, 189–196, 198–199, 204, 206, 209–215, 
217–219, 221–222, 225–227, 229, 231–232, 
235, 247–248, 251–252, 256, 261–262, 266, 
271, 273, 276, 303, 321–322, 324–325, 328–
329, 332, 340, 344–346, 350–352, 354, 356, 
359, 361, 365, 367, 372, 382–383, 397, 399, 
441, 475, 497, 507, 512–513, 518–519, 526, 
534–536, 538–542, 544, 548, 552

Hammer, Dieter 140
Hardenberg, Astrid von 584
Harkort,	[Günther]	 343,	365
Harmel, Pierre 120, 132, 528
Harryvan,	Anjo	 583–584
Harst, Jan van der 27, 581, 583–584
Hartmann, Jacques 481
Hartung 551
Hauwaert, Victor 582
Heath, Edward 146, 541–542, 552, 555
Heidenreich, Curt 345, 347, 488
Hellmann, Rainer 508
Hellwig, Fritz 184, 192, 238, 254, 375, 474–475, 

498, 582
Hendus, Heinrich 379

Henze, Heinz 441, 582
Herbst, Axel 244, 341–342, 350, 540, 582
Heringa, Berend 167, 170, 319–320, 326, 329–

330, 333, 350
Herlitska, André 435
Herter, Christian 356
Hertz, Renée, married name Van Hoof and then 

Haferkamp 56, 191, 234, 325, 582
Hettlage, Karl-Maria 228
Heuss, Theodor 49, 84
Heyde, Veronika 27, 581–584
Hichter, Marcel 117
Hijzen,	Theodorus	 340–343,	345,	350
Hillery, Patrick 550
Hirsch,	Étienne	 66–68,	71–73,	76,	173,	181,	198,	

361, 497
Hitler, Adolf 172, 189
Holtz, Theodor 254
Houphouët-Boigny, Félix 382, 387
Hoven, Alex 48, 118, 122
Hüttebräuker,	Rudolf	 330

I
Ingrao, Pietro 19

J
Jacchia, Enrico 481
Jacoangeli, Giuseppe 185
Jacquemart, Claude 290
Jacquot, Michel 319, 356, 582
Jaenicke, Joachim 82
Janz, Louis 520
Jeanneney, Jean-Marcel 403, 477
Jenkins, Roy 394
Johnson, Lyndon B. 367, 373
Joly, Régine, married name Leveugle 122, 583
Jonker,	Sjouke	 140,	143,	169,	185
Jung, Robert 526

K
Kaisen, Wilhelm 80
Karnebeek, Maurits van 226
Kees, Andreas 583
Keita, Modibo 382
Kemal, Mustafa: see Ataturk
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Kennedy, John F. 89, 356, 394
Kergolay, Roland de 342, 350, 393, 539, 547
Kérien, Jean-Pierre 288
Khrushchev, Nikita 19
Kiesinger, Kurt Georg 49, 86, 108
Kleffens, Eelco van 344–345, 361
Kogon, Eugen 288
Kohl, Helmut 86, 88–89
Kohlhase, Norbert 84, 89, 105, 210, 214, 232, 

245, 513, 583
Kohnstamm, Max 71, 81, 198–199, 224, 307, 534, 

583
Kouwenhoven, Adriaan 547
Krafft, Wilhelm 184
Krag, Jens Otto 551
Kraus, Lucien 182–183, 444
Krekeler, Heinz L. 344
Kreyssig, Gerhard 450, 514, 523
Krohn, Hans-Broder 320, 373–374
Kulakowski, Jan 435
Küsters,	Hanns	Jürgen	 23
Kymmell, Jaap 536

L
Lahnstein, Manfred 145, 185, 196
Lahr, Rolf 96, 108, 537–538
La Martinière, Dominique de 315
Lambert, John 512
Lambert, Lamberto 182–183, 196, 431
Lapie, Pierre-Olivier 474, 476
Lardinois, Pierre 336
Larock, Victor 38, 111
Lastenouse, Jacqueline: see Bury, Jacqueline
La Taille, Emmanuel de 123
La Valle, Fausta, married name Deshormes 121, 

196, 518, 521, 523–525, 582
Lavezzi,	Ghjiseppu	 27,	581–584
Layton, Christopher 185, 196, 469, 503
Leber, Georg 453
Lecanuet, Jean 173, 209, 518
Leclercq, Jean 481
Leconte, Jacques 547
L’Écotais,	Yann	de	 518,	526
Ledent, Suzanne, married name Rey 123
Lee, Jacob Jan (Jaap) van der 48–49, 166–169, 

182, 320–321, 384, 389, 584

Legendre, Anaïs 27, 581–584
Leistikow, Theo 253
Lemaignen, Robert 48, 51, 56, 59, 167, 182, 186, 

191, 193, 194–196, 325, 380, 384, 389, 512, 
514, 525

Lénier, Christiane 288
Lennep, Emile van 372, 399–400
Leny, Jean-Claude 495
Leone, Giovanni 154
Léopold III (King of the Belgians) 110
Lerner, Daniel 518
Leveugle, Régine: see Joly, Régine
Levie, Guy 214, 225, 583
Levi Sandri, Lionello 108, 132–133, 154, 182–184, 

193–195, 221, 238–239, 416, 429, 431, 433–
436, 520, 530

Lewis, Jeffrey 38
Linthorst Homan, Johannes 36, 38, 325, 328, 

344–345, 535–538, 540
Loeff, Josephus 184, 342, 547
Loir, Philippe 480–481, 486
Long, François 481, 486–487
Longo, Giorgio 347, 481
Loth, Wilfried 27, 582–584
Lucion, Pierre 48, 122, 182–183
Ludwig, Siegfried von 481
Lumumba, Patrice 382
Luns, Joseph 36, 96–97, 104, 107, 166, 173, 199, 

546
Luyten, Paul 114, 583
Luzzatto, Riccardo 342

M
Machiels, Christine 45, 247
Macioti, Manfredo 241, 247, 583
Macmillan, Harold 45, 353, 361, 533, 535–536, 

552
Magnette, Charles 123
Maignal, Charles 523
Malavasi, Corrado 418
Malfatti, Franco Maria 136–145, 147, 153–163, 

175–176, 179, 184–186, 196, 201–202, 204, 
206, 208, 215, 217, 340–341, 359, 365, 373–
374, 408, 410, 421, 484–485, 517, 530, 539, 
544, 547–548, 550, 553–555

Maltzahn, Dieter 547
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Malvé, Pierre 346
Malvestiti, Piero 48, 51, 56, 59, 66, 166, 182, 186, 

191, 194–195
Mansholt, Sicco Leendert 16, 33, 47–49, 51, 56, 

59, 61–62, 64, 69–70, 74, 77, 84, 92–95, 100, 
102, 108, 111, 114–116, 132, 136–137, 140–
141, 143, 145, 147–150, 155, 157, 165–180, 
182–187, 189–191, 193–196, 200, 203, 206, 
208–209, 215, 218, 245, 317, 319–337, 340, 
350, 356, 380, 384–385, 408–410, 413, 421, 
424, 469, 511–512, 515, 527, 530, 534, 538–
540, 542, 544, 548, 552–553

Maquestiau, Robert 529
Marc, Alexandre 207
Marchini	Càmia,	Antonio	 27,	29,	33
Maréchal, André 495, 498
Marjolin,	Robert	 16,	38,	46–48,	51,	56–57,	59,	61,	

64, 66, 74, 77, 94–95, 98–99, 111, 113, 166, 
169–170, 178–179, 182–183, 186–187, 189–
192, 194–195, 200, 206–207, 213, 218, 222, 
232, 244, 246, 250–251, 256, 273, 292, 327, 
343, 350–357, 371, 392–394, 396–399, 412–
414, 416, 441, 471, 473–475, 477–479, 489, 
495, 512, 516, 530, 534, 538–540, 552

Marshall, George C. 55, 288, 398, 424, 473, 496
Mart, Marcel 508
Martino, Edoardo 133, 184, 340–341, 350, 553
Martino, Gaetano 36, 77
Massé, Pierre 397
Mattera Ricigliano, Alfonso 295, 583
Maudling, Reginald 45, 114, 354
Mayer, René 40, 77, 111, 214, 227, 252–253, 480
Mayne, Richard 512, 516, 519
Mazio, Aldo Maria 345–346
McBride 45
McCarthy, Joseph 347
Meadows, Dennis L. 175
Medi, Enrico 493
Merten, Richard 262
Mertens de Wilmars, Joseph 30
Meyer, Klaus 64, 95, 141, 143, 145, 147, 209–210, 

213–215, 219, 373–374, 400, 583
Meyer-Burckhardt, Martin 320, 534
Meyers, Clara 512–513, 516
Meynaud, Jean 463
Michel, Georges 419
Millet, Pierre 358, 418, 472–473

Mines, Guy 185
Minoletti, Bruno 444
Miranda, Ugo 481
Mirschinka, Herbert 480–481
Mitterrand, François 209
Molitor, André 42
Molitor, Bernhard 583
Mollet, Guy 49, 59, 77–78, 206, 209, 212–213, 

218, 222
Moltke, Heinrich von 207, 271, 489, 497, 499, 

503, 505, 584
Mondaini, Guido 48, 182
Monnet, Jean 27, 29, 32, 47–49, 57, 66, 69, 71–72, 

77, 81, 84, 86–89, 98, 111, 115, 119, 136–138, 
146, 166, 186, 192, 198–199, 205–207, 209, 
212, 214, 218, 222, 224–225, 241, 245, 252, 
259, 266–268, 271, 307, 344–347, 351, 361, 
373–374, 393–394, 397–398, 402, 427, 464, 
480, 507–508, 512, 514, 519, 521, 524, 533, 
544, 549, 555

Moons, Jef 508
Moreau, Jean 523, 525
Morgan, Roger 214
Moro, Aldo 154–155, 158, 161
Morpurgo, Domenico 422
Mosca, Ugo 392, 418
Motz, Roger 46
Moulin, Jean 264
Mounier, Emmanuel 264
Mozer, Alfred 166–169, 171, 176, 182–184, 196, 

209, 320, 534
Much, Walter 157, 209
Müller-Armack,	Alfred	 64,	395,	397

N
Narjes,	Karl-Heinz	 58–59,	61,	86,	91–92,	94,	96,	

102, 107, 183, 196, 209, 214, 497, 519–521, 583
Nass, Klaus Otto 539, 547, 583
Nasser, Gamal Abdel 19
Natali, Lorenzo 334
Neef, Fritz 62, 358
Neumark, Fritz 314
Nicolas, Pierre 345
Niemöller,	Martin	 80
Nixon, Richard 118, 145, 153, 155–157, 161, 373, 

375
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Noël,	Émile	 15,	28,	30–33,	38,	49,	54,	59–60,	74,	
76, 78, 87, 97, 104, 115, 122, 128, 133, 137–
145, 147–151, 155–157, 169, 188–189, 191–192, 
198, 201–219, 221–222, 225–227, 229–231, 
235–238, 247–248, 252, 254, 258, 261, 265, 
270–271, 324–325, 339, 344, 347, 360, 362, 
365, 369, 374, 400, 483, 512, 516, 518, 523–
524, 539, 544, 554–555

Noël, Lise see Durand, Lise
Noël, Marianne, married name Bauer 211, 213–

214
Noterdaeme, Paul 205

O
Offele, Hartmut 27, 333
Olivi, Beniamino (Bino) 76, 118, 148–149, 155, 

161, 187, 189, 209, 228, 270, 511–514, 516, 
519, 521, 535–536, 583

Olivier, Gérard 208–210, 215, 217, 224, 474, 547, 
583

Ophüls,	Carl	Friedrich	 38,	81
Orlowski, Serge 480, 497, 502–503, 583
Ortoli, François-Xavier 196, 215, 227, 235, 358, 

385, 449, 473, 529, 531
Ortona, Egidio 157
O’Sullivan, David 6
Oulès, Firmin 493

P
Pacini, Marcello 467
Paelinck, Jean 418
Palayret, Jean-Marie 27, 581–582
Pappalardo, Aurelio 312, 583
Pascucci Righi, Giulio 537–538
Paulucci di Calboli, Rinieri 183
Pauly, Walter 342
Paye, Jean-Claude 183–184, 196, 344, 400
Pellegrin, Raymond 288
Pendville, Robert 27, 137, 187, 518–520, 523, 

581, 583
Perissich, Riccardo 211, 583
Persoons, E. 414
Pescatore, Pierre 40, 76
Peters, John 444, 447, 449, 451–452, 454–455, 

583
Petrilli, Giuseppe 48, 51, 56, 59, 154, 169, 182, 

186, 191, 193–195, 343, 429–433, 511

Peyrefitte, Alain 100
Pflimlin, Pierre 389
Piem: see Barrigue de Montvallon, Pierre de
Pinay, Antoine 246
Pineau, Christian 36, 398
Pirzio Biroli, Detalmo 583
Pisani, Edgar 171, 329, 332, 334
Pius XII 39
Poidevin, Raymond 23, 40
Polak, André 285
Polak, Jean 285
Pompidou, Georges 119, 128, 132, 143, 145–149, 

186, 331, 359, 402–404, 455, 526, 544, 546–
547, 549, 552

Poullet,	Édouard	 195
Prag, Derek 344
Prate, Alain 393, 416, 418, 460, 462, 472–473
Previdi, Ernesto 583
Price, Roy 344, 529
Prodi, Romano 24

R
Rabier, Jacques-René 31–32, 78, 80, 187, 192, 

206–207, 209, 259, 264, 267–268, 344–345, 
508–511, 514, 518–525, 529, 531, 583

Rabot, Louis Georges 78, 167, 170, 209, 226–227, 
317, 319–322, 325, 327–328, 330, 350, 547–548

Rancon, Myriam 27, 581–584
Rasquin, Michel 48, 51, 59, 182, 186, 193–194, 

358, 444, 530
Rasschaert, Théo 422
Ravasio, Giovanni 583
Rebattet, Georges 206
Reichert, Karlheinz 481
Remy, Jean 101
Renard, André 20
Rencki, Georges 32–33, 48, 56, 62, 64, 166–171, 

173, 175, 178–179, 187, 190, 196, 200, 209, 
219, 245, 320–321, 327–328, 331, 332–333, 
408, 411, 420–421, 523, 583

Renner, Wolfgang 345, 347
Renzetti, Giuseppe 226, 444, 446
Rey (Governor) 389
Rey, Arnold 109
Rey, Cécile 110
Rey, Denise 110
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Rey, Jean 22, 41, 45–49, 51, 56, 59–61, 63, 66, 69, 
72, 77, 108, 109–123, 126–128, 132–133, 136–
140, 143, 148, 153–154, 160, 162, 166, 169, 173–
174, 182–184, 186–187, 189–192, 194, 197, 199, 
202, 204, 206, 215, 218, 224–225, 237, 247, 250, 
256, 259, 276, 340–341, 343–344, 346–347, 350–
351, 354–358, 360, 364, 366, 369, 371–372, 375–
376, 382, 417, 511, 516, 519, 521, 527–528, 530, 
535–536, 539–541, 544–545, 552

Rey, Jean-Jacques 110
Rey, Jean-Paul 419
Rey, Madeleine 110
Rey, Suzanne: see Ledent, Suzanne
Rho, Paolo 444, 446
Richard, Jean-Claude 48, 56, 182–183
Rifflet, Raymond 117–119, 122–123, 183–184, 

196, 514
Rippon, Geoffrey 550, 555
Robin, Gabriel 344
Rocca, Gianfranco 583
Rochereau, Henri 95, 108, 183–184, 193–195, 

210, 352, 380, 382, 384–385, 387, 390, 515, 
528, 530

Roeh, Béatrice 507–508
Rogalla, Dieter 583
Roll, Eric 541–542
Romus, Paul 27, 271, 412, 414, 416, 418–419, 

424–425, 472, 583
Ronan, Sean 529
Röpke,	Wilhelm	 80
Rosay, Françoise 288
Rossi, André 253
Rougemont, Denis de 288
Roussel,	Éric	 212
Rouvillois, Philippe 314
Rueff, Jacques 252–253, 397
Ruggiero, Renato 140, 145, 147, 155–156, 159, 

161, 185, 196, 204, 208, 215, 217, 365, 517, 
544, 583

Rumor, Mariano 154
Rusk, Dean 351
Rutten, Charles 168
Ryckmans, Pierre 379

S
Sacchi, Cesare 467
Saclé, Armand 227, 350, 583

Santarelli, Manuel 222, 227, 232, 500, 512, 514, 
516, 583

Santi, Mario 159
Sassen, Emmanuel 132–133, 147, 184, 187, 202, 

217, 238, 465–466, 474, 510, 528
Scarascia Mugnozza, Carlo 149, 185, 524, 583
Schaetzel, J. Robert 270, 347
Schäffer, Hans 81
Schaik, Rob van 535
Schaus, Lambert 36, 38, 56, 61, 68, 95, 182–183, 

191, 193–194, 231, 325, 444, 446–447, 451, 
511, 516, 528

Scheel, Walter 87
Schiller, Karl 402
Schlieder, Willy 184–185
Schlösser,	Pierre	 358
Schmidt, Helmut 196
Schmitt, Manfred 481
Schmücker,	Kurt	 62
Schnippenkötter,	Swidbert	 48,	56,	182,	222,	325
Schröder,	Gerhard	 73,	96,	100,	102,	104,	108
Schroeder, Corinne 27, 40, 582–584
Schuijt,	Wilhelmus	Johannes	 514
Schumacher, Hermann 308
Schuman, Robert 47, 51, 69, 81, 87, 110, 167, 

245, 262, 271, 427, 447, 554
Schumann, Maurice 128, 132, 141, 145, 544
Schumm, Oskar 481
Schwartz, Ivo 305, 307, 309, 556, 583
Schwarz, Werner 329–331
Schwenck, Jean-Robert 230
Scizier, Irène 525
Scognamiglio, Veronica 27, 582–584
Séché, Jean-Claude 170, 208, 210, 224–225, 269, 

584
Sédar Senghor, Léopold 382
Seeliger,	Günther	 111,	226,	340,	342,	350
Segni, Antonio 36
Segré, Claudio 300, 393, 584
Servan-Schreiber, Jean-Jacques 459, 461, 492, 519
Sicar, Max 225
Sidjanski,	Dusan	 463
Siebel, Horst 254
Siegfried, Herbert 99
Sigrist, Helmut 342, 350, 362, 482, 547
Simons-Cohen, Rudolf 148
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Slobbe, Willem-Jan (Wim) van 168–171, 320, 
542, 584

Smids, Mariella 27
Smoquina, Giorgio 189, 511–513
Smulders, Antoon 226, 231
Snoy et d’Oppuers, Jean-Charles 36, 38, 40, 42–

43, 45–47, 111, 355, 555
Sohier, Marc 209, 213–214, 224–225, 584
Solima, Rosario 418–419, 424
Sonnemann, Theodor 82
Spaak, Charles 288
Spaak, Fernand 196, 209, 477, 486–490, 492–494
Spaak, Paul-Henri 17, 29, 36, 38–39, 45–46, 57, 

69, 77, 98, 104, 109, 111, 114, 172–173, 266, 
292, 427, 444, 480, 538, 540–541, 555

Speer, Albert 228
Speranza, Gianfranco 185
Spierenburg, Dirk 23
Spinelli, Altiero 89, 140, 144, 146, 155, 157, 161, 

176, 185, 187, 196, 207, 210–211, 218, 296, 
468–470, 485, 500–505

Sprouse 40
Stabenow, Wolfgang 418
Staden, Berndt von 29, 61, 182–183, 232, 246, 

261, 382, 534, 541–542
Stakhovitch, Alexandre 343
Stalin, Joseph 18–19
Stefani, Umberto 218, 360, 380, 418, 584
Steinmetz, Ernest 584
Stenico, Jean 210, 225, 584
Storck, Henri 288
Strauß, Franz Josef 82
Stülpnagel,	Joachim	von	 170,	262,	511–512
Stülpnagel,	Otto	von	 189,	512
Sünnen,	Robert	 185,	418–419,	584

T
Tabor, Hans 270
Tandy, Michael 536
Tatu, Michel 148
Teitgen, Michel 481
ten Geuzendam, Anne Maria 255, 584
Tennyson, Leonard 270, 345–347
Terfloth, Klaus 156, 185
Thatcher, Margaret 89
Thiele, Ursula 253, 262, 584
Thorn, Gaston 145, 160, 372

Tinbergen, Jan 175, 408
Tito (Jozip Broz) 365
Toffanin, Ezio 441, 584
Tosco, Emanuele 412, 418
Toulemon, Robert 178, 183, 196, 200, 207, 209–

210, 297, 342, 360, 362, 457, 464, 466–468, 
502–503, 505, 534, 543, 584

Trabuc, Claude 184–185
Triffin, Robert 393–394, 402
Tuthill, John W. 270–271, 347, 357

U
Ullmer, Eugen 247
Ulrich, Maurice 99, 218
Uri, Pierre 77

V
Vals, Francis 161
Valsesia, Gianluigi 207, 209, 492, 501–502, 584
Van Acker, Achille 40, 47
Vandamme, Jacques 188, 271, 309, 584
Van der Meulen, Joseph 47, 111, 114, 122, 537–

538
Van Dorpe, Frantz 288
Vanhaeverbeke, Guy 242, 270, 346–347, 359, 584
Vanhaeverbeke, Lydia 242, 584
Van Helmont, Jacques 128, 137, 188, 198, 209, 

212, 488, 518
Van Hoof, Renée: see Hertz, Renée
Van Houtte, Albert 266–268
Van Miert, Karel 176, 248, 584
Van Offelen, Jacques 110
Van Tichelen, Joseph 46–47
Varenne, Henri-Marie 209–210, 372, 379, 584
Varsori, Antonio 27, 582–583
Vedel, Georges 144
Verbeeck, Nadine 212
VerLoren van Themaat, Pieter 226, 235, 308, 473, 

584
Verret, Alexandre 206
Verschuer, Helmut von 78, 167, 170, 176, 209, 

319–322, 327, 350, 547–548, 584
Vian, Boris 23
Villemot, Bernard 243
Viscardini,	Wilma,	married	name	Donà	 582
Vittorelli, Enrico 446
Voisin, Michel 205
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Voldman, Danièle 24
Vondeling, Anne 324
Vredenburch, Hendrik L. F. K. van 345

W
Wäldchen, Paul 418
Warlouzet, Laurent 583
Wathelet, Pierre 207, 217, 584
Weber, Maria 434, 440
Wedekind, Gerhard 481
Wehrer, Albert 284, 344
Weilemann, Peter 23
Wellenstein, Edmund P. 68, 78, 208–210, 213, 

215, 221, 227, 236–237, 332, 339–341, 343–
344, 347, 350, 354, 363–367, 369, 539, 547–
551, 553, 555, 584

Werner, Pierre 87, 102, 402, 404, 406, 440

Westhoff, Johannes 170, 320, 584
White, Wyndham 45, 355
Wigny, Pierre 71
Willaert,	Émilie	 581
Wilson, Jérôme 40
Wilson, Harold 125, 496
Wirsing, Erich 226–227, 584
Wittorski, Natacha 27, 340, 551
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