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FIRST SITTING

TUESDAY, 19thv SEPTEMBER 1961

IN THE CHAIR: Mr. HANS FURLER

President of the European Parliamentary Assembly

The Sitting was opened at 4.5 p.m.
The Chairman (Translation). — The Sitling is open.

1. Opening of the Joint Meeting

The Chairman (Translation). — I declare open the Eighth
Joint Meeting between the members of the Consultative Assembly
of the Council of Europe and the members of the European Par-
liamentary Assembly.

2. Address by the Chairman

The Chairman, President of the European Parliumentary
Assembly (Translation). —1It is a great honour for me to open this
Eighth Joint Meeting. Our hearts are anxious when we contem-
plate the storm-clouds which cast their shadows upon our world.
I said to the European Parliamentary Assembly yesterday that
Berlin is for us the symbol of free Europe, and T am sure that I
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can also speak for you all today when I say that we are associated
with that city by indissoluble bonds of sympathy.

But, if we have much cause for anxiety, we also have much
cause for satisfaction that the nations of Europe have in recent
months drawn closer together. The decision of Great Britain,
accompanied by Denmark and Ireland, to seek membership of
the EEC, and the evident readiness of the other countries to look
for a new form of co-operation with the Communities, are
ideally calculated to resolve the controversy which has occupied
us for some years past. I say “ideally calculated” advisedly,
because the formula now chosen is just what Europeans in all
countries have been working towards from the beginning.
Being also a member of the Consultative Assembly, I can point
to the consistent attitude that it has maintained on this question
over the years. Since the disappointment of the Consultative
Assembly hopes of setting up a “political authority with limited
funclions but real powers”, it has supporied all endeavours of
this kind emanating from the six continental European States.
It was always convinced that the pioneer work done by these
States would make it possible for those which still remained
outside to come in later: that in the course of the years, the
other countries would join the European nucleus in process
of formation. The road is now open for this development.

Our meeting today and tomorrow thus bears a special char-
acter. Previous meetings have served to give Representatives
from lands outside the Community some insight into our struc-
lure, our working methods and our problems, and at the same
time to ensure consideration for the interests of non-member
countries during the period of co-existence. This year’s meeting
has the special task of advancing the preparations for union.
First of all, the psychological reservations and the sentiment
of rivalry, which characterised the latest phase of the relations
between EEC and EFTA, must be dissipated.

We may, 1 think, best start our discussions by stating what
we have in common: on the one hand, the will to European
unity; on the other, the principle, proclaimed at The Hague
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Congress in 1948 and put into practice by the Communities, that
traditional conceptions of international co-operation are no longer
adequate, and that new forms of arrangement under a supra-
national banner are required. Setiing out from this common
ground, the negotiations—which will certainly be arduous—will
have a successful issue. The composing of differences to pro-
tect legitimate interests is always possible, provided that the
momentum of the integration process—which we owe to the
success of the Communities—is fully maintained without restric-
tion or intermission. This condition is in the interests of us
all. That momentum alone will enable new members or asso-
ciate partners to derive the same benefits as their predecessors
from the integration process. The political requirement points
the same way: the unification of Europe under a new banner
is the great achievement which, in the controversy with Com-
munism, gives our peoples new strength and confidence in the
superiority of our way of life.

Last year I concluded my opening remarks by asserting that
we were justified in being optimistic. Developments in Europe
have confirmed this. Impelled by an inner force, we are defi-
nitely on the move towards a new Europe. It is now up to us
to expedite the evolutionary process by our frank, illuminating
and constructive discussions.

3. Tribute to the memory of Mr. Dag Hammarskjold

The Chairman (Translation). — Ladies and Gentlemen, I
should like now, on behalf of you all (Representatives rose to
their feet) to pay tribute to the man who lost his life yesterday
in such tragic circumstances: the Secretary-General of the
United Nations, Dag Hammarskjold. Many of us remember him
from his visits to Strashourg as representative of the Swedish
-Foreign Minister.

Even those who did not know him personally must have
honoured him for his courage and integrity. He was an inter-
national official in the best sense, a man who spent himself for
the good of his Organisation as a whole—who never placed the
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interests of the Powers above considerations of justice. He fought
bravely and tenaciously for a better world order and for peace—
the ultimate and highest weal. His sudden death has deprived
the United Nations, one of the few factors making for order in
this tormented world, of the man at the helm. Anxiety for the
future of that institution mingles with sorrow at our loss.

In the name of the members of the Consultative Assembly
and the European Parliamentary Assembly, I am anxious to
convey our profound sympathy to the Swedish people and to the
Urnited Nations.

Thank you for rising from your seats.
I now call Mr. Heckscher.

Mr. Heckscher (Sweden). — On behalf of the Swedish
Delegation, Mr. Chairman, I thank you for what you have said
about Mr. Dag Hammarskjold. He was, of course, acting in his
capacity not as a Swede or as a European but, as you have rightly
said, as an international civil servant. He lost his life in the
service of a great international organisation which he was trying
to preserve in the face of difficulties, difficulties which grow out
of the difficulties of this world. He was, however, also a great
European, and we of the Swedish delegation were happy to see
in him someone who, coming from our country, worked in a
larger environment and did his duty in a way which we shall all
have reason to admire, whether we bs Swedes, Europeans or
belong to other member countries of the United Nations.

The Chairman (Translation). — Thank you most sincerely
for your words of remembrance.

4. Programme

The Chairman (Translation). — I would remind you that
the Agenda for this Joint Meeting is as previously settled.
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The Orders of the Day for this afternoon are:

— Introduction of the Report on the activities of the European
Parliamentary Assembly from 1st March 1960 to 1st May 1961
—the Rapporteur is Mr. Kapteyn;

— Statement by Mr. Junot, Rapporteur of the Consultative
Assembly of the Council of Europe;

— Statement by Mr. Malvestiti, President of the High Authority
of the European Coal and Steel Community;

— Statement by Mr. Hallstein, President of the Commission
of the European Economic Community;

— Statement by Mr. Hirsch, President of the Commission of
the European Atomic Energy Community.

Tomorrow morning at 11 o’clock we shall have the
exchange of views between members of the Consultative Assem-
bly and members of the European Parliamentary Assembly,
which will continue in the afternoon and evening. The Chair-
man of the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe
will also address the meeting, and Mr. Kapteyn may reply to
the whole debate.

I would ask Representatives who wish to speak in the dis-
cussion on Mr. Kapteyn’s report to put their names down on
the list in Room A 68 before the end of this afternoon’s Sitting.
This is important so that the debate can be planned accordingly.

5. Activities of the European Parliamentary Assembly

The Chairman (Translation). — We shall begin with the
first Order of the Day.

I call on Mr. Kapteyn, as Rapporteur of the European Par-
liamentary Assembly, to introduce his report on the activities
of the European Parliamentary Assembly from 1st March 1960
to lst May 1961.
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Mr. Kapteyn (Netherlands) (Translation). — I should be
lacking in modesty if I were to assume that all members present
had read the report which I had the honour to prepare on behalf
of the European Parliamentary Assembly and the Consultative
Assembly of the Council of Europe. But it would certainly be
still more presumptuous to suppose that I could trespass on
their patience by simply reading it out.

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I shall concentrate
on a small part of my report which deals with a subject that
seems to me most important and very topical: I mean the rela-
tions of the European Economic Community with Great Britain
and certain other countries.

Before getting on to my main theme I will just mention
—although this perhaps falls outside the scope of the report—
that the European Parliamentary Assembly approved the Asso-
ciation agreement with Greece this morning.

I think that the fact is of importance because it shows
the Community in a particular light. For the Association
agreement has not been concluded in order that we should
immediately reap some commercial advantage. On the contrary,
it manifests an intention to come to the help of a European
country which is struggling with a difficult economic situation.

In the belief that it may be especially useful to clarify EEC’s
attitude to Great Britain, let me recall that on page 12 of the
Report ! there is an explanation of the importance attached by
the European Parliamentary Assembly to Great Britain’s entry
into the Community. I have said there that it is desirable to
come to an understanding in order to avoid any cleavage in
Europe, which would possibly have very serious consequences
not only for our own Continent but also for Africa.

The British Government have now initiated negotiations,
and an initial debate has been held in the British Parliament.

* Consultative Assembly Document 1317.
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My reading on this subject shows me -that there are still
many misunderstandings over the contents of the Treaty. I do
not know the position in Denmark and Ireland but I think I
ought to try to give a few words of explanation here. It is not
in the least surprising that so many reservations should be
expressed and so many difficulties detected. Let us think back
to the situation in member countries before the EEC Treaty
was concluded! We had the same kind of experience then.

Last Saturday Mr. Peyrefiite reminded us again, speaking at
a meeting of the Interparliamentary Union, that a large part
of French industry had been strongly opposed to the establish-
ment of EEC. Yet a few years later those very same French
industrial circles were urging that the process should be speeded
up as soon as possible. It is obvious that a ireaty of this kind,
which contains so many imponderables, should arouse some
stubborn resistance.

I do not think the decision was an easy one either for the
British Government or for its Parliament. After all, Great
Britain has a long tradition of splendid isolation. Furthermore,
every Englishman has—if I may put it like that—an inborn
suspicion of foreigners. A foreigner is someone who is best
kept at a distance. The idea that he might himself be a
foreigner is intolerable to an Englishman.

1 remember that a few years ago this peculiarity was strik-
ingly illustrated in the Netherlands—at the Hook of Holland,
which is one of our gateways towards England.. In order to
help the many travellers who were crossing the Channel to
return to England, the Netherlands Government ordered signs
to be placed on two doors; on them was written in English:
“Foreigners to the left, right door for Dutchmen only.”

It was observed that all the British travellers examined the
notices very carefully and that, after a moment’s thought, seven
out of ten went through the door reserved for Dutch travellers.
‘Better be Dutch than foreign.’
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We must allow for the fact that the evolution of the legal,
administrative and political systems of Great Britain has been
completely different from the way things have developed here
on the Continent, even though there were only the narrow
waters of the Channel between.

This isolation has been breached twice, in 1914 and in 1939.
Great Britain then sacrificed hundreds of thousands of her best
sons to save our freedom.

So I was rather surprised when I read in the report of the
sitting of the British Parliament that a new Disraeli had risen
in the House to declare that the affairs of Europe could be
influenced more effectively by Britain keeping out of EEC. I
think, indeed, that after the experiences of our century reality
wears a somewhat different aspect. It cannot be repeated too
often that, politically, Great Britain is now linked more closely
with the Continent than she has ever been before.

Think of the Brussels Treaty, NATO and WEU. In the past
it often happened that defence treaties, however admirable the
intention and however much good will there was, depended on
economic conditions to enable the signatory countries to honour
their undertakings. And we have not seldom seen that, where
the right economic conditions were lacking, the best treaties
broke down in bad times.

That is the reason why the foundation of our European col-
laboration—the idea is stated in the Treaty instituting ECSC—
consists in eliminating historic rivalries. And the basis of the
Treaty establishing EEC is, in the last analysis, political, although
it relates to an economic Community.

‘We sought to get rid once and for all of those rivalries in
order to secure lasting peace in Western Europe. I have already
said that the British Government are not going to take the
plunge with their eyes shut, but I cannot escape the impression
that many of the objections which have been made rest on a
misunderstanding. I hope by my modest efforts to help make
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things clear; but, if there are still questions unanswered, I
should be happy if my colleagues better qualified than I am
would add to my remarks.

One thing which struck me is that some members of the
British Parliament rejected the idea of accession on economic
grounds and advocated association instead. I am unable to
follow this, for association would undoubtedly elicit the same
objections. In the event of association, there would be no place
at all for British influence on the economic policy of the Con-
tinent: that is a fact which must be grasped.

Again, it seems essential to point out that a country which
becomes a Member of EEC, obviously, obtains the same rights
as the States which already belong, because it must, of course,
assume the same obligations.

The question was asked in the British Parliament whether
it would be possible for a French Minister together with a
Minister from Benelux to veto a decision and whether Great
Britain would be able to do the same, for example by arrange-
ment with Denmark. There is no doubt that the rights pos-
sessed by the present Member States will also hold good for new
Member States. We cannot imagine it being otherwise.

After these rather general observations, I now come on to a
number of specific points.

First, the question of EFTA. If you re-read carefully the
debates of the FEuropean Parliamentary Assembly, you will
observe that it has also considered this matter and is fully aware
that a number of problems are bound to arise. The EFTA States
are not all in the same position. It is evident that a major
country like Britain is free to decide quite independently which
political commitments she intends to assume and which to
avoid. But some of the EFTA countries are in a particularly
difficult position in that respect. It seems to me that the dis-
cussions in the European Parliamentary Assembly have made
it clear that due account must be taken of this. In this con-
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nection I may perhaps recall that some years ago the European
Coal and Steel Community concluded agreements relating to
transport with Switzerland and Austria and that the Common
Assembly repeatedly proclaimed the importance of paying
attention to neighbouring countries and their interests.

With regard to agriculture—I must confess that one of my
many failings is that I understand nothing whatever about
agriculture—I am informed that the investigations of the British
experts have shown that agriculture in their country has no
cause for alarm.

The system of support may, of course, have to be modified
because it is completely different from that applied on the Con-
tinent. On the other hand, it must not be supposed that the
agricultural policy which will be pursued in the Community is
a kind of sum of the agricultural policies hitherto followed by
the six member States. Substantial changes will be entailed
for the Continental countries, too. They will in fact be in the
same boat with Great Britain.

In any event, I have been told that British agriculture is the
most highly mechanised in Europe. So I shall say with Shake-
speare: ‘‘A soldier and afeard?” What is there to be afraid of?

My next subject is the free movement of capital.

I can appreciate that, in Great Britain’s present situation,
it is felt that complete freedom of capital movements cannot be
authorised overnight. That is perfectly reasonable. But the
Treaty does not require Members to go over to the new system
all at once. On the other hand, it is wrong to interpret the
Treaty in the light of the temporary situation in Great Britain;
in any case, we must presume that that country has sufficient
resilience to get over the present difficulties. Let us not forget,
moreover, that once it is clear that a situation is to be regarded
as merely transitory and not as permanent, freedom of capital
movements, so far as the first itwo stages of four years are con-
cerned, depends on unanimity in the Council of Ministers. Tt
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therefore seems to me that these two stages offer a fully adequale
respite.

But—so it has been said—it might happen that the British
Government took certain measures and the EEC Commission
demanded that they be banned, withdrawn or amended. Well,
that could indeed be the case at the end of the first two stages,
when the unanimity rule will no longer apply. The Treaty
states explicitly that, if a country is in difficulty, in other words
when capital movements are causing danger, it may be author-
ised to take certain measures. Only if a country takes such
measures without requesting authorisation can the Commission
say that it must abolish or modify them: and even then the
Commission must first consult the Monetary Committee, on
which two representatives of the country concerned have seats.

Does anyone seriously believe that a Commission like ours
is going to do it without good reason? Does anyone really
think that the Commission of EEC would frivolously tell a
country to withdraw its measures if this would lead to grave
difficulties? It can only do so if the measures are discriminatory
and are unrelated to the true situation. I am positive that, in
case of absoluie necessity and if there is no other way of getting
out of trouble, there is no question of the EEC Commission’s
imposing such a ban. '

It has also been said—if I am to believe what I have read in
certain publications—that the EEC Treaty might prevent trade
with the Eastern bloc and China. To make doubly sure I went
through the Treaty once more, and I must say that I did not
find the slightest hint of any provision which would justify this
assertion. So there is really nothing in that.

I now come to the question of the movement of manpower.
Here again there are misunderstandings.

According to what I have read, it has been asserted that
., Commonwealth immigration into England could not take place
without authority from the EEC Commission. That is abso-
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lutely untrue. The migration of nationals is not subject to any
control by the Commission.

When it is a question of holding a job, the nationals of the
couniry concerned have priority; then comes the turn of the
nationals of the other Community countries. What one can say
is that the system, as laid down, of course, specifies certain
conditions under which nationals of a country cannot be dis-
missed from their post. Consequently, the Treaty involves no
threat to the British on this point either,

Yet another observation has been made, namely that if a
Labour Government ever returned to power the Treaty would
prevent any progress in nationalisation.

But the Treaty contains no clause capable of hindering
further nationalisation. What is actually found in the Treaty
is all to the advantage of Great Britain. The fact is that there
is considerably more nationalisation being done in France and
Italy than in Britain. True, the Treaty contains provisions, in
connection with the rules of competition, which prohibit nation-
alised ‘concerns from practising discrimination, such as would,
of course, be incompatible with the Treaty establishing the
Community. That is all there is in the Treaty on this matter.

When private enterprises are forbidden to engage in dis-
criminatory practices, one is bound to extend the same prohibi-
tion to State concerns.

It is quite understandable—and this brings me to one of
the thorniest problems of all—that the Commonwealth has also
received special attention. Our impression is that some people
fear that accession to EEC would necessitate Britain severing
her ties with the Commonwealth.

It has emerged consistently from the debates of the European
Parliamentary Assembly that nobody wants this to happen. It
has always been urged that, if the United Kingdom enters the,
Community, certain protocols should, of course, be drawn up
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for the Commonwealth as well in order to meet the difficulties
involved. It would not be in the interests of Europe to break
these ties, and it would certainly not be in the interests of
world peace. The European Parliamentary Assembly has thus
always insisted on the importance of finding a solution to this
problem. '

It may be permissible to regret that the Commonwealth
cannot in fact grow into a great economic community. But it
must not be forgotten that those regions will becoine steadily
more industrialised. As things are, we find, for example, that
the value of Canadian exports to the United Kingdom is
between £ 200 and £ 250 million greater than that of Canadian
imports from the United Kingdom. That is a development
which is only in its early stages.

The Commonwealth market is enormous and has no parallel
anywhere. On the other hand, the purchasing power of the
Commonwealth is not yet sufficient to open the door to the
latest industrial developments in the fields of petroleum chem-
istry, plastics and automation, as is made possible by the
markets of EEC. A purchasing power comparable to that of
EEC is essential to the industrial development of large countries.

I do not think Great Britain will be able single-handed to
furnish all the huge investments needed by the Commonwealth
countries. Indeed, the Uniled States is already providing very
substantial financial aid.

Nor can Great Britain solve the African problem alone, any
more than the Community can. That is a task we can only
carry out in common; it requires a combined effort by the
whole of Europe.

As T have said, the Parliamentary Assembly wants to see
a solution to the problems of the Commonwealth. But I must
put in a word of caution here. I have the impression that our
European Parliamentary Assembly is firmaly opposed to any
concession that would jeopardise the agricultural policy of the
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Community. A solution is desired which will enable the Com-
munity’s expansion to proceed according to plan as laid down
in the Treaty; that is a sine qua non for all accessions.

Much attention has inevitably been devoted to the question
of co-operation on a federal basis. There is an evident fear in
some quarters that Great Britain may be asked to declare her
willingness to join a federation. If I am not mistaken, how-
ever, the sentiment of the great majority of the members of
the European Parliamentary Assembly is precisely to regret that
no such request is contemplated.

We all know that the French Government do not want
collaboration on federal lines. I must say, on this point, that
I am not convinced myself that all the Governments which
gallantly break a lance for federal co-operation and the supra-
national idea always take this aspiration seriously. I sometimes
doubt it and I think with reason.

Since 1960, i.e. since his press conference in September of
that year, General de Gaulle has been on record with the view
that we must have a united Europe, and that the said united
Europe must have bodies to which sovereign rights are delegated;
in other words, there must be no transfer of sovereignty, no
renunciation of sovereignty, but merely delegation of sovereignty
to a particular body.

Our British friends have no cause for the slightest anxiety
on this point and, although I am a confessed federalist, I am
not in the least disturbed at the thought of a currently anti-
federalist Great Britain becoming a Member of the European
Community.

The English are addicted to cold reason. They are not
carried away by all kinds of problems but examine them dis-
passionately. British policy is pragmatic. When they thought
that EEC would be a failure and that no good would come out of
it, they refused to stake on that card. Now that it is clear that
EEC has succeeded and is going to succeed still more, now that
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they are witnessing the efflorescence of EEC, we find them
saying quite coolly and reasonably: “If it’s like that, we want
to join EEC.”

Similarly, I am convinced that when the time comes for the
Community to federate under the pressure of events, our British
friends will then say, again quite coolly: “We are now pre-
pared to go into a federation with you.”

After all, our federalists are in good company. 1 may
remind you of an amendment tabled long ago in the Consul-
tative Assembly of the Council of Europe. It concerned the
political structure of Europe and said that there must be a
Committee of Ministers, an executive authority—listen carefully—
with supra-national powers.

“This Committee”’—said the amendment—*“shall have its
own permanent Secretariat with European officials.”

Now that amendment was tabled in 1949 by Mr. Harold
Macmillan, then a member of the Consultative Assembly of the
Council of Europe, now British Prime Minister. That gives me
hope for the future.

In connection with this federation, there was, of course,
much talk of sovereignty. It is obvious that any country which
wants to join EEC must remember that, in the words of the
proverb, you cannot make an omelette without breaking eggs.
It is impossible to federate without touching sovereignty. But I
would ask you to consider one fact: those who sometimes cam-
paign so vehemently for governmental and parliamentary sover-
eignty are really juggling with an empty egg-shell.

Let me give an example. Do you believe that a parliament
which enjoys complete freedom of action and decision could
now pass a bill establishing a 36-hour week, when people are
working a 48hour week everywhere else in the world? On
this matter, the sovereignty of a parliament is limited. The
nations have become so interdependent that, even without being
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tied by agreements, the Governments are restricted in the
exercise of their sovereignty.

This is still more true in the case of many conventions. Can
it be denied that the existence of the United Nations, of NATO
or of Western European Union limits sovereignty? Yet there
is no sphere in which Governments and Parliaments are so
jealous of their freedom of action and decision, in a word their
sovereignty, as that of defence. ’

In the economic field alone, the member States of GATT
and EFTA, and their Parliaments, have already forfeited some-
thing of their sovereignty, and the peoples are all the better
for it.

Between the two world wars, Governments became increas-
ingly aware of their responsibilities in regard to the economic
and social prosperity of the populations entrusted to their care.
Events were allowed to take their course. In those years,
Governments and Parliaments gave free rein to the exercise of
their sovereign rights. New measures were taken all the time to
restrict imports. We have seen the disastrous consequences of
those measures.

At the time there was no alternative; but people had to
get used to the idea that interdependence had reached a point
where no European country was in a position to follow an
economic policy determined entirely unilaterally.

A few years ago the British Chancellor of the Exchequer
—it was Mr. Butler—observed, at the time of a slight recession
in the United States, that a drop in consumption of 5 % in the
United States caused a reduction of 30 % in exports from Great
Britain.

In the face of realities of this kind Governments and Parlia-
ments are impotent, and sovereignty becomes almost meaning-
less. Modern developments have whittled down parliamentary
sovereignty in the economic sphere bit by bil. But co-operation
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within a larger unit enables much of what was lost to be
recovered.

In this connection, I was surprised by a statement which
was made in the British Parliament. Our economy, it was
said, will be controlled by Continentals. But the present Mem-
bers of the Community could equally well say that, when Great
Britain has joined, our economy will be coming under British
control; for the fact is that the economy of every country will
come under the control of every other; and the difficulties for
the Community will be much greater than for any single large
country.

It is distasteful to imagine a country wanting to become a
member for the sake of. the power of veto. Is Mr. Gromyko’s
permanent “nyet” in the United Nations really believed to have
been a blessing for the world? I can hardly believe it. Experi-
ence has shown that no objective can be attained so long as
the unanimity rule is upheld. Developments at OEEC have
already shown this.

My friend Kalbitzer, who is also a member of the European
Parliamentary Assembly, remarked in the Consultative Assembily
a few years ago that a (rend towards the supra-national could
already be observed at OEEC. How odd! What had happened?
It transpired that more than once a country had felt morally
bound not o insist on its power of veto right through to the
end. Morally speaking, it simply could not be done.

It is in that spirit that the Treaty has laid down that the
right of veto could not be maintained indefinitely.

Nevertheless, it is a mistake to say that the powers of the
EEC Commission and the European Parliamentary Assembly do
not need strengthening, for such strengthening is closely con-
nected with what we have just been saying. This assertion,
apparently made from the point of view of national sovereignty,
ignores one fact of the highest importance. What is the reality?
‘When the EEC Council of Ministers take decisions by a majority,
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ministerial responsibility to the national parliament vanishes.
Something must be put in its place. We cannot allow it to be
lost without recovering it in another way. But the truth is that
we shall recover this responsibility only if the position of the
EEC Commission is strengthened vis-d-vis the Council and the
powers of the Parliamentary Assembly are widened. Therefore
these powers must be strengthened.

Moreover, I would point out that we have seen only too often
—only think of the United Nations—that meetings of Ministers
almost invariably end in deadlock.

But the EEC Commission’s task is to gain just enough
authority to be able, by proposing compromises, to pull the
Council out of the deadlock. For the sake of European co-
operation, one must be ready to give up some fragments of
sovereignty, so as to be able to say with Tennyson:

“We may rise on stepping-stones of our dead selves to
higher things.”

These fragments of sovereignty which must be sacrificed at
the national level must be the stepping-stones on which we rise
to a level where sovereignty comes into play once more.

The stronger the position of the EEC Commission, the
stronger will be that of the Parliamentary Assembly, and the
more easily we can recover that element of sovereignty which
has been lost in the evolution of modern history.

It is obvious that the Dover Borough Council would not be
keen for the sewage problems of the town which they admin-
ister to be debated in the British Parliament. But it would not
go so far as to claim that the construction of a tunnel from
Dover to France should be discussed in the Borough Council
and not in Parliament.

The same applies to economic developments today. Whether
we like it or not, they compel us to seek co-operation at a
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higher level, for it is only at the higher level that work really
adequate to its purpose can be accomplished.

I tried, in the introduction to our annual report, to sum up
the characteristics of the European Parliamentary Assembly. 1
thought it worth doing because, frankly, I was expecting Great
Britain’s move. It seemed lo me a good thing that the British
MPs here should know the club into which they are going to
penetrate.

Speaking for myself—for I have received no instructions on
this point from the Committee of Chairmen of the European
Parliamentary Assembly—I think the entry of British hepre-
sentatives into the European Parliamentary Assembly will mean
far more than just an increase in the number of members.. Their
presence will not only help to form the atmosphere of the
Assembly; it will also have a considerable influence on the
creation of the Community’s law.

For the shaping of that law does not depend only on the
text of the Treaty. Certain usages are already established in
the matter of institutional law and, in particular, of what our
British friends would call parliamentary conventions, which
form an integral part of the law of the Community. I do not
claim that because the British join in the game it will be played
according to British rules. Our British friends will discover
that in our club the maxim “Parliament can do everything but
make a man a woman” is not quite true. But I forecast that
the fact that the British will be playing the game with us will
enable a big step to be taken towards the strengthening of
parliamentary influence in the Community.

For my part, I do not believe that this will necessitate
amending the text of the Treaty. The influence of a parliament
does not depend primarily on the powers given to it by the
text of a treaty; it comes much more from the authority that
it has built up over the years.

I shall try to demonstrate this by an imaginary example.
Suppose that one day the Council of Ministers asks the Par-
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liamentary. Assembly’s opinion on some regulations drafted by
the European Commission on the subject of common transport
policy; suppose, then, that after thorough discussion the Par-
liamentary Assembly proposes radical changes in the draft;
suppose, further, that the Council of Ministers take no notice of
this opinton and word the regulations as they think fit; suppose,
finally, that the Council make a regular practice of this usage
and ignore the parliamentary institution completely; do you
believe that the Assembly would lie down under this and take
it in good part? I think the time would come when it would say:
“Lither they treat us as real co-legislators, or else we will find
another way—under the Treaty this could be by calling the
Ministers to account in national parliaments—of securing respect,
for the democratic character of the Community.”

I have tried, Mr. Chairman, to do justice to a historic
moment in the life of the Community, the moment when Great
Britain has applied for admission to the Community. Forgive
me if T have not succeeded! I hope at least that T have pre-
sented some materal for a debate worthy of our present meeting
and of this important event.

I shall conclude by saying just this. I am convinced that
the vast majority, if not the whole, of the members of the
European Parliamentary Assembly sincerely desire to be able
to welcome our British, Danish and Irish friends as colleagues.
We shall have taken a big step forward, a most important step
towards a wider European unity, a step which I hope may bring
us eventually to a great Atlantic community.

The Chairman (Translation). — I should like to convey our
sincere thanks to Mr. Kapteyn for his excellent presentation of
the Report—and I include both the written work and his speech
today. I know from experience how much labour and trouble
is involved in making such reports. I can truly say, Mr. Kap-
teyn, that you have performed your task remarkably well, and
I thank you once more.
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As the next Rapporteur 1 call Mr. Junot, author of the
report on behalf of the Consuliative Assembly of the Council
of Europe.

Mr. Junot (France), Rapporteur (Translation). — Mr. Chair-
man, I think there is one part of my task which will meet with
unanimous approval and I should like to begin with it. Ti is to
tell Mr. Kapteyn how much both his written and oral reports
have interested us and how we, particularly those of us who are
members of the Consultative Assembly of the Fifteen, feel that
they are remarkable documents. They enable us to penetrate
the arcana, now and then somewhat mysterious, of the Com-
munities of the Six and the Parliamentary Assembly.

I do not wish to go over in detail all the points of this remark-
able work. In the written report which I have the honour to
present to the Assembly of the Council of Europe and which 1
have not the conceit to think will have held the attention of all
my colleagues all the time, I have referred to each of the points
made by Mr. Kapteyn. 1 shall speak of only three of them now.

First of all, there are those which have taken on a particular
importance as a result of the great historic event of the year—I
refer to the opening of negotiations for the entry of Great Britain,
Ireland, Denmark and, we hope, other European countries to
the Communities. These two chapters are, naturally, those
dealing with agriculture and with the Commonwealth. The third
point, which in my view is of fundamental interest in the world
today, is “Euratom.”

As far as agriculture is concerned 1 should like, Mr. Chair-
man, to begin by making a confession. It seems to me that
my colleagues on the Political Committee have been singularly
rash in entrusting this report to me, since, if there is one
member of the Assembly particularly unsuited to deal with the
subject it is I, the representative of a central Paris constituency.
Nevertheless, by applying myself to these problems and striving
to understand at least the broad lines, I have perhaps one
advantage in that I can assure you—and I am convinced you
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will believe me—that I have no electoral interests to defend.
(Smiles.)

In considering the agricultural question therefore, two
problems seem to be of special importance: first, the general
difficulty of adapting agriculture to modern conditions—and no
doubt need be cast on the truth of that remark as far as we,
the French, are concerned—then the special difficulty of the
position of British agriculture in relation to European agri-
culture as a whole,

However, if I refer, like Mr. Kapteyn a short time ago,
to indisputable omens, I think that this latter problem has
perhaps been artificially inflated, no doubt because people have
tended to deal with it in fragments and not as a single political
item.

To mention only one of the views expressed I shall refer to
that published in the Financial Times of London. In a recent
article it states that there is no other significant reason prevent-
ing the speedy entry of British agriculture into the European
agricultural system as a whole. At any rate, European agri-
culture needs a common trading policy, which is an indispensable
complement to the organisation of markets at home—and also
a social policy which assures farm workers of a decent standard
of living equivalent to that of industrial workers.

I know that the Assembly of the Six has studied ways and
means of doing this, that important discussions have been held
in committee and in the Assembly and indeed in our own
Assembly at its last session. The first thing to be done is to
look for a means of establishing a price level on the home market
higher than the present price level for agricultural produce on
the world market, for I think that it is no exaggeration to say
that give-away prices are often the rule there. The Assembly
of the Six has thought of doing this—and T share the same hope
—Dby instituting a levy system.

For our part, we feel it must be stressed that there can be
no common market without a common agricultural policy.
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The Commonwealth is, obviously, the most difficult prob-
lem for our British friends; it has come to the fore and is also
facing us, the French, and others of our colleagues. I don’t
think it can ever be solved if it is studied merely at the level of
relations between overseas territories and a nation with which
they have had, and still have, close ties. It seems to me that
it can only be solved on a large scale, namely, on the Europe-
Africa scale. I know that the question facing Britain goes far
beyond the African one, that there are, too, New Zealand prob-
lems and Canadian problems which are different. But, insofar
as these problems, like those of the African countries, are
insoluble within the narrow context of internal relations, to the
same extent do they become soluble when examined from a
wider angle. And where can they be better examined than in
an Assembly such as the Assembly of the Six which will soon,
we hope, be extended to a larger number of States?

I mentioned a moment ago that as far as energy policy was
concerned special mention ought to be made of Euratom. In
the world today every year and almost every month sees some
new development—and, thank goodness, not only in the military
field, but especially on the industrial plane, for peaceful purposes
— of nuclear energy, and that means of Euratom.

Mr. Kapteyn’s report did not make any special mention of
this point, and that is why I apologise for stepping outside the
bounds of my role as Rapporteur “in reply.” But the subject
is of such importance as to justify this slight departure from
tradition.

The results achieved by Euratom today do not seem to me
to be very brilliant as yet. But it is only fair to point out, as I
hasten to do, that the circumstances attendant on its birth
largely excuse and explain the unspectacular results achieved so
far.

In fact, we must not forget that Euratom was set up at a
time when the world felt itself to be on the brink of a serious
shortage.of energy supplies. For my part, this is still just as
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liable to occur now, yet the opposite view is generally held at
present, although things have not greatly changed, except, of
course, for the oil whichh now comes from the Sahara. That
is certainly of considerable importance not only for France and
North Africa but for the whole of Western Europe. But the
Sahara represents less than 3 per cent of world reserves—in other
words it cannot alter the facts already established on the subject
of energy.

In my view the Euratom treaty has one grave fault which
has perhaps been too often overlooked. It makes a basic distinc-
tion in Article 2 between research and investment, and this, at
our present stage of development of nuclear technology, can be
described as arbitrary. :

Over past years Euratom has established a research pro-
gramme in co-operation with the American Atomic Energy
Commission, which resulted in many contracts connected with
the various aspects of nuclear technology. This result is interest-
ing but limited in effect because it concerns only research
carried out in laboratories or test reactors, and because the
capacities of the various European schemes are both too modest
and too scattered.

I should have hoped that Euratom would not have contented
itself with receiving and examining proposals put to it but
would have adopted a more active policy, taken more initiative
and made some effort to group research workers according to
their special branches on an international basis so that better
co-ordination of effort could be achieved.

A new project, the Chooz scheme, has just recently been
added to the programme. This decision is most interesting
psychologically. It is to be hoped that it will serve as a precedent
and be followed by other similar schemes. There is some talk.
for example, of a power station in Berlin.

If T take the liberty of making this criticism, intended
merely to draw attention to what, in my view, is a problem of
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capital importance, it is because I know that the administration
of Euratom has great faith in its work, but often runs into
difficulties owing to the hidebound views of officialdom. How-
ever, I should hope that the pitfall of narrow Europeanism
would be avoided, as it would be scarcely more satisfying than
nationalism. Finally, our countries would have to make a united
appeal to the United States to cease turning a deaf ear to
requests for substantial assistance for European efforts in this
sphere. - I think that greater progress could be achieved in this
way.

I shall restrict myself, Mr. Chairman, to these three subjects:
agriculture, the Commonwealth and Euratom—the special points
which I wished to mention concerning the work of the Assembly
of the Six and Mr. Kapteyn’s report for the period under review.

I have now some more general and more political remarks
to make.

In his written report, Mr. Kapteyn gave a very interesting
survey of the questions of direct election and fusion of Executives.
I shall take care not to go over again the reasons at the root of
these problems, particularly as I should feel that was indiscreet
since these are problems of internal interest to the Assembly of
the Six. I can, however, say that it seems indispensable that
direct elections should be held and held soon. These elections
are necessary. Similarly, no time should be lost in effecting the
fusion of Executives, whatever reservations may have been made
in this respect in certain circles.

At the present stage, in view of the revolution represented
by the possible adherence of, in particular, Great Britain to the
European Communities, it is perhaps a good idea to see how
our two Assemblies might develop in the fairly near future.

In his report, Mr. Kapteyn studied the operation of the
Assembly of the Six, and he told us why. I noted several aspects
in this operational procedure which are familiar to us in the
Asserbly of the Fifteen. [ also noted many differences and
many reasons for envy by our modest Consultative Assembly.
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In fact Mr. Kapteyn states that, on two or three occasions,
decisions by the Assembly of the Six have been approved by
the Executive and action taken on them. To us in the Assembly
of the Fifteen that seems a very remarkable thing and, 1 must
say, still very distant.

Is everything working for the best today in the European
Communities? Most certainly not. Even so, the result achieved
is very brilliant if you think of its beginnings and of what was
being said only a few years ago, and if you think of the pes-
simism, sometimes aggressive and deliberately fostered, which
surrounded the birth of the Communities. The worst cata-
strophies were forecast. But resulis have proved to be exacily the
opposite. Each of the six countries can be proud of the action
of the European Communities on almost all levels.

Our friend, Mr. Maurice Faure, in one of the brilliant
speeches for which he has such a gift, gave an account to the
French National Assembly two months ago of the errors and
omissions to which these treaties, so familiar to him, have been
subject.

Almost all the member countries have failed to respect some
of their undertakings, and neither the Assembly nor the Executives
have been able to force Governments to make good their errors,
The Parliamentary Assembly is doubtless unable to do very much,
for while the Executives are responsible to it, final power lies with
the Council of Ministers. Before this Council, where every
Member is still too often, but understandably, steeped in national
politics, neither the Assembly nor indeed the Executives can do
very much.

I should like to draw the Assembly’s attention to this par-
ticular point, that it is the conception of relative powerlessness
which calls upon itself the hostility or contempt evidenced by
some statesmen in regard to the great international organisations.

These eminent men reproach the Communities for being in-
effective. They make such organisations a laughing-stock, and
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give this as their reason for refusing to grant them any power.
That is precisely why, having signed treaties relinquishing
certain national powers, they refuse to give up any of their
privileges, thus condemning the Community organisations to
powerlessness. This paradoxical reproach is undoubtedly one of
the most difficult obstacles to be overcome in making the Euro-
pean Communities efficient.

Mr. Kapteyn also notes in his written report that it is a
peculiarity of the Assembly of Six to have neither majority nor
Opposition and that the debates, like all its policy, centre round
mutual concessions and end up in co-operation based on com-
promise.

I fully support Mr. Kapteyn’s analysis. It would be more
appropriate to compare the Assembly with an Assembly united
by a sort of sacred union in face of extreme danger—as we have
sometimes known in our various countries—than with a com-
promise or coalition Government.

It is both comforting and worthy of note to see that the
members of the European Parliamentary Assembly, like the large
majority of those of the Consultative Assembly, are aware of the
capital importance of the work on which they are engaged and
voluntarily set aside their doctrinal and partisan differences in an
attempt to build the framework of that united Europe which is
the desired aim of all of us.

It is more particularly about the nature of that Europe and
about the fundamental problem of integration, federation and
co-operation that opinions are divided. This difference may easily
set against each other men who in their national parliaments
hold analogous views—but it may also bring together politicians
who sit on opposite benches at home.

As far as 1 am concerned, Mr. Chairman, I am glad about this
state of mind, for I think that the question of building Europe
—for me it is an integrated Europe —is by far the most important
of all the problems likely to arise for any one of us in our
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respective countries, so that most of the time it renders all the
classical imperatives out of date.

This same state of mind is to be found in the Assembly
of the Six and the Assembly of the Fifteen. It is also present
in the WEU Assembly and in all the European organisations. 1t
is certain that our Assembly benefits from the continuous sup-
port of public opinion. It may be poorly informed but is at least
anxious, as President de Gaulle so well expresses it, to identify
itself with the times, and has realised that the movement in
favour of European unification represents the only chance of
survival for our civilisation in the world of tomorrow.

Each of our Assemblies has its own unity and its own role.
The Assembly of the Six represents a stage which is already
more advanced on the road to homogeneity and integration. The
Assembly of the Fifteen has the advantage of weaving the first
bonds between nations which are less close to each other by
their geographic position, their degree of industrialisation or
their economic and social characteristics. But all are united by
the same principles of civilisation set out in the Human Rights
Convention.

In spite of these shortcomings, in spite of the inevitable
difficulties caused by the presence of a number of leaders whose
minds are too narrowly national and by the revolution constituted
by the adaptation of economies to the new framework and the
breaking of age-long political customs, the Europe of the Six
is nevertheless progressing now. At any rate it has accomplished
the first stage in its growth better than was hoped. It is now
ready to make new and decisive progress, by welcoming the
accession of other nations and by affirming the pioneer spirit
which it so boldly adopted as its own. Tits expansion, though
inevitable, must not take place to the detriment of its Community
spirit.

On this point I should like to say a few words about the
negotiations which have just opened on the entry of Great Britain,
Ireland, Denmark and other countries to the Community.
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Much of the road has been run—and very quickly so if we
recall what was said on thie subject in the European Assemblies
a mere eighteen months ago. May I take the liberty of recalling
here the considerable work and remarkable efforts furnished
within the Assembly of the Council of Europe and the Assembly
of Western European Union which give the British parliament-
arians a valuable opportunity of rubbing shoulders with their
colleagues of the Europe of the Six; these efforts have doubtless
largely contributed to attainment of the point reached at the
beginning of last month.

In fact it was in this very hall, during a meeting of the
Assembly of the Fifteen, in January 1960, that Mr. Selwyn Lloyd,
then United Kingdom Foreign Secretary, stated that in his view
it was highly regrettable that his country had taken no part in
the negotiations which had culminated in the signing of the
Rome Treaty. He surely meant that, had his country participated
in these negotiations, the Treaty would probably not have been
concluded in exactly the same form. But he already admitted
that he thought Britain had been wrong in not being present at
these negotiations.

A great step forward had been taken.

Mr. Profumo continued along the same lines on the occasion
of a meeting of the Assembly of Western European Union, and
it was there that a still more decisive step forward was taken
on a proposal by the President of that Assembly, our colleague
Mr. Arthur Conte.

Finally, need I remind you that these last steps were taken
in May last in London, where for the first time the WEU Assembly
was meeting in England, an event of symbolic importance. And
need I add that these steps were taken then on the basis of a
report by one of our British colleagues, my friend Robert Mathew
who, to advance our cause, courageously found a way of over-
coming some of the traditional deep-seated opposition in his
country.
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It matters little now what process led up to our present
* position; the important point is that we have reached it. We
are, I think, unanimous, in this joint meeting of the two Assem-
blies, in sincerely hoping that Great Britain and all the other
member nations of EFTA will join the Community of the Six.
We realise perfectly well that special arrangements will have to
be made as a temporary measure, as I mentioned a moment ago,
on the agricultural and Commonwealth questions.

In view of the high stakes, the greatest possible efforts must
be made towards mutual understanding, and for our part we have
decided to go as far as possible in this respect without, however,
agreeing to any basic change in the principles which gave the
Communities of the Six their merit and originality.

The communiqué of 28th June last by the European Free
Trade Association seems very satisfactory to us in this respect,
since it states that all parties will be prepared to modify their
positions but that the fundamental political principles, not only
of the various European States, but also of the European Com-
munity, will have to be respected.

The communiqué adds that

“while some EFTA countries could not accept obligations
of a political nature, all Members of EFTA are willing to
undertake, in order to achieve an integrated European
market, obligations which go beyond those which they
have accepted among themselves in the Stockholm Conven-
tion.”

Our colleague, Mr. Maurice Macmillan, whose enthusiasm
for Europe is well known—and who was described by Mr. Kap-
teyn a short time ago as merely following in the steps of his
father, a European parliamentarian ten years ago and now Prime
Minister—expressed similar views last week in the brilliant report
to be discussed by the Assembly of the Council of Europe in a
few days’ time. He wrote:
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“Eventually the United Kingdom, too, may well take the
lead in pressing for closer political co-operation—or even
integration.”

I am greatly encouraged by these statements.

Nevertheless, the friendship which I feel for our British
friends, and they know that it is both deep and real, obliges me
to be wholly frank, and I should just like to repeat the fears
expressed by some of our colleagues regarding certain remarks
made by the British Prime Minister in the House of Commons on
3rd August according to which it appears that he, fundamentally
opposed to the very idea of integration, would like to see the
Communities develop rather into a system of co-operation
between States on the lines of the celebrated formula of I’Europe
des palries.

It would be paradoxical if, when it seemed that following
a happy compromise and mutual effort a rapprochement had
been effected of the points of view so long opposed of certain
members of the Six so that the joint communiqué by the six
Heads of State or Government published in Bad Godesberg on
18th July last could contain a statement about the entry of new
Members which is so sincerely desired; it would be paradoxical,
I say, if this had the effect of causing a dilation of the truly
European spirit.

Far be it from me to be pessimistic or to revive thorny
problems which are, I hope, now once and for all defunct. On
the contrary, I wish to consider only the possibilities of agree-
ment between the official French view succinctly expressed by
General de Gaulle, and the beliefs of those who think that
integration is the only worthy aim in the near or distant future,
that one day a United States of Europe may come into being
and that at any rate, some restriction on national sovereignty is’
inevitable.

A passage from the joint statement of 18th July should be
specially noted. The Six speak there of the “statutory character”
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which should ““as early as possible” be given to “the unification
of their peoples.” The adjective “statutory,” if I rightly under-
stand the French language, implies unanimous agreement that
the proposed co-operation will be institutional in character, that
it will not boil down to mere consultations, however regular,
between Heads of State or Heads of Government. This European
political co-operation will therefore be organised according to
written rules. A system of this kind is not of the nature of a
coalition; there is something “supra-national” in its principle,
it foreshadows a European Government and is conducive to
growing political integration.

This almost unhoped-for rapprochement of policies which
only yesterday were opposed, cannot but bring great pleasure
to the most wholehearted of Europeans in that it eliminates
difficulties whose existence we will not admit. It seems thai
a great step forward has been made. We must take care that
we do not return to a paralysis of the Executives by relegating
them to a technical role at this moment when Greal Britain,
although a somewhat reluctant Britain, is being admitted. How-
ever much we may wish to see Britain belong to the Six, we
should hesitate long before paying this price for its accession.

The negotiations which are opening between the Six, Great
Britain, Ireland, Denmark and, we hope, other nations, will
be long and difficult, as Mr. Macmillan said. I hope at any rate
that they will be sincere and frank. We are persuaded that a
merger of the Six of the Common Market and the Seven of the
European Free Trade Association would be highly beneficial
for both sides, even if the rapprochement between the free trade
theory and the Communily idea were to involve additional, and
perhaps sirenuous efforts on both sides.

The failure of the negotiations would manifestly be a great
victory for the enemies of Europe, and for Mr. Khrushchev in
particular. In other words, it would be a disastrous defeat for
the free world. A united Europe must be created. It must be
made to spread as far as possible by association with, in particu-
lar, the African States and Madagascar. Britain, naturally, has
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its place, and a chosen place it is. All our effort and all our
will must be united to achieve this goal.

I hope you will excuse me, Mr. Chairman, if I have detained
you and the Asserbly rather long. I should like to finish by
mentioning briefly a problem which goes very slightly beyond
the framework of our debate, but which to me seems of such
importance that it cannot be passed over in silence on this
occasion. It is the matter to which I have just briefly referred,
naimely, the association of a United Europe with an emergent
Africa.

In this very hall, in June last, a most exceptional meeting
took place between the European parliamentarians and the
African and Madagascan parliamentarians. The results have
been remarkable. I think it is indispensable that such efforts
should be repeated, not only at the instigation of private bodies,
however large, but officially in accordance with established rules.

The following problem will soon have to be faced. In
pursuance of Articles 131 to 136 of the Rome Treaty, a number
of States are associated with the economic Communities for
five years. This five years’ period will shortly expire. The
question of the renewal or non-renewal of this type of associa-
tion will soon be raised and 1 think it is probably by reference
to Article 238 of the Treaty that a solution will be possible.

I know that a number of technical difficulties have arisen
but that research is well advanced. In particular, it seems that
a compromise solution worked out by Mr. Lemaignen, may be
taken as a basis for an agreement belween the six Ministers and
that the system of preferences between countries associated with
Africa and the Common Market will, at least to some extent,
be maintained. But that is merely a technical aspect of the
problem which will have to be regularised for this association
to be achieved and codified.

Here, exactly one year ago, a man who was our colleague
on the French delegation and who is so still in theory, Mr. Kalen-
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zaga, a skilful politician from the Volta Republic, proposed the
setting up of a Europe-Africa Committee within the Council of
Europe. The matter is to come before our Assembly of the
Fifteen for discussion at this Session.

Action of this kind cannot be encouraged too highly, for
it is not directed against anybody. There is no question of
forgetting the ties existing between Europe and this or that
other continent since very special ties exist between Europe and
Africa. It seems obvious to me that these two Continents are
complementary. Africa is under-populated, short of technicians
and equipment but rich in raw materials, while Europe is over-
populated, well supplied with technicians and equipment but
very poor in raw materials. It would be to the great advantage
of both, therefore—and not of one more than the other—to come
to agreement and form a whole.

‘When our African friends initiate requests of this type it
would be not only dangerous but criminal to spurn the hand
they are stretching out to us. In relation to the efforts we must
make for peace and towards a balance of power in the world
this would be the greatest mistake. I do not think that our
African friends expect us to build the Africa of tomorrow for
them; rather do they expect us to build this Africa with them.
All under-developed countries expect this of us and, while not
neglecting, T repeat, anything liable to benefit other countries,
it is nevertheless quite naturally for Africa that we must make
our first efforts. It is absolutely necessary to consider this
problem here, when our two Assemblies are met together—which
occurs all too seldom in my view—and to make it evident that
this is our unanimous desire.

Mr. Chairman, with regard to the Report which T shall
present to the Assembly of the Fifteen on the subject before us
today, the Political Committee has, on my proposal, drafted a
motion for a resolution. It obviously has nothing to do with
our Joint Meeting but I should like to inform you of it un-
officially. You will understand why when I have read it to you.
It is very short and reads:
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“The Assembly,

Having taken note of the decision of the British, Danish and
Irish Governments to open negotiations for membership of
the European Economic Community;

‘Wishing to be kept informed of the progress of the nego-
tiations,

Decides to propose to the European Parliamentary Assembly
that additional Joint Meetings of members of the two
Assemblies should be held for the purpose of hearing and
discussing together the progress reports of the negotiating
body.”

Mr. Chairman and colleagues, it is a motion which I hope
the Assembly of the Fifteen will adopt in the very near future.
It concerns the work of our two Assemblies, and that is why I
have taken the liberty of informing you of it. In the Political
Committee, and I am sure in the entire Consultative Assembly,
this motion expresses a deep conviction and a very real desire to
co-operate with you.

And now, Mr, Chairman, I again beg you to forgive me for
having occupied the attention of the Assembly for so long. But
it was necessary to clear up a number of points. I am not com-
placent enough to imagine that 1 have covered all of them. If
some are still open to dispute, and if T have shocked some of our
colleagues with some of my ideas, I am nevertheless motivated
by the sincere desire of our Assembly, and of its Political Com-
mittee in particular, to see progress being made towards this
united Europe for which we will strive wholeheartedly, follow-
ing the example brilliantly set us over the last few years by our
Assembly of the Six. (Applause.)

The Chairman (Translation). — I should like to thank
Mr. Junot for his interesting and exhaustive comments as Rap-
porteur for the Consultative Assembly.

I now call the President of the High Authority of the
European Coal and Steel Community, Mr. Malvestiti.
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Mr. Malvestiti (Italy), President of the High Authority
of the ECSC (Trapslation). — Mr. Chairman, Ladies and
Gentlemen, today’s Joint Meeting is taking place at a time rich
in promise for the future of this.continent. By applying to
join the European Economic Community, Great Britain, Den-
mark and Ireland have set up a bridge between two Europes
that were already reaching towards each other. The High
Authority welcomes this historic development and will be fol-
lowing the negotiations with close interest.

We feel that the psychological and political situation created
in Europe by the decision of these three countries only increases
the importance of the provisions in the Paris Treaty for estab-
lishing “ties as close as possible” between the European Coal
and Steel Community and the Council of Europe. At this stage
in our search for means of creating political unity in LEurope,
the best way of facilitating mutual understanding and laying
the foundations of a true co-operation is by meelings and
discussions.

In my report to the Assembly here last year, I mentioned
the special difficulties encountered by the Community in 1959
in selling its coal and the measures taken to deal with them
by the High Authority. In 1960, we had the advantage of a
more favourable economic situation, and the financial vyear
closed on a rather less despondent note. In 1960, the level of
supply was better adapted to that of demand and the discre-
pancy between the two which, in 1959, reached 21 million tons
of coal equivalent, fell to 12 million tons. During 1961, the
overall figure for the Community has continued to fall. The
position, however, still needs keeping under observation by the
High Authority.

A fall in production took place towards the end of 1960,
though not so marked a one as in 19569, and this trend has
continued during the first half of the present year. This is due
to the reorganisation of the coal market in the Community
which is at present taking place. The general improvement
noticeable throughout the Common Market is not only the
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result of the exceptionally favourable economic situation which
has enabled demand to be kept up. Ti is also the result, in part,
of the measures taken by Governments, the High Authority and
the firms concerned to reduce supply without compromising
the general social equilibrium.

I also mentioned last year the measures that some of the
members of the High Authority had been obliged to take to
restrict coal imports from third countries, in connection with
the reorganisation of the coal market of the Community. The
favourable economic situation and the progress made in re-
adaptation on the production side have enabled certain of these
measures to be rescinded.

In order to help the German coal market to adapt itself to
the new conditions. the High Authority, in 1959 and again in
1960, recommended the Federal Government to impose a duty
of 20 DM per ton on coal imports from third countries exceeding
the quota of 5 million tons allowed free entry. For 1961, the
High Authority recognised that the position still justified the
Federal Government in maintaining protective duties, and
renewed its recommendation—although, as a result of the

~improvement in the market and the employment situation, it
raised the free import quota to 6 million tons. In view of this,
and in order to avoid any discrimination between ils suppliers,
the Federal Government has extended the base period on which
the free import quota is calculated to take in the years 1954 to
1958 inclusive.

Even in Belgium the year 1960 showed a certain improve-
ment in the coal market, but this is not yet sufficient to enable
Belgian industry to stand up to free competition either from the
rest of the Community or from outside countries and restrictions
on imports have had to be continued. To emphasise the tem-
porary nature of these protective measures, however, and respect
the principle of their progressive withdrawal, the overall quota
fixed for imports from outside countries in 1961 has been-
slightly increased, and now stands at 620,000 tons. To be
accurate, I should add that coke is not covered by the restric-
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tions. The measures taken in both Germany and Belgium with
respect to coal imports from third countries have been fully
discussed with the Governments of the countries concerned.

Impbrts of coal from outside fell slightly in 1960, as com-
pared with 1959, but had begun lo rise again slightly by the
end of the first half of 1961. Exports to third countries by
the Community began to fall in 1960 and continued to do so
in the first half of 1961. The Community’s exports of coke, on
the other hand, show a slight rise.

The United States is by far the largest outside supplier of
coal to the Community, being responsible for some 70 per cent
of total imports. In 1960, however, the absolute value of imports
from the United States fell slightly as compared with 1959.
Imports from the United Kingdom, which represent some
10 per cent of total imports, showed a rise in absolute value.

The Community’s largest customers for coal remain Switzer-
land and Ausiria and, for coke, the Scandinavian countries,
Switzerland and Ausiria.

While the internal demand for coal went up in 1960, its
relative importance vis-@-vis the Community’s total energy
supply went down. Over the past ten years, consumption of
coal and lignite has stood still, and the increase in total energy
consumption comes from the use of gas and petroleum products.
During the ten years ending 1960, the proportion of the Com-
munity’s total consumption of energy represented by coal has
fallen by nearly 20 %, while the proportion represented by gas
and petroleum has risen by an almost equal amount. At the
moment, only a little over half the Community’s energy require-
ments are met from coal, while a good 30 % are met from
petroleum.

In 1960, in order to ease the coal situation, the Governments
of the producing countries imposed a number of graduated taxes
on fuel oil and light petroleum products. But, clearly, a crisis
of these dimensions cannot be dealt with merely by fiscal mea-
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sures. By now, it is universally recognised that we are facing
a crisis in the whole structure of the coal market and that large-
scale readaptation is necessary to meet the new situation.

The situation in the solid fuel market is totally different
from any that could be foreseen when the ECSC Treaty was being
negotiated, and the Community’s coal industry is now facing an
ever-growing degree of competition from imported coal and
petroleum products. Certain outside countries, for various
reasons most of them connected with the structure of their own
industry, are now in a position to offer coal at priées which, in
some parts of the Common Market, are below those of the
Community producers. The readaptation measures should aim
at creating conditions allowing a rational exploitation of the
mines and an improvement in the competitive quality of the
Community’s coal.

In the High Authority’s view, these are the principles that
should guide the choice of readaptation measures with regard
to coal production in the Community. Modernisation of extrac-
tion methods and reorganisation of above-ground installations;
concentration, in other words, a reduction in the number of
pits worked thus enabling men and machinery to be concen-
trated at the most productive pits; closure of unsafe and mar-
ginal pits; promotion of coal utilisation in the districts nearest
the pits, so as to reduce or eliminate transport costs.

When putting these principles into . operation, attention
must be given to their social implications. In practice, re-
adaptation measures can be either imposed from above or adopted
voluntarily by the firms concerned. That does not, of course,
exclude a combination of the two, or else some form of co-
ordination. When co-ordinated action becomes necessary, agree-
ments are necessary in order to bring the individual firm’s
decisions into line with the overall objects of the readaptation.

Agreements on readaptation concluded in the mining
industry affect, in most cases, all the firms in the area.
Generally speaking, each mining area presents uniform, or at
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least, similar features, from the geological, economic and social
point of view. Hence the need to harmonise readaptation mea-
sures taken by firms in the same area. On the other hand, it
has to be recognised that it may be difficult to arrange for the
adoption of readaptation measures by the firms in a single area,
which necessarily all supply the same markets, unless these are
accorpanied by joint trading arrangements. In the first, diffi-
cult, stages of readaptation, the main thing to avoid is uncon-
trolled competition, or the adoption of trade practices dictated
by the needs of the moment rather than long-term consider-
alions, and hence apt to upset the economic and social balance
and hinder the achievermenis of one’s ultimate objectives. In
these cases, the conclusion of readaptation agreements can be
facilitated by the simultaneous conclusion of joint purchasing or
selling agreements, on a scale that could not be allowed under
normal trading conditions.

There is, however, no provision in the Treaty for authorising
readaptation agreements to be accompanied by agreements for
joint purchasing and selling arrangements with a view to
enhancing their efficacy. On the other hand, the High
Authority’s Council of Ministers recognises the value of such
arrangements, provided the validity of the agreements is limiled
to the period needed by the firms concerned to adapt themselves
to the new market conditions and provided the agreements
themselves are subject to the control of the High Authority,
which retains powers to cancel them in case of abuse or if
they are unsatisfactory from the point of view of readaptation.

On this basis, the Council of Ministers of the High Authority
has undertaken what is known as a “lesser revision” aimed at
bringing the provisions of the Treaty into line with present-
day market requirements. The matter is now being examined
by the Court which will in due course dccide whether the pro-
posed amendments to the Treaty are compatible with its basic
principles. If the Court decides in favour of the proposal, the
Parliamentary Assembly will then be asked to take the final
decision.
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In my speech to the Assembly last year I explained how a
similar procedure had been followed in order to extend the
social provisions of the Treaty.

The fact that it can be revised through the Community’s
internal machinery 'is a proof of the flexibility of the Treaty
and the way in which it can adapt itself to quite unexpected
circumstances by the adoption of novel solutions and novel
methods.

Obviously, however, no consistent measures of readaptation
in the coal industry and no long-term estimates of coal require-
ments are possible, unless they are related to the overall estimate
of energy requirements which is itself directly -related io :the
development of the economy generally. - The energy situation
in the Community reveals a gap which it is-going to be difficult
to cover. Energy requirements are growing more rapidly than
home resources and it is plain that any expansion of production
depends upon a supply of energy continuing to be available on
as economic terms as possible. That being so, it is difficult to
escape the conclusion that our countries would need to co-
ordinate their policy in the energy sector, even if there were
no Common Market.

With a view lo such co-ordination, the High Authoritly,
in conjunction with the EEC Commission and the ECSC. has
prepared two memoranda for submission to the ECSC Council
of Ministers. One of them deals with basic, long-term aims and
criteria, and the other with short-term measures to cope with
immediate problems and prevent the situation from deteriorating
while we wait for the long-term measures to take effect.

Anyone attempting to draw up a long-term energy policy
for our countries is faced with the need to choose between two
basic alternatives. Reduced to their simplest terms, these can
be described as whether to give the preference to ensuring ade-
quate supplies, or to give it to ensuring that supplies are secured
at as low a price as possible. In other words, which is more
important: to ensure satisfaction of our future or of our pre-
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sent requirements? In practice, the situation is further com-
plicated by the interaction of several problems: the need to
satisfy peak-period requirements, the need to consider the social
implications of what we are doing, the varying economic policies
of the different countries, the fact that their different develop-
ment policies produce different requirements.

In order to take all this into account and to make a begin-
ning towards reducing the difference between the countries’
national energy policies, we have decided to suggest one or two
basic measures of co-ordination to be put into force at once.
While recognising that nothing must be done that could per-
manently arrest the trend towards the production of cheaper
energy, we are agreed on the need for some measure of tariff
protection, although on a strictly temporary and progressively
decreasing basis. Any duties that are imposed have to be com-
bined with a system of free entry quotas designed especially to
help the regions in process of industrialisation which are tra-
ditional importers of coal from third countries.

Another point that has been stressed is the need to bring
our ftrade policies into line with the conditions of competition,
so as to eliminate contradictions between one country, or pro-
duct, and another. This involves bringing in as soon as possible
measures to clarify, to some extent, the position in the petroleum
products market.

The High Authority realises that considerable progress has
already been made in the difficult task of co-ordination in the
energy sector, although it has only lately been begun. We
have fully examined the implications of the choice of ways
before us, and we have also examined and improved our
readaptation and fact-selection methods, besides taking the first
steps towards preparing and checking an energy programme for
the Community as a whole.

I am sure that the experience thus gained by the Community
countries in their attempt to formulate a co-ordinated energy
policy will prove wuseful to the other European countries.
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Energy is such an important element in economic development
that the day may not be far off when those other countries will
find that their own interests demand that they join in the
co-ordinated energy system of the Six.

Passing now from the coal to the steel sector, we have good
reason to congratulate ourselves. Community steel production
in 1960 almost reached the 73 million ton mark and has con-
tinued at a high rate during the present year. Trade in steel
products between the Community and outside countries kept
at a high level during 1960 and the early months of 1961.
Exports by the Community during the first few months of 1961,
however, showed a slight drop. The steel requirements of the
outside world remain high, but American exports, considerable
Japanese competition and the high level of supply in general
have combined to restrict the sale of Community steel products
on the world market.

In 1960, imports of steel from third countries, which had
shown a marked increase in 1960 as compared with 1959,
reached a new high level.

Owing to the favourable economic situation, the results of
which were also reflected in our trade, there have been no
significant changes in the trade policy of the Community
~ countries since last year’s Joint Meeting. I might nevertheless
mention one or two changes favourable to third countries that
have taken place. France and Italy have reduced customs duties
on steel alloys and certain types of pig-iron that were above the
harmonised level of external duties. France has also withdrawn
the special protective measures she was allowed to take in
respect of certain countiries when the harmonised duties were
introduced.

The Community, as you know, is an importer .of pig-iron.
It has so happened that fairly large quantities have on occasion
been imported at abnormally low prices, which has to some
extent disturbed the operation of the Common Market. The
High Authority is following developments closely.
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The employment situation in the iron and steel industry
has evolved in. accordance with market developments.

Continuing its policy of readaptation, the coal industry had
78,900 unemployed in 1960. Partial unemployment has, how-
ever, fallen by more than half in the Community countries as a
whole. During the same period, the steel industry had 22,400
jobs unfilled. Employment has risen at a slower rate than pro-
duction, as the technical progress achieved in the last few years
means that a rise in production is no longer automatically
accompanied by a proportionate rise in employment.

The Treaty is dynamic. It stimulates and facilitaies com-
petition and encourages specialisation; but it also aims at
ensuring that technical progress and large-scale structural
readaptation are not carried out at the expense of the workers.
This has involved directing our social policy, for the first time,
towards the rehabilitation of workers so as to safeguard their
earning power when, in certain circumstances, they have had
to be declared redundant by the firms employing them.

But economic conditions over the past ten years have
changed more drastically than could be foreseen in 1950. In
the case of some products the market structure has altered so
much that the crisis threatens whole areas, not just individual
firms. The measures required to deal with a situation of this
magnitude are in many cases beyond the powers of the High
Authority.

It is true that the Treaty authorises the High Authority to
finance new employment schemes, provided they are econ-
omically viable, to supply employment for workers who have
become redundant as a result of the fundamental change in the
conditions of production or the state of demand in the coal and
steel industries. But the High Authority has neither the power
nor the means at its disposal to deal with the unemployment
problem caused by what it would not be wrong to describe
as the ruin of whole areas.
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The High Authority and the Council accordingly decided, at
the end of 1959, to call an inter-governmental conference to
consider the reconversion of industry in the areas affected by
the coal crisis. This Conference took place at Luxembourg,
between 27th September and 1st October 1960, and was attended
by representatives of the six ECSC countries, the United King-
dom, the EEC Commission, the European Investment Bank and
the High Authority. The Austrian Government, the United
States delegation to the High Authority, the ILO and the OEEC
sent observers. The Conference achieved its dual object of com-
paring. experiences and ideas on the subject of reconversion, and
assembled much valuable material which will be of great help
in preparing a concrete programme. When the time comes to
put the programme into operation there will, of course, have
to be the closest co-operation between the Governments con-
cerned and the institutions of the European Community.

This Conference on reconversion provides another example
of the growing understanding between the countries of the
Common Market, even on subjects outside the direct scope of
the Treaty. One merit of the Treaty is that its architects had the
courage to include readaptation of workers as one of its meas-
ures of social policy. This nevertheless implies a very much
greater degree of mobility with regard to manpower than
experience has so far shown to be practicable in the Common
Market. The concept will therefore require some adjustment
so as to take account of the reluctance of workers to move from
their own area. The search for the best way to implement our
economic-social policy has hence led to the conclusion that
employment must be created in areas where an active population
exists, and too much faith must not be placed in the possibility
of creating a mobile reserve of manpower. In that way we
shall be working more in line with the natural desires of the
working population.

I feel certain that the outstanding feature of social policy
during the coming ten years will be the search for a proper
balance between economic and social requirements in the
various areas, whether this is brought about by reconversion,
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by area redevelopment, or by harmonising development between
the different areas. The High Authority is glad to have been
given the opportunity of helping in the first stages 'of research
along these lines.

Among the boldest innovations of the Treaty must certainly
be numbered the financial powers given to the High Authority.
As you know, the High Authority is empowered to help firms’
investment programmes by providing capital from loans which
it is authorised to float. The High Authority has made full use
of these powers whenever firms have required help and the
condition of the money markets enabled it to do so. Thus, in
1960 and 1961, the High Authority has floated loans, totalling
more than 56 million EMA units of account, on the United
States and Swiss markets and some of the markets of the Com-
munity countries. This makes the third time that the High
Authority has gone to the United States for a loan, and on this
occasion also the whole loan, amounting to 35 million EMA
units of account, was subscribed on the first day of issue.

The money raised by these loans has been devoted, as in
the past, to facilitating investment by the Community’s firms
and to financing the construction of workers” dwellings. The
favourable response of the financial markets in Europe and
America provides a clear proof that the High Authority’s credit
stands high.

But, as you also know, the ECSC is not a closed com-
munity; it is open to all European countries and ready to take
due account of their individual requirements. An agreement of
association between the United Kingdom and the Community is
in force and continues to prove itself of value. Our regular
meetings to consider the general situation, and our exchange of
views on future developments in the coal and steel markets in
two production and consumption areas such as the United King-
dom and the Community have proved most valuable. The
Government of the United Kingdom and the ECSC have recently
decided to undertake a joint study of the following questions:
mechanisation in the coal indusiry, long-term prospects of trade
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in solid fuels between the Community and the United Kingdom,
their respective energy programmes, the proportion of raw
materials used by each in the manufacture of steel, and the use
of automation in the steel industry. The agreements concluded
by the High Authority with Switzerland and Austria on the cost
of goods traffic in iransit continue to operate satisfactorily. A
complementary agreement was concluded with Austria in
November 1960,

The outside world has shown itself particularly interested
in the Dillon tariff negotiations now going on in Geneva. Most
of the offers of and requests for tariff concessions relate, it is
true, to the general products of the Common Market. Some,
however, relate to products for which the ECSC is responsible.
The general trend is towards a wider consolidation of the
advantages accruing to the outside world as a result of the
Community’s harmonised external tariff. So far as the ECSC
products are concerned, the levels of the harmonised duties are
arithmetically less than half those of the level applied indivi-
dually by the Six, even allowing for the 20 per cent reduction.
It is hoped that the same position can be achieved in Geneva
with regard to the external tariff for the general products of the
Common Market.

The High Authority has always followed with much interest
the work done in OEEC, particularly in relation to the latter’s
responsibilities in the energy sector, and it was anxious to be
closely associated with. the negotiations that have transformed
the Organisation for European Economic Co-operation into the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. A
Protocol to the Convention provides explicitly for the High
Authority to participate in the work of OECD, on a par with the
other European institutions.

The High Authority is also following with attention the
development of the association between the European Economic
Community and the African States. It took considerable interest
in the work of the Conference of European and African Parlia-
mentarians and, during the debates that took place in this hall



56 CONSULTATIVE ASSEMBLY — EUROPEAN PARLIAMENTARY ASSEMBLY

between 19th and 24th June, was able to draw attention to the
important part that the products, especially steel, for which it
was responsible were bound to play in the industrialisation of
the developing countries.

The High Authority feels that its experience in mining, steel
production and- their related industries qualifies it to make an
effective contribution—in the way of technical assistance, train-
ing of executives and scientific and technical research-—to the
joint effort to be undertaken by the European and the associated
African countries. It has, incidentally, just had an opporiunity
of providing substantial help towards implementing a five-year
research programme for iron and manganese ore in black Africa.

Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen, this Assembly is meei-
ing al a moment when, all over the world, people are anxiously
wondering what is to be the fate of one of the most important
cities in Europe, and what is to be the immediate result of the
trial of strength between the two great world Powers. At the
same time, the whole Arab world is in ferment and the peoples
of Africa are achieving their independence and trying to reach
understanding the one with the other. Within a few years, the
whole political scene has changed. We no longer talk in terms
of the concept, so beloved of our fathers, of the balance of power.
The political criteria and the rules of policy that did for our
fathers will not do for us. What is more, they risk leading us
completely astray. We are at the beginning of a new period in
history. Everything still remains to be done—and if it is to be
done properly we need to use our inventive powers far more
than we have in the past. We have to invent a political way of
life that will enable the European peoples to live side by side
and draw closer together, spiritually and politically. In this
context, the decision taken recently by the United Kingdom,
Denmark and Ireland is of real historic importance, as proving
the force of attraction exercised by the six-Power Community
and the creative value of ils methods.

As an Italian, I hope I may be allowed to remind you that
we in Italy are this year celebrating the 100th anniversary of
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national unity. What was Italy in 1815, on the morrow of the
Congress of Vienna? Simply an area of some 300,000 square
kilometres divided up into ten or more different states. What
was it that drove the Italian peoples into initiating a movement
that was to lead them within fifty years to a united country?
It was the longing for political freedom and the right to live
under the same laws. The first demanded a constitutional regime
and the second a single State. Historical analogies are not
always useful, but it is impossible, when remembering Italian
history of the nineteenth century, not to think of Europe of the
twentieth century—the Europe of today, that is, the new
fatherland we all acknowledge and which exaggerated nafion-
alism has at last shown us is the only guarantee of peace and
fruitful co-operation. You will say that it was easier to unite
Italy than it is to unite Europe, because it already had a single
language and a single culture. That may well be true, but let
me remind you that differences of language are not an insuper-
able bar to political unity and that Europe can already show
examples of bi-lingual and even tri-lingual States. With regard
to a single culture I would say this: does not the very fact of
our meeting here show that Europe has already got a single
culture? Surely we all believe in political and economic free-
dom, in the dignity of the individual and his right to freedom
of conscience? Surely we all admit that the individual has rights
that the State must recognise? Even if the laws under which we
live are not exactly the same, they are all based on the same
principles.

Every day that passes makes it plainer that, despite our
cultural unity, the political, economic and social frameworks
within which we live are too restrictive. There comes a time
when unity alone is not enough and when man feels that the
positive rules which govern—if not his private life, that would
be going too far—at least the main principles of his public, that
is to say, his political and economic life need to be brought into
conformity with each other. That, and nothing else, is the
meaning of the evolution now taking place in Europe. It is
-an evolution that allows an infinite variety of pace and an infinite
flexibility in institutions and methods—that can find room, in
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fact, for any kind of arrangement which takes due account of
today’s realities when preparing for those of tomorrow. What is
impossible is to arrest it. We have seen it pass through phases
of constructive enthusiasm and phases of stagnation, only to see
these succeeded suddenly by phases of “reactivation” and
attempts to express in concrete form the suggestions put for-
ward in earlier periods.

Finally, in the field of European integration, it was reserved
for the Six to make the boldest experiment of all and to crown
it, as must be admitted, with the most encouraging degree of
success. But the Six never forget that the first moves towards
Furopean political unity were taken in the Council of Europe,
that home of the great European family which has so many
different aspects and which yet owns a single culture because
of its recognition of the existence of spiritual values. Those
values are undoubtedly Europe’s greatest treasure but they are
a treasure that needs protecting and developing through solidly
based social institutions and a consistent and harmonised policy.

Something is coming to fruition in Europe. ILet us learn
how to read the signs of the times and prepare for our children
a freer and more glorious [uture.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. (Prolonged applause.)

The Chairman. — I would express, if I may, our best
thanks to the President of the High Authority for the important
statement he has made to us.

The next speaker is Dr. Hallstein, President of the Com-
mission of the European Economic Community.

Mr. Hallstein, President of the Commission of the Euro-
pean Economic Community (Translation). — Mr. Chairman,
TLadies and Gentlemen, on behalf of the Commission of the
European Economic Community I again welcome the practice—it
has almost become an institution—by which once each year the
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Executives of the European Communities report to a joint session of
the Parliament of these Communities with the Consultative Assem-
bly of the Council of Europe, and their reports are followed by a
debate. Just as our own Community Parliament is an indispens-
able part of our Community’s constitutional structure—since it is
the institution which exercises democratic control over the
Executives—so it is sound that we should all be compelled from
time to time to see overall European responsibility for our action
reflected in the deliberations of members of the parliaments of
the European nations. The political and moral significance of
this process is not diminished but, on the contrary, rather in-
creased by the fact, of which we have been all the more pain-
fully aware in recent months, that not all Europeans can take
part in it through their own freely elected representatives.

My task for today is greatly facilitated by the excellent
report on the activities of the European Parliament which we
have heard [rom Mr. Kapteyn. It provides especially the mem-
bers of the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe with
the comprehensive survey they need, not only of the activities
of our Parliamentary institution but also of everything that has
happened in our Communities.

For my part, I do not propose to give any descriptive account
of the latest developments in our Community. T shall rather
try to appraise what has been achieved, or to make such an
appraisal possible. The present moment is especially propitious
for such a survey and such an appraisal.

At the end of this year the European Economic Community
will look back on four years of existence. This will be a moment
of political and legal significance because the expiry of these
four years will mark the end of the first stage for the establish-
ment of the Community as provided in the Treaty. Having
reached this milestone, it is particularly appropriate for us to
reflect whether our Community, which has been in existence for
four years but is the outcome of endeavours begun more than
ten years ago, has produced the expected results; whether it
justifies the hopes which people have placed in it and are still
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placing in it that it will prove to be for the good of the Member
States, of Europe and of the whole world. Such a reflection
is doubly called for at a moment when several European States
have made known their intention to join the Community as
Members with full rights and obligations.

In so doing I should like wherever possible to refer to the
Preamble of the Treaty because in its few sentences we find
reflected all the great aims which the Member States had in
mind when they created the Community.

Let us see, first, what the Community is designed to mean
to its Member States.

The first aim we meet in the Preamble is the removal of
existing obstacles to trade. This implies a customs union and
the other additional measures intended to make possible the
free movement of persons, services and capital. The issue is to
establish the conditions of a domestic marketi; the free exchange
of goods and the free movement of the factors of production
known as the “mobility of factors.”

As you are aware the obligations to eliminate customns duties
and quatitative restrictions, which are clearly laid down in the
Treaty, have been fulfilled; the speed-up decision has even meant
that certain provisions are applied in advance of the time-table
prescribed by the Treaty. At the end of 1961, that is to say at
the expiry of the first stage, customs reductions will have
reached 40 per cent and—if the Governments confirm the second
part of the acceleration programme~—they will go up to 50 per
cent. By the end of this year quantitalive restrictions between
the Member States on trade in industrial products will also have
to be completely eliminated. In this respect liberalisation will
therefore be complete. The first approximation of the national
customs tariffs to the common external tariff—which is the other
essential feature of a customs union—also to be accomplished by
the expiry of the first stage, was already achieved at the beginning
of 1961.
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Let us pause for a moment (o realise the significance of
these facts now familiar to us all. Before the entry into force
of the Treaty the elimination of customs duties and the total
abolition of quantitative restrictions still seemed to many politic-
ally impossible and economically dangerous—especially since
other endeavours in this direction had been fruitless. And yet
this customs union which is the foundation of all our work and
gives the most clearly visible expression-to our policy of economic
integration has already been partly put into practice. Indeed, we
have rushed abead of our schedule. The speed-up decision is
evidence of the Member States’ readiness to establish the customs
union as an integral whole; it has therefore strengthened con-
fidence in the irrevocable establishment of the Common Market.

What is the economic result produced by this progressive
freeing of trade within the Community? Here again we find an
answer in the Preamble of the Treaty. This says that the Member
States have set themselves the long-term purpose to ensure social
and economic progress and the constant improvement of the
living and working conditions of their peoples. Of course we
must not expect the desired effects to make themselves fully felt
after so short a period; also, we must take due account of the
especially propitious economic trends with which our countries
have been favoured for several years. Nevertheless we can note
the following:

Whereas the average annual expansion of trade within the
Community. area was about 11 per cent before the establishment
of the Community, this annual rate of expansion has now risen
to 22 per cent. In other words it has doubled. However, there
has been an increase not only in trade between the Member States,
but also between them and the non-member countries. Whilst
there were many who feared that the establishment. of the
Community would have a disadvantageous effect on the non-
member countries, it is a fact that, in particular, imports from
these countries have also mounted since the establishment of
the Community. The annual rate of expansion which until 1958
was 8 percent is now 10 per cent.
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Over and above trade matters the following also deserves to
be put on record:

i) Investment with the Community has grown considerably.
Since the establishment of the Community the annual rate
of expansion in investments has risen from 8 to 10 per cent.
In 1960 it reached 11 per cent and the 1961 figures justify
the hope that even this rate will be exceeded. Last but not
least there is also the remarkable increase of foreign invest-
ment in the Community. '

ii) Industrial production in the Community has made vigorous
progress.

iii) Consumer prices are more stable than before.

iv) Trade and industry have been induced to adapt themselves
in many ways and qualitative improvement of products has
been stimulated. The interlocking of the six national eco-
nomies has been stepped up to an extraordinary degree by
all kinds of links between firms and by more intensive
collaboration.

As T have said, it would be going too far to ascribe this
favourable course of events to the Community’s customs measures
alone. There can, however, be no doubt that by and large its
establishment has already been justified by the economic progress
made for which the Community has provided a strong impulse.

For the Community is not only a customs union; it is much
more than that: it is an economic union. I again turn to the
Preamble of the Treaty, where it is recognized that “the removal
of existing obstacles calls for concerted action in order to
guarantee a steady expansion, a balanced trade and fair competi-
tion.” This language expresses as an aim what is later described
in the Treaty as a “common policy or the approximation of
policies.” And it also shows that this common policy is the
indispensable counterpart of the abolition of obstacles to the
free movement of goods, persons and capital. At this point we
recall a criticism sometimes levelled, to the effect that the
Treaty is too complicated and could in practice have been
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limited to the provisions on the abolition of obstacles to trade.
However, amongst Member States pursuing widely different eco-
nomic and monetary policies any mere freeing of trade would
be, if not impossible, then at least constantly called into
question. If a Common Market is to be tully realised, the Member
States must so far align their policies that they need no longer
have recourse to protective action amongst themselves in order
to cancel out the effects of unequal conditions of competition or
of other artificial distortions. Nowadays, when there is mention
of common policy, we generally think first of the common agri-
cultural policy. This problem is being widely discussed, and
rightly so. As you know it is a question of vital importance
to the Community.

It has frequently been said in the course of recent months
that the Community has fallen behind in working out this agri-
cultural policy. But things take time in a domain which is so
varied and so vast. After long deliberations with the Govern-
ments and the departments and circles concerned, the Commis-
sion has by its proposals provided a sound basis for the
preparation of decisions which it is hoped that the Council may
shortly take. These are concrete proposals for certain important
agricultural products, set in a general concept for a common
agricultural policy. The general line of the proposals can be
put into a few words: the obstacles to trade are to be removed
by the establishment of European market organisations.

Considerable progress has been made in other important
fields towards the elaboration of a common policy or an ap-
proximation of the individual States’ policies. [ mention in
particular the fields of competition, transport and commercial
policy. The Monetary Committee provided for under the Treaty
is working with considerable success. A Committee on Policy
relating to Economic Trends has been set up. These institu-
tions and the regular contact which the Commission and its
staff maintain with the Governments and the various national
departments provide an opportunity to confront views, to en-
quire into problems and to evolve common solutions.
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Thus—hardly four years after the entry into effect of the
Treaty—a great siep forward has been taken, with the help of
our institutional procedures, towards the approximation of
national policies and, in some sectors, even towards a common
policy. If we consider how firmly set and deeply rooted are
national traditions and habits of thought, we may say that this
is already a very satisfactory result.

I have just spoken of the institutional procedures. They are
one of the bhasic characteristics of the Community. The Common
Market cannot be translated into practice by the application of
a few simple substantive and automatically effective rules. To
accomplish what in the Preamble of the Treaty is called “com-
mon action,” in other words to bring about a genuine integra-
tion of the markets and national economies, institutions are
needed with powers different from those of the national author-
ities. It is only in this way that the Community can act and
decide in fields outside the exclusive competence of an individual
State; the Community can even overrule a Member State, of
course only in fields where the States have recognized that power
of decision. This guarantees that the Treaty will in fact be
implemented.

Of course, all of us who work in the Institutions of the Com-
munity realise the deficiencies of the system under which we
work. They are to a large extent connected with the interim
condition which our Community represents: after all, the Com-
munity is not itself a State over and above the national States.

And yet, such as it is, it works; indeed, it has been working
with undeniable practical success for almost four years. It
would be wearisome to recite the activities of the various Institu-
tions of the Community. Nevertheless I should like to take this
opportunity to thank our European Parliament and to say again
that it is our motive force and our support.

The provisions made to ensure the irrevocable implementa-
tion of the Treaty, the obligation to pursue a common policy
accepted by the Member States—and the institutional structure—
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all these show that the Treaty of Rome has sprung from a will
for unification which extends beyond the purely economic sphere.

The Treaty is not only a trade agreement. It is a Treaty of
a new kind and of a much wider scope. In view of other and
unsuccessful beginnings, how could one imagine that the dif-
ficulties of such an undertaking and the sacrifices to be made
by the Member States could- have been accomplished by a
simple link-up of commercial and economic interests! Certainly,
the Treaty is to give each Member State economic advantages
which are greater than the sacrifices it has to make. However,
a political will for unification was needed if the existing struct-
ures were to be altered and this ‘“peaceful revolution” accom-
plished. The purpose of the Treaty of Rome, then, is not only
to build up a regional economic system. Nor is it only to
recognize the interdependence of European nations on the eco-
nomic plane alone, each nation remaining sovereign to determine
its own fate in all other respects. The Preamble clearly
expresses that the Treaty is intended to establish “the foundations
of an ever closer union.” How could it be otherwise? When
we consider the significance of economic policy in our time,
when we realise how deeply it affects the very livelihood of
each individual and what therefore the full meaning of economic
integration is, then we must admit that there can be no economic
integration without it entailing, and even a priori implying, a
certain degree of more comprehensive, of, in fact, political
integration. In a world in which economic problems are no
longer really distinct from political problems, readiness for eco-
nomic integration becomes impossible without acceptance of an
effort to establish closer solidarity belween the participating
States.

In our six countries we have begun to note these deeper
effects of the Community. The application of the Treaty has led
both those responsible and the general public to a direct aware-
ness of the solidarity between our States and peoples; a solidarity
which is no longer purely economic, but covers all the interests
of our countries. This trend has found its most recent con-
firmation in the joint statement adopted on 18th July in Bonn by
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the Heads of State or Government of the six countries. In the
words of their declaration they have decided “to give shape to
the will for political union which is already implicit in the
Treaties establishing the European Communities;” a “statutory”
form is envisaged to that end. Furthermore—and I should like
to emphasise this here—they have, with a view to the further
development of the existing Communities, decided to have a
study made of the proposals contained in the resolution passed
by the European Parliament on 29th June. I need not here recall
the content of these important and fundamental proposals. They
all point in the direction in which the Community of the Six
has been constantly moving since its inception lten years ago.

This then is a true picture of the first results attained within
the Community since the beginning of 1958. Let me sum them
up briefly:

i) A large part—almost half—of the abolition of customs and
quotas has been accomplished;

ii) The Community has helped to maintain the favourable eco-
nomic trend and contributed to the expansion and the
dynamism of the Member States’ economies;

iii) A beginning has been made with the approximation of the
Member States’ economic policies; important measures of
common policy have been prepared and brought to the
point of decision;

iv) The organisational mechanism has proved itself and is, on
the whole, functioning effectively;

v) The Community is arousing a greater awareness amongst the
general public of solidarity between the Member States and
it is the foundation for closer political association.

Let us now consider the Community’s relations with the
rest of the world.

The establishment-of the Community is without doubt an
event of great importance in the eyes of the other countries
of the world, even beyond the confines of Europe. On the
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whole its creation has been received with approval and sympathy;
in many countries, and especially in the United States of
America, government and leading circles have grasped the
significance of this new step along the road to European unity
and have realised the promise it holds for the maintenance of
peace and stability in this part of the world, so frequently torn
by internal conflict. Nevertheless concern has been expressed
in certain circles—no doubt in all good faith—and to that extent
we have been criticised. We have been accused of wanting to
keep aloof and following a policy of autarchy—at least of
promoting the internal trade of the Community only, without
any consideration for our economic relations with the rest of
the world. Of course we can understand this anxiety; for is not
the Community the world’s largest market for imports? At
a time which is marked by the growing economic inter-
dependence of all peoples and by the need to raise the standard
of living of nations in so many areas it would certainly lead
to the gravest results if the Community were to follow a policy
of isolation.

But what has been our attitude in practice?

In the first place, we have not failed to explain to the other
countries the policy which the Treaty itself prescribes for the
Community’s relations with the rest of the world. We have
recalled that in the Preamble of the Treaty the Member States
declare their desire to contribute “to the progressive abolition
of restrictions on internal trade,” and that amongst others
Article 110 of the Treaty states the intention to contribute in
the common interest “to the harmonious development of world
trade.” In my first address to the European Parliament on
20th March 1958 I accordingly said that the Community must
endeavour to enter into this coexistence with the political world
as a welcome member of that greater international family. For
we have always been anxious to sel at rest any doubts about
our intentions or our aims; in particular we have repeated that
the Community was brought into being to achieve internal
progress and that by this it would contribute to the common
weal.
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Have our deeds borne all this out? 1 believe that we have
no reason to fear fair judgment. The common customs tariff is
perhaps the most important factor on which trade relations
between ourselves and the rest of the world depend. The Treaty
itself lays down most of the level of the tariff, in accordance
with those rules of GATT which set its upper limit; for a
certain number of goods this had to be determined by negotia-
tions among the Member States. The customs tariff itself has
not yet come into force. Yet, as I have said, a first 30 per cent
approximation to it of the national tariffs of the Member States
was already effected at the beginning of this year. This new
customs tariff, which certain States look upon with concern,
is however by no means unalterable although its basis is perfectly
legitimate. First it was laid before GATT and subjected to the
procedures stipulated by the General Agreement, the Community
doing everything within its power to take into account the
interests of non-member countries through concessions which
in many cases go far beyond what the Community felt to be the
measure of its obligation. Moreover, the Commission has ap-
proved the proposal of Mr. Douglas Dillon, the United Siates
Secretary of the Treasury, that there should be general negotia-
tions for a considerable lowering of tariff barriers. To facilitate
the rapid progress of these negotiations the Community has
even proposed that the countries concerned should carry out
a 20 per cent across-the-board tariff reduction. Even before
the negotiations started the Community has carried out the first
approximation of national customs tariffs—to which I have
referred earlier—based on a common customs tariff reduced
by 20 per cent. These decisions give concrete proof of the
liberal principles upon which our policy is founded; of course
the Community expects the other important pariners in world
trade to adopt a similar attitude so as to enable the Community
itself to proceed along this course. At any rate we hope that
the negotiations undertaken in GATT will be profitable and
will contribute to an expansion of world trade.

However, what the Community has done in the field of
trade has not been its only contribution to strengthening the
economic potential of the free world. After the war, when
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Europe was licking its wounds, going ahead with iis reconstruc-
tion and attempting to make up its leeway, the United Stales
were virtually alone in carrying the burden. This consisted, in
the first place, of maintaining and reviving the Western economy,
not to mention the defence burden. The past fifteen years
when many countries indeed made considerable progress in-
volved an ever growing increase in the burden shouldered by our
friends across the Atlantic.

In our opinion the European Economic Community now has
an essential part to play in this development. The rehabilitated
European countries must now together assume their share in
the ever increasing tasks of the world’s leading Powers. The
Community has at its disposal an economic area, a potential and
opportunities which are well suited to help in stabilising the
balance of forces in the world. We sometimes get the impres-
sion that Europeans themselves do not always fully realise the
magnitude of what they have undertaken nor the scope of the
task to be performed. On the other side of the Atlantic, how-
ever, there has never been any doubt about the part which a
strong, united and prosperous Europe can play on the side
of freedom in the concert of Powers.

Perhaps you will allow me to repeat what I have recently
said in this House: “in the long run the functioning of the new
economic order in the West depends on the fact that a centre
of attraction is arising in Europe which is capable of bringing
together the nations of our continent and of forming them into
a whole that will act together and undertake its own share of
responsibility in an Atlantic partnership.” The road towards
this partnership has already been mapped out, as the United
States have declared their readiness to enter the new Organisa-
tion for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). We
are confident that collaboration there will even give added
strength to the bonds linking our friends across the Atlantic
with the countries of Europe.

Before 1 close with a review of the situation in Europe I
should like to say a few words on the interest taken by the
Community in building up the developing countries.
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This interest, too, is clearly expressed in the Preamble of
the Treaty where it is said that the Member States intend to
confirm the solidarity which binds Europe and the overseas
countries and desire to ensure the development of their prosperity
in accordance with the principles of the Charter of the United
Nations. This aim is translated into practice by a system of
association between the Community and those African territories
which were dependent on a Member State when the Treaty was
ratified. This is not the occasion for a detailed appreciation of
the way in which the association policy has been applied. T feel
that its value is sufficiently proved by the fact that after they
had attained independence virtually all the territories associated
at the time of ratification expressed a desire to continue their
association. Their desire corresponds to that of the Community
which is at present examining the content of a second Associa-
tion Agreement to enter into force on 1st January 1963 when the
first Agreement expires.

The Community is also taking an active interest in the other
developing countries. It is aware of the considerable role
which it can play in this field because of its position as the
world’s largest importer of raw materials. Therefore it has in
particular taken part in the work of the Development Assistance
Group (DAG) and will continue to make every contribution in
its power to the success of this undertaking.

Let us finally glance at the position of the Community in
Europe itself.

In the European non-member countries its establishment has,
on the whole, called forth reactions similar to those I have just
described, except that they were even more intense because the
countries concerned are our immediate neighbours and naturally
feel more direcily affected. Not only has the Community been
accused of a trend towards autarky or protectionism, it has also
been reproached with introducing ‘““discrimination,” splitting
Europe, and aggravating the differences between what is generally
known as “greater” and “little” Europe.
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I certainly would not wish today to revert to these old discus-
sions. In the past-1 have had repeated opportunity to speak to
this House on this subject. We have always appreciated the
anxieties of our European neighbours and friends. Whilst we,
for our part, have undertaken to carry out a genuine economic
integration and to lay the foundation for ever closer political
association, we have realised that certain neighbour countries
are nol yet willing or able to accepl the same conditions and
to proceed along the same road. Therefore we quite understood
when they endeavoured to work out systems which were to enable
them to enjoy the benefits. of the eliminalion of trade obstacles
whilst allowing them to remain apart from an undertaking the
aims of which they felt went too far. When I say that we under-
stood the conclusions drawn from these views, I of course do
not imply that we considered them correct, let alone suitable for
adoption by ourselves. Our view of polilical and economic
developments in Europe and the world has always led us to the
conclusion that if Europe is to meet the challenge of our age
it is essential that steady progress be made in the establishment
of our Community. That is why we have again and again
pointed to the invitation to the other peoples of Europe to join
in our efforts which is contained in the Preamble of our Treaty.
We have therefore always stressed the policy of the “open door,”
which is derived directly from the text of the Treaty, and em-
phasised the facilities for membership or association which it
offers to the other countries of Europe. Today, almost four years
after the entry into force of the Treaty, we are glad to find that
the Governments of several European countries have come closer
to our views and have given this concrete expression by asking
the Community to consider their adhesion.

You will now expect the Commission of the European Eco-
nomic Community to comment on the most important event
which has occurred in the Community’s relations with its
neighhours. I refer to the application by several European States,
Denmark, Ireland and in particular Great Britain, for negotia-
tions with a view to their possible membership.

I believe it will be appreciated when I say that the state of
the proceedings will not permit of a very detailed statement.
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I do not have in mind any tlactical considerations concerning the
imminent negotiations between the Comununity and those who
wish to join it. 1 mean that the Community itself has not yet
concluded its decision procedure-—even so far as the most im-
mediate procedural issues are concerned; as you know, the
Council of Ministers of the Community will deliberate on these
matters for the first time next week. It is not for me to anticipate
these deliberations in any way. Therefore anything I can say
at the moment must necessarily be somewhat hypothetical. 1
can give you the elements of a stalement rather than an actual
statement.

Despite all these reservations connected with procedure I
should like to place on the record of this House the statement
issued by the Commission of the European Economic Commun-
ity.  The Communiqué which it published on 1st August 1961
reads as follows:

“The Commission of the European Economic Community
has taken note with very great interest and lively salis-
faction of the declaration made by the Prime Minister,
Mr. Harold Macmillan, on the subject of Great Britain’s
adherence to the FEuropean Economic Community. The
Commission considers this a turning point in postwar Euro-
pean politics.

The Commission regards it as a fresh recognition of the eco-
nomic and political value of the work of European integra-
tion undertaken since 1950. Tt is particularly glad to note
the very apt terms in the British declaration according to
which the Treaty of Rome has an important political object-
ive which. consists in promoting unity and stability in Europe,
essential factors in the struggle for liberty and progress
throughout the world.

It recognises, no less than the British Government, the
extent and the difficulty of the negotiations which are to
be begun. For some months, the Commission has been
studying the problems raised in the case of adherence for
Great Britain and for her various partners, on the one hand,
and for the Community, on the other. It is resolved to bring
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its full support to a positive solution of these problems, in
order to contribute to the realisation of this new step in the
economic and political unification of Europe, and thereby
to tighten the bonds which link the free world on both sides
of the Atlantic.”

I have nothing to add to the substance of this, except that
the applications for membership are by far the most important
event in the short life of the Community. They are the most
impressive evidence of the general recognition that we were
right to build up this Community, that it is viable and full of
promise. We can say with satisfaction: the Community has
found acceptance. This is the reward for the steadfastness with
which it has followed its course. For Great Brilain, the logical
consequences of the events set in motion may mean a turning
point in its relations with the continent of Europe.

I should, however, like to add a few words on the impending
negotiations. If I confine myself to the case of Britain, on which
—if only to save energy—we must concentrale more in the
initial slages, without entirely disregarding the case of the
other countries willing to join, this in no way implies any
disrespect to the latter. You will also appreciate that I will not
today touch on the problems which arise in connection with the
other European countries, especially the neutral ones. It is of
course in the first place up to them to decide their policy in the
light of the new situation.

Naturally, the adherence of such a great country as Britain
with its world-wide relations and obligations gives rise to a
large number of problems which are as weighty with regard to
the importance of the interests at stake as they are complex in
their multiplicity and in the overlapping of issues. I can at
this stage only name the most important of them without going
into any detail : \

i) The agricultural problems, both internal and external,;
i) The question of a future common exlernal tariff;

iii) The problems arising from Great Britain’s traditional Com-
monwealth relations;
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iv) The question of the association of further African territories
with the Community;

v) The problems which an extension of the Community would
entail for its Institutions.

The first impression we get from this list—which I repeat
is not complete—is that those were rash who in their impatience
inclined to interpret any hesitancy or doubts on the part of those
who bear responsibility in Britain as a sign of arbitrary averse-
ness. The catalogue T have recited reflects the facts as they are.
It runs through the at times brilliant reasoning in the leading
British papers and periodicals, not to mention the political
debates in the institutions of the British Commonwealth.
Lastly, its essentials are conlained in the very application for
the beginning of negotialions submitted by the British Govern-
ment,

Clearly, if these difficulties are to be overcome, the first
requirement is that the British Government should put the prob-
lems in a concrete form. This is not a tactical. device to place
the whole burden of the application on the would-be new Mem-
ber. As tactics this might well be risky, and in view of all the
factors which, though they are not immediately involved in the
negotiations, nevertheless have a bearing on them, it might pro-
duce—an equally tactical-—list of maximum demands. It does,
however, follow from the fact that the Community which the
new Members wish to join already exists. We can imagine that
the old Members will feel that when they concluded the Treaty
of Rome they had to face problems similar or analogous to those
confronting any applicant, and that therefore they will assume
the same answers (o hold good; they may feel that whoever
denies this should prove his case.

Only the negotiations will show to what extent this assumpt-
ion is correct. Optimists already feel that accession could take
place without delay and all the rest be left to procedure within
the Community. They are right at least to the extent that the
existence of the Community with its main characteristics clearly
defined is bound to ease the task to be accomplished in the
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negotiations. Nobody wants to pretend that for the purposes
of these negotiations the Community does not exist, and to re-
negotiate the Treaty of Rome. After all, what could be the
purpose of this? Could it be to produce a cross between OECD
and the Council of Europe by lowering the common denominator
of both institutions through adding them together, and by dis-
pensing with the very advantages which make each of these
organisations superior to any other? I refer to the participation
of the United States of America and Canada in OECD and the
participation of neutral European countries in the Council of
Europe. Nobody has anything so absurd in mind. Even though,
therefore, the optimists may not prove to be right, even though
protracted negotiations may be necessary, the existence of our
Community, the fact that it has proved itself, and the resultant
power of conviction inherent in the solutions it has found, are
all constructive factors of fundamental importance.

‘What I have just said, of course, also has practical signific-
ance. The conviction which we have always held and still hold
unchanged is that the substantive rules and the institutional
set-up of the Trealy of Rome answer to the minimum require-
ments that must be met if a workable system of economic integra-
tion is to be initiated and kept in operation. We look upon
economic integration and the solidarity which it produces as the
prerequisite and indispensable foundation for the political
coalescence of our nations.

Let me close my report with a consideration of the lessons
we must draw from the foregoing for our future action.

A few points stand out: the Treaty has been applied. Its
application has produced good results in the political as well as
in the economic sphere. The policy of making the Community
ever stronger and firmer has been crowned with success. Tt
has convinced the hesitant, the undecided, and the unbelieving
that the process of economic integration is a reality and will
unfold irresistibly and irrevocably. In one word, this policy
has created certainty and confidence.
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This applies not only to the past but also to the future. An
undertaking, a policy which has produced positive results must
be continued with undiminished resolution. Our Community
is not static, it is in constant evolution. Its rhythm is determined
in the first place by the rules of the Treaty. In addition, the
dictates of economic common sense, but also the urgent demands
made on us by political events, influence the pace of our progress.
Such a process cannot be halted. Neither the Treaty obligations
to which we are commitled nor the economic and political
interests involved will allow this. T do not believe that the state-
ment of this fact could be misinterpreted. We must continue
on our road without pause if success is to crown what we have
built up and in which our friends wish to participate soon. They,
too, will surely understand that the Community wishes to remain
true to its past and to the picture which it has presented to them.
By quickly entering into the coming negotiations they will ad-
vance the dale on which they can share in the advantages of
the Communily and in the great promise which it holds out to
all our nations.

The Chairman. — I must thank Dr. Hallstein, President
of the Comrnission, for an exlraordinarily significant speech
- —and one which will afford us an important basis of discussion
tomorrow.

The speaker now is the President of the Commission of the
European Atomic Energy Community, Mr. Hirsch.

Mr. Hirsch, President of the Euaratom Commission. —
Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen, it is a great honour for
me to be invited to speak at this Joint Meeting of members of
the European Parliamentary Assembly and of the Consultative
Assembly of the Council of Europe.

Tt is natural, indeed necessary, that those with executive
responsibilities should come before the representatives of the
various countries to give an account of their activities so that
the latter may have an opportunity to exercise their right of
censureship.
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It is also a good thing that such speeches should be made
to a larger gathering, so that we may show that our action is
not purely selfish, not directed solely towards the interests of
the member countries of the European Communities, but is
intended to benefit the wider framework of Europe as a whole,
or, I might even say, of all humanity.

I shall not, particularly being the last speaker at a meeting
where very important subjects have been discussed, go into all
the details of the work of the European Atomic Energy Commu-
nity, particularly since these details are available to you in the
Annual Report submitted to the Parliamentary Assembly last
June.

I should merely like to recall the broad lines of our work
and, with regard to the development of the European institutions,
to refer to a few points not mentioned by earlier speakers. Rest
assured, I shall nevertheless be very brief, for I know that, at
the end. of a long meeting, you are all anxious to have a break.

As far as our activities as a whole are concerned, 1 would
just mention that the Treaty provides for an initial five-year
research programme, costing 215 million monetary units, or
215 million dollars. In 1961 we reach the fourth of the five
years of the programme, which will be entirely covered when
the Budget for next year is fixed.

Ladies and Gentlemen, if the Council of Ministers of the
European Parliamentary Assembly approves the motions which
we shall table tomorrow, the whole of the 215 million monetary
units provided for in the Treaty will have been tied up during
the first five-year period. 'We have already begun to plan the
second five-year programime,.

How is this money used?
First, in setling up the Joint Research Centre provided for in

the Treaty. At the present moment this Joint Research Centre
consists of two establishments already in operation. The larger
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is in Northern Italy, at Ispra. A more specialised establishment
is now in operation at Mol in Belgium. It has specialised in
nuclear measurement and is a nuclear standards bureau, whose
importance goes beyond the bounds of the European Commu-
nity since it engages on programmes planned on the scale of the
whole of the Western world.

In addition to these two establishments we are constructing
a specialised transuranic institute at the German centre at Karls-
ruhe. We have also signed an agreement with the Netherlands
Government to transfer a considerable part of the Petten centre
within the next few weeks. We shall therefore have an instal-
lation in the Netherlands before the end of the year.

As far as staff engaged exclusively on research is concerned,
as distinct from those on the operational side, the number will
be more than 1,600 by the end of the year and we are planning
for a staff of 2,300 by the end of the first five-year programme.

Our activities are not restricted to the work of the Joint
Research Centre establishments. We operale under association
agreemenis and research contracts. Association agreements
enable research organisations situated in the various member
countries of the Community to participate in our work. I can-
not give you a detailed description of such associalion agree-
ments, but I can tell you that they include all the teams working
on fusion, on controlled thermonuclear reaction. This (ield is
extremely important for the future of humanity; it opens for
us the prospect of unlimited energy resources, because the raw
materials required are found in all the oceans of the world. It
can be said that if this research is successful—it will take many
years yet but there is no reason to think that it will not be
successful—the problem of energy supplies for humanity, as
long as man is alive on the earth, will be entirely solved. We
have not yet reached this point, but we are convinced that what-
ever energy requirements may develop, they can be met once
the problem of fusion has been solved.

We are also working under association agreements based on
research with a precise object in view, namely the application
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of nuclear propulsion to the Merchant Navy. We have four
associations of this type, either already in operation or being
negotiated, and their work is co-ordinated by a liaison Com-
mittee, with the result that all activities in the sphere of naval
propulsion are co-ordinated by the Commission.

Similarly. we are doing important work, also under the
form of research contracts and association agreements, for pos-
sible uses in the fields of biology and ionizing radiation with
special reference to agronomy, medicine and genetics.

We have, moreover, set up an information bureau on the
uses of radio-isotopes in industry, uses which increase in number
every day and are essential if progress in all branches of human
aclivities is to be assured.

Regarding the construction of industrial reactors for the
production of electricity an important stage was reached this
morning when the European Parliamentary Assembly approved
the draft additional budget submitted by the Council of Ministers.
It provides us with the means of participating in the construction
ol power reactors according to formulae which make information
on the construction and use of such reactors available to all
interested bodies within the Community.

That is very important in view of the role which nuclear
energy is called on to play—I shall not say in the immediate
future, for these will be years of development and lowering of
production costs, but in a period which, from the point of view
of industrial exchanges, is near at hand since it is a period of
some ten years. We are convinced that nuclear energy will then
be able to compete with the traditional sources of energy. I am
convinced that my colleague, the President of the High Authority,
is grateful to have this respite of a few years which will make it
easier to carry out the conversions necessary for the general
development of Europe. This continent imporis enormous
quantities of energy and will have to import more and more
energy with the increased energy needs per head of population
brought about by improvement in the standard of living.
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It is therefore of the highest importance that all the indus-
tries capable of participaling in the construction and importation
of reactors should acquire, within the appropriate time, the
necessary experimental basis to enable them to fulfil their role
and prevent our States from being dependent on other countries
in a field which will very rapidly become vital.

In addition Lo this research, fundamental biology must also
be studied if we are to achieve really significant results. Out-
side basic research, applied research, and research directed and
intended more particularly for industrial purposes the Commis-
sion has an important role to play in fields such as health pro-
tection. But I shall not go into detail; I shall merely refer
you on this point to our report.

We have succeeded in arranging that the six Member States
should agree on a very important draft additional convention
on nuclear security. This scheme interests other countries.
Indeed, since nuclear dangers are not excluded by frontiers it is
most important that the greatest possible number of countries
should accede to this additional convention which gives much
wider scope to the very limited convention drawn up within
the framework. of OEEC.

Our ‘work is also increasing in the documentation field and
is of great interest to third countries. We collect and distribute
technical information and publish a bulletin which includes
translations or works written in oriental languages, in particular
‘those published behind the Iron Curtain.

1 would remind you that we attach great importance to our
relations with third countries. We are happy to have had many
ambassadors accredited to us who ensure close relations with
all States that wish to be so connected with us. Agreements
have been concluded with a number of couniries, in particular
with the United States of America. In this connection, I would
ask Mr. Junot’s permission to refer to a passage in his speech
which seems to me to be the result of incomplete information.
We do not complain of what he describes as certain persons
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“turning a deaf ear”; we are, on the contrary, pleased that
collaboration should develop in very promising conditions—and
we are particularly happy to have the opportunily at the end
of this month of welcoming to our Ispra establishment the new
Chairman of the American Atomic Energy Commission, Pro-
fessor Seaborg. We have also concluded an agreement with
Canada and we exchange a great deal information with this
country for the study of a type of reactor which is planned as
part of our programme.

We have recently concluded an agreement with Brazil and
negotiations are well advanced for an agreement with the
Argentine. 'We therefore do not limit our agreements to the
highly developed countries, but take an interest in countiries
which have not yet attained that stage of development.

I have left to the last in this enumeralion the agreement we
have passed with Great Britain. It has now been in operation
for almost three years and we are very satisfied about the con-
tacts that we have had with that country under this agreement.

We are glad that we have been able thus to institute a
collaboration which, we hope, will shortly become much closer.
Al the last meeting of the Council of WEU, Mr. Heath said that
negotiations for the accession of Britain to Euratom and the
ECSC could be opened as soon as discussions on Common Market
problems had reached a favourable stage. That is one more
reason for our hoping that things will turn out so.

In this respect I ask your permission, Mr. Chairman, to
make a reference to the not too distant past. I had the privi-
lege, the day following the historic declaration by Mr. Robert
Schuman, that is, on 10th May 1950, of accompanying Mr. Jean
Monnet to London. The object of his visit was to invite the
British Government to accept the invitation officially issued by
Mr. Schuman.

We explained the long-term political and practical signifi-
cance of Mr. Schuman’s statement. The British Cabinet con-
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sidered the matter very seriously. But after mature deliberation
the following reply was given:

“We are not prepared to join—but you will not proceed.”
Mr. Monnet replied:

“We regret that you are not prepared to accept our invitation
but we have decided to go ahead and to avoid repeating the
fatal error committed by the French Government in 1936
when it asked you if you were ready to forge ahead while
there was still time to counter Hitler and arrest the menace
which was then threatening the world. Experience will
show you that we shall succeed. You will note that none .
of our intentions is hostile to Great Britain—rather the con-
trary—and we are convinced that in due course you will
join us.”

I am glad that Mr. Jean Monnet’s prophecy should now be
on the point of coming true.

As far as we, at Euratom, are concerned, we are convinced
that it would be to our mutual interest to have as an associale
such an experienced country as Great Britain .and for Great
Britain to have an associate who is perhaps less experienced but
capable of diversifying the necessarily limited experiments which
a singe country can undertake in such a vast field.

I shall now speak very briefly of the progress of our insti-
tutions. I should also like to ask Mr. Junot’s permission to
borrow the expression liberum wveto which I was surprised to
find in his report.

It is probably in the Atomic Community that one finds
fewest cases of unanimily provided for in the Treaties. Practice
has shown that we frequently obtain majority votes on very
important questions. This is a source of satisfaction and proves
that the institulions operate as intended, that is, efficiently.

There is another matter which was mentioned last year and
in which progress has been made, namely, the merging of the
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Executives. As you are aware there is only one Court of Justice
and one Assembly for the three Communities where the three
Treaties set up three Executives and three Councils of Ministers.

The Netherlands Government recently tabled a motion pro-
posing the merging of the Executives and of the Council of
Ministers. We are convinced that while it may have been a
good thing, when the Communities were established, to have
executives to set them in motion, the time has now come to
further the efficiency and progress of the European Communities
by having only one single Executive and one Council of Min-
isters. The Commission was therefore delighted at the Nether-
lands Government’s action.

Culture is of particular importance in the construction ol
Europe.

You know that a start was made a number of years ago
to set up a European School in Luxembourg. Another was
later established in Brussels to meet the needs of the Commu-
nity. We have opened two other similar schools during the
past year, one at Varese, near Ispra, and the other at Mol in
Belgium, and we propose to set up two more schools of the
same kind next year at Karlsruhe and Petten.

I can assure you that results on the educational plane and
in the training of European citizens are extremely satisfactory
—and they also influence in a general sense the teachers in our
various countries. The teachers are appointed by the Ministries
of Education of the six countries and they acquire knowledge
which they can later use within the framework of their national
education system.

This work is, in our view, of particular importance in creat-
ing that Furopean spirit without which there will never be a
Europe.

I spoke to you last year about plans for a European Uni-
versity. During the Summit meeting of the Six on 18th July last
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in Bonn, to which allusion has already been made, a formal
decision was taken to instruct the Italian Government as joint
nominee lo set up this European University at Florence. I have
every reason to hope that it will be able to open at the begin-
ning of the 1962 school year.

Positive decisions have also been taken to set up European
teaching and research institutes and to develop exchanges of
teachers and students between the traditional universities.

We believe that all these measures are of capital importance
for the development of Europe.

I shall not dwell longer on the importance of the political
decision taken in Bonn on 18th July, except to say that it is in
accordance with the needs revealed by experience as necessary
if positive action is to be taken in a political Europe provided
wilh efficient institutions.

The lessons of history show wus that civilisations are un-
stable.  When egoism is dominant civilisations disappear. The
picture of ancient Greece is well known, as is that of Gaul
where sixty nations whose valour was recognised by their con-
querers were defeated because they did not learn in time how
to create joinl institutions. In the present circumstances history
must not repeat itself.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, T shall say that these three
years -of concrete experiment have merely served to confirm
my belief and my hope, nay my faith, in the United States—the
true United States of Europe—as guardians of human progress
and the brotherhood of mankind, social justice, liberty and
peace. (Applause.)

The Chairman. — I want to thank Mr. Hirsch for the most
interesting statement he has just made about the activities, the
essential features and the aims of the European Atomic Energy
Community.
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Ladies and Gentlemen, we are now at the end of today’s
Sitting. We have taken five reports, two from the Assembly
itself, three from the Presidents of our three Communities. 1
would suggest, it T may, that this has all been an excellent
preparation for tomorrow’s Sitting.

The Sitting: of tomorrow will be resumed at 11 a.m. We
have already a substantial list of speakers. And the list is not yet
closed: additions may yet be made.

Let me now then close the meeting with my thanks, again,
to the Rapporteurs and an expression of thanks for your endur-
ing patience with the way in which this wide-ranging mass of
material has been handled.






SECOND SITTING

WEDNESDAY, 20th SEPTEMBER 1961

IN THE CHAIR: Mr. FEDERSPIEL

President of the Consultative Assembly

The Sitting was opened at 11 a.m

The Chairman. — The ‘Sitting is open.

1. Activities of the European Parliamentary Assembly
(Resumed Debate)

The Chairman. — The Order of the Day for this morning’s
Sitting is a debate on European affairs on the basis of Reports
made to the Joint Meeting yesterday afternoon. I have a list
of speakers whose names were enlered yesterday evening. If
anyone else wishes to speak in the debate, I ask him to be good
enough to hand his name to the office behind the Chair not
later than 11.30 this morning.

In the debate, I call Mr. Gustafson.

Mr. Gustafson (Sweden), Rapporteur, Economic Com-
mittee of the Consultative Assembly. — Mr. Chairman, the Eco-
nomic Committee of the Council of Europe has deliberately asked
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a representalive from the Six to reply to the EFTA Report and
representatives from the Seven to reply to the Reports from the
European Communities. Whatever the reason might be for that
arrangement, it has given the Rapporteurs an opportunity to
study developments and progress in the other group. 1 think
this is a good thing. More real knowledge means less mis-
interpretation and less misunderstanding. In the Council of
Europe, where we have the privilege of having representatives
from both the Six and the Seven as well as from other counlries,
we have often found that the studies made by our Rapporteurs
and the frank discussions we have had have cleared away
misunderstandings and laid new foundations for positive co-
operation.

In this Joint Meeting wé have the privilege of meeting the
pavliamentary body that follows the day-to-day life of the (Com-
munities and which can, therefore, share with us their practical
experience. I hope that that will save us from being too
theoretical in these discussions.

When reading the Fourth General Report on the Activities
of the EEC for the period May 1960 to April 1961 in order lo
prepare a reply to the Consultative Assembly of the Council of
Europe, I have been much impressed by the dynamic evolution
within the EEC. Almost all figures show considerable increases
for the year 1960 in comparison with the year 1959. To men-
tion only a few examples—industrial production, 12 per cent;
productivity, 7 per cent; gross national product, 7 per cent:
intra-Community trade, 24 per cent.

The Report makes no secret of the fact that the EEC has
had the benefit of an economic boom which also has charac-
terised the situation in some countries outside the EEC. This
very favourable economic climate has, of course, facilitated the
process of integration. The Report tells us also of a certain
slackening in the rate of growth during the second half-year,
but, all the same, the Report is a story of remarkable progress,
and I wish to congratulate the European Economic Community
on its great success.
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Of course, the Report speaks also about difficulties and
problems, difficulties in arriving at common policies and dif-
ficulties in implementing certain articles of the Treaty; but,
considering the enormous task which the EEC has undertaken,
it is only natural that problems should arise.

‘We have before us a very interesting and exhaustive Report
presented by Mr. Kapteyn, and yesterday we had the privilege
of listening to the brilliant speech of the President of the EEC,
Mr. Hallstein, as well as to other speakers. There is, therefore,
no need for me to go into detail at this moment. I intend to
mention only a few questions which were not much discussed
yesterday. This means that I shall not speak about agricultural
policy, as the only thing in which Mr. Kapteyn and Mr. Junot
did not succeed yesterday was their effort to convince us that
they were completely ignorant on this subject. I shall not speak
about agricultural policy, but I may perhaps add that the Council
of Europe has tried to make some contribution to the work in
this field, and 1 am sure that the EEC has studied our Recom-
mendation 280.

As regards a common transport policy, there still remains
much to be done by the Communily. From the side of the
Council of Europe, we feel confident that, in formulating such a
common transport policy, the Community will take into con-
sideration the overall needs and interests of all Members of the
Council of Europe.

With regard to social policy, the Treaty gives the EEC the
task of promoting the improvement of the living and working
conditions of labour so as to permit the equalisation of such
conditions in an upward direction. This is of special interest
for me, as I come from one of the Scandinavian countrics. In
social matters we have really succeeded in arriving at common
policies in many respects, and we have a Nordic harmonisation
and co-operation on social policy which we shall do everything
in our power to keep, whatever may be the outcome of the
present negotiations regarding accession to the EEC.
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The Report conlains an interesting discussion of the dan-
gers both to the EEC and io the outside world of having excess-
ively high balance-of-payments surpluses. The Commission is
of the opinion that a substantial increase in the export of public
capital by the Community, particularly to the under-developed
countries, is necessary, and that these measures must be accom-
panied by a strengthened liberal commercial policy. This is a
very interesting question indeed and much could be said about
it. I shall confine myself to agreeing with what the Commis-
sion has said and wish it all possible success in this field.

The Report of EEC also deals with other problems for the
developing countries. These countries have suffered much from
{luctuations in the prices of raw materials. TFurthermore, those
developing countries who will find themselves outside the Com-
mon Market will find it difficult to obtain markets for their
industrial goods. This question has been much discussed within
the EEC. President Hallstein said a year ago, at the Joint
Meeting, that the most important problem of developing co-
ordination is to ensure that there is no conflict between measures
of commercial policy and those of financial and technical assist-
ance. President Hallstein added that it will be necessary to find
an answer to the question to what extent imports of produce
from these developing countries can be increased.

President Hallstein pointed out that this applies to all
industrial raw materials and agricultural produce, semi-finished
articles, and finished goods. In Mr. Kapteyn’s written report he
shows the difficulties of maintaining a fair balance between pro-
tecting the Common Market and giving the under-developed
countries an opportunity to dispose of their produce by increas-
ing their possible markels in Europe.

There are several ways of improving the situation. I know
that tariff quotas are not popular with the Commission, but the
problem is so great that no measure should be ruled out before-
hand. The most radical way of alleviating the burden of tariffs
for the developing countries would be to make a substantial
reduction in the external common tariff and thus develop the
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EEC into a low-tariff Community. This would be of import-
ance not only to the under-developed countries but to the world
as a whole. I am glad that Mr. Hallstein has stressed the fact
that the common tariff is by no means unalterable, and I hope
that member countries of EEC will treat the common tariff as
an initial tariff and see their way gradually to lower the common
external tariff and thus promote dynamic world trade.

The development referred to in the Fourth General Report
of EEC is additional evidence of the urgent need for all
Members of the Council of Europe to seek together a solution of
the problem of forming a single European market. We therefore
welcome the statement in the Report that the different institu-
tions of the Community are unanimous in their intention actively
to pursue the search for a final solution of the question of eco-
nomic relations between the Community and other European
States.

I hope that we are all agreed that the only solution to this
question is a Common Market embracing all the member States
of the Council of Europe. A decisive step towards such a
solution has now been taken by Great Britain, Ireland and Den-
mark, who have applied for membership of EEC, and this is
now welcomed within EEC. But this means that only two of
the seven EFTA Members have made a formal application. What
about the other five? Should they be forgotten, and form a new
group of the forgotten five? Certainly not. We must not over-
look the fact that in their eager wish to promote the economic
integration of Western Europe all the EFTA. countries made
public, through the EFTA Council, an important declaration on
the very day that the British Prime Minister made his statement
in the House of Commons. In this declaration the EFTA
Governments stated that they considered that the initiative taken
by the British and Danish Governments provided an opportunity
to find an appropriate solution for all EFTA countries, and thus
to promote the solidarity and cohesion of Europe.

They declared that they consider it the duty of all con-
cerned not to miss this new opportunity, and they made the
following declaration of intent :
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“All Member States of EFTA declare their intention to
examine with the European Economic Community the ways
and means by which all Members of EFTA could take part
together in a single markei embracing some 300 million
people.”

This declaration has been sent to the European Economic
Community, and we are waiting for some reaction from the
Community on the subject.

In the London communiqué of June 28th, which was reaf-
firmed in the declaration I have just mentioned, the EFTA
Ministers further declared~—and I think that this is very impor-
tant—that after having re-examined the problems of European
integration they have found that while some EFTA countries
could not accept obligations of a political nature, all Members
of EFTA are willing to undertake, in order to achieve an inte-
grated European market, obligations which go beyond those
“which they have accepted among themselves in the Stockholm
Convention. They agreed that an integrated market must be
built upon solid and permanent foundations and that there must
be effective institulions to supervise the implementation of
undertakings necessary Lo achieve a solution acceptable to all
parties.

The EFTA Ministers agreed further that they should co-
ordinate their actions and remain united throughout the nego-
tiations, and that EFTA would be maintained at least until
satisfactory arrangements have been worked out in negotiations
to meet the various legitimate interests of all Members of EFTA
and thus enable them all to participate from the same date in
an integrated European market. They said that a partial solu-
tion which created new' economic divisions within Western
Europe could not in any circumstances be regarded as satis-
factory.

I have talked at some length about these EFTA declarations
because I have a feeling that the situation is not quite clear to
public opinion. It is important to stress the fact that all EFTA
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Governments have said this. Of course, the situation is clear to
the European Economic Commission as, in its application for
membership, Great Britain clearly stated that the British Govern-
ment have need to take account of the special Commonwealth
relationship as well as of the essential interests of British agri-
culture and of the other Members of EFTA.

‘What complicates the matter is the fact that three EFTA
countries pursue a policy of neutrality—a policy of non-alliance—
and therefore have difficulties in becoming Members of EEC
unless special provisions can be made to ensure that this policy
is not impaired.

The question now arises of what is to be done with them. 1
am fully aware of the fact that some members of these two
Assemblies have a solution ready, namely, that these countries
should give up their policy of non-alliance. We all know that
this is not possible in the case of Austria, whose status of neu-
trality is imposed by international trealy. As regards Sweden,
the policy of non-alliance is a political fact. All the parties in
Sweden agree that Sweden should not enter into any commit-
ment that would mean its giving up its present policy. In
passing, I may say that Sweden has not acted lightly in this
matter. We often hear it said that Sweden is neutral because
it suils its own selfish political interests. The problem is not
quite so simple.

I will only mention the question of the destiny of Finland as
one of the factors we have to take into consideration. For more
than 600 years Finland was part of Sweden, until in 1810 it was
cut off by Russian aggression. This very long time of full
community between Sweden and Finland created many ties
which are still a reality. 'We are sure that if, for one reason
or another, Sweden gives up its position of non-alliance, it would
mean that the already delicate position of Finland would dete-
riorate, and this must be avoided. There must be a place for
Finland in the European family.

Finland is not the only reason for the Swedish position, but
I give this only as an example. There are certainly other reasons
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for tolerating the fact that there are neutral countries also among
the Western democracies. If we have to acknowledge the fact
that Austria, Switzerland and Sweden will not give up their
policy of non-alliance, the question arises whether it means that
they should be placed outside Europe—that they should not be
allowed to take part in the economic integration of Europe. Of
course not. They have all declared that they wish to take part
and that they are fully aware of the fact that they cannot obtain
the benefils of that market without being prepared to undertake
economic obligations.

Yesterday Mr. Hallstein did not wish to make any comments
on the position of these countries. On previous occasions he
has discussed the ways of solving their problems, and if I have
understood him correctly, he means that the EEC is willing to
discuss both membership and association.

That is very interesting, because some people have said that
the status of association under Article 238 should only be open
to less industrialised European countries. In his statement to
the European Parliamentary Assembly the day before yesterday,
Mr. Hallstein said that the association of Greece should not be
considered as a model for future association agreements. As I
understood him, a country which for reasons of foreign policy
might consider itself unable to apply for full membership may
nevertheless, through an association agreement, obtain almost
the same degree of economic integration as under the Rome
Treaty itself. Of course, that implies that the country in ques-
tion will also undertake corresponding obligations. '

Professor Hallstein could speak yesterday from a position of
strength, but strength always means responsibility. All the
countries of EFTA have, through the declarations to which I
have referred, shown a flexible and co-operative attitude. They
have said that they are willing to respect the basic political posi-
tion of the European Economic Community, but they also expect
that the EEC will respect the political position of the other
countries in Europe.
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We are looking forward to the coming negotiations—not
only with the three applicant States of Great Britain, Denmark
and Ireland, but with all the member countries of the Council
of Europe—with some concern, but I hope that the discussions
in these Assemblies will contribute to a solution that makes it
possible to promote the cohesion and solidarity of Europe by
obtaining a Common Market comprising all the countries of
Western Europe.

Mr. Hynd (United Kingdom). — If 1 want to add my
thanks to the three Communities for the interesting reports
which they have presented to the Assembly on this occasion, I
do so as a British member fully aware of the new significance
with which the discussion on this occasion is surrounded. The
British members—and I am sure that I speak for many of my
colleagues—this year do not feel themselves outsiders whose
remarks must be confined either to seeking to patronise from a
higher level of political wisdom and superior democratic
experience than our less fortunate Continental colleagues, or to
seeking, with some difficulty, to dissemble our growing envy of
the new democratic initiative in Europe by constant speeches
full of the nostalgia for our past glories.

This time, thank heavens, we are speaking as partners, if
only, as yet, potentially, in this great historic development whose
success is surely no longer in doubt and whose phenomenal pro-
gress becomes ever more evident with each of the annual reports
brought before the Assembly. Yet we are all aware that this
new Europe is still only in its infancy. It is true, quite clearly
from the Reports we are discussing, that Europe has already
achieved much in the economic and social fields; that it has
doubled the rate of annual trade expansion within those four
dynamic years is but one measure of its success, but we are all
surely conscious of the fact that, again as emerges from these
Reports, these great endeavours will remain fragile achievements
and uncertain for the future unless they are firmly cemented by
the necessary and, one would have thought, inevitable political
developments which, in a democratic world, should be regarded
as inseparable from our social and economic affairs.
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The Treaty of Rome does not state its objective as being
the political integration of Europe—mnot in so many words.
It limits itself to the objectives of removing obstacles to
trade; to developing the free movement of persons and goods;
to ensuring economic progress through the co-operation of
hitherto independent and often hostile States, and to the con-
stant improvement of the living and working conditions of its
people. That, it is clear from the vast amount of information
given in the Reports of the Community, is certainly being
achieved, and these three Communities as they at present exist
are therefore invested with tremendous new powers.

One could give many instances. One might refer, for
example, to the Reports of the Coal and Steel Commission on-
how the dangerous crisis in the coal industry has been handled
within the Community. That this Community should have been
able to agree—considering its present political complexion—to
instruct the individual Governments on the imposition of import
duties and import restrictions and to encourage even discrimi-
natory taxation against certain fuels in order to preserve what
is, after all, our only substantial indigenous source of energy—
and our most secure one; that Governments of the complexion
of the present Member Governments of the Community should
have been able and ready to take such steps, is surely not only
a revolution in political thinking but a revolution in inter-
national political action which I think we should all welcome.
I say that without going into the merits or demerits of the steps
taken towards meeting the crisis in our coal industry. But what
powers are involved in all this! What powers of direction not
only of private interests but of national interests as welll They
are powers that it would have been inconceivable only ten or
fifteen years ago should ever be possessed by any but national
Governments.

Or we can take the question of energy; this vast new poten-
tial of our economic life, not yet fully viable, involving enormous
resources for experimentation in the building of power stations,
experimentation into health and safety, and the many other
aspects of this great new element which cannot, and could not,
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be effectively developed by any one of the countries that are
Members of the Community.

Nobody doubts .the need for such experimentation and
development. No one doubts the need'for many of the branches
of this development that are now being initiated; for example,
the question of the building of a nuclear-propelled ship which so
far has only been developed by the United States’and by Russia,
which is well outside the capacity of any, or most, of the indi-
vidual Members of the Community, but which now, by the co-
ordination of their efforts and resources, can be made a possi-
bility in the very near future.

The enormous activities, and essential activities, that are
now going on in connection with the development of atomic
energy in regard to public health and safety; the safety of the
workers transporting nuclear materials; the  great problem,
which the Atomic Energy Commission recognises is still an
important and serious one, of the disposal of atomic waste with-
out danger to the community at large; the estabhshment which
has now been achieved of a European system of checks and’ mea-
surements of nuclear effects throughout the whole of the Euro-
pean Community, and the warning system covering the whole
Community also in conjunction with the other international
bodies concerned—these are. vital things which could only be
done by real and effective co-operation between : the countries
concerned.: ~Again, I say .that they are still frail things unless
and until they are thoréughly cemented by the necessary pohucal
steps.

I take the example of cartels and monopolies. One reads
with astonishment of what has been done already in this con-
nection in the Coal and Steel Community. 1 welcome particularly
what is said in the first paragraph on page 23 of the Ninth Gen-
eral Report on the Activities of the European Coal and Steel
Community:

“The old divisions based on the power of the individual
States were not abolished simply in order to be replaced in
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practice by new divisions based on the power of individual
enterprises and their organisations.”

I wonder how generally known outside the confines of the
Community itself are activities of this kind. Here is a veritable
revolution, political as well as economic, a revolution in the
thinking of individual Governments and of the peoples forming
the Community and in international political and economic
practice. Yet those of us who have for many years been fight-
ing for the enlargement of the European community have still
to meet allegations that the Communities are nerely a vast cover
for the operation of private trusts and cartels.

In Britain, the Monopolies Commission was set up, I believe,
in 1948, and it has considered not more than nine or ten cases.
It is extremely difficult to have any case of alleged monopoly
referred for consideration or to have any steps taken in regard
to it. When I compare that performance with the figures T read
in the Coal and Steel Community’s Report—364 cases already
dealt with in three or four years, with 292 already disposed of—
I wonder whether it is possible that this, among many other
activities of the Community, could be more widely known.

Another example—not the least by any means—was put
before us yesterday by, I think, Mr, Malvestiti in the information
he gave concerning steps taken in regard to the redevelopment
of those areas, particularly in Belgium. and Germany, which
were affected by the coal recession and of other areas which
might be similarly affected by changes in the economic structure
of the Community. The planned redevelopment of these indus-
trial areas is, surely, action taken on an international scale which
would have been regarded as Utopian before the Communities
had been created. Moreover, it goes outside the Community
itself. This is no selfish operation. The fact that it is being
undertaken in conjunction with the OEEC, with the International
Labour Organisation, with the Investment Bank, with the
Governments of the United Kingdom and of Austria, and with
the United States Mission, is an assurance that the Commissions
and the Communities are not inward-looking but are outward-
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looking and ready for the expansions which such experiments
show are not only possible but essential. This is effective
planning not just on a national but on an international scale
with powers, however limited, which have never before been
possessed at that level.

These things should be an effective reply to those who seek
to represent the European experiment as just another vast cartel
or, alternatively, a new paradise for private exploitation. But
why are the facts not more widely known? Members of Parlia-
ment and other people in my country, and probably Members
of Parliament in other countries, are inundated by circulars and
publications most of which are quite unreadable and far too
bulky and complex to enable one to sort out the vital informa-
tion necessary in order to be able to answer the questions which
are being asked by our people.

The conception of a European cartel, the conception of under-
paid European workers who would threaten the living standards
of British workers if Britain came into the Community, the fear
of the free movement of labour and capital which is so sur-
rounded in the Treaties with provisions and exceptions that the
popular picture is clearly shown to be entirely distorted, the idea
that Italy is a country completely under-developed, with millions
of Communist workers waiting to flood into our factories and
mines to undercut the tremendously high standards of British
workers—all these are, in fact, real misunderstandings-and mis-
conceptions. What are we doing to remove them? - .

I suggest that the forms and methods of publicity, should be
very seriously studied and reviewed. The essential facts-should
be brought out clearly to the public as well as to the respon-
sible politicians in individual countries. In passing, although I
know that it is invidious to refer to particular papers-or -other
activities, I pay a tribute to one newspaper in Britain. Today,
the only popular newspaper in Great Britain which has played a
. great part in presenting these facts in a popular form is the
Daily Herald, the newspaper of my own party. :But that is,inci-
dental. Many other newspapers in my country have publicised
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the ffacts but they have publicised them not in the same popular
form which is so easily digestible by the ordinary person.

There have been great and significant changes from the days
of the sovereign States of the past. We know what was the
result of the activities of the sovereign States of the past, dis-
united as they were, which brought Europe twice to calamity.
Vast changes are taking place in many respects. I will give just
one simple illustration of the great change in public and political
thinking in these matters. It is not so very many years since
Scotland and- England were more regularly at logger-heads and
at war than ever Germany and France have been. Today, if there
is an increase in steel production in Scotland, no one in the South
is worried by that at all. It is welcommed. Today, statistics are
published showing not the increase of steel production in Ger-
many as against France or in France as against Germany but the
increase in steel production in the Community. Yet an increase
in steel production in Germany is a threat to the British steel
industry. Why should. this be so? Just as .the interests of
France, Germany and the other countries in the Community
have been merged and each is now interested in the total effort
and total production, so it ought to be with Britain and other
countries along with their colleagues on the Continent of Europe.

There have been vast changes, and there have been great
shifts in power and authority within these changes from the con-
cept of individual States to the concept of a new wider commu-
nity of peoples. I welcome particularly the statement printed
in the Report of the Coal and Steel Community and endorsed in
‘the Report of the Atomic Energy Authority calling for the repla-
.cement of the three Executives by a single Executive. It could
‘have been otherwise. It has often been said that it would
remain otherwise and that these great new empires with their
‘new emperors would resist any encroachment upon their indi-
‘vidual powers. Yet today we find that all three Communities are
demanding their replacement by a single Executive, but with
‘the important proviso, which I hope this Assembly will com- .
‘pletely endorse, that a transfer of powers from the three Exe-
«cutives to a single Executive must in no way be accompanied by
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any diminution in the powers already existing in the separate
Executives. Indeed, I hope that there will be an increase in
those powers.

But we still have the problems arising from the transference
of powers to a single Executive intensified rather than modified,
and the question where the final political authority is to lie. 1
do not think that I will offend anyone if I say that there must
be some misgivings about a situation in which the final powers
of this vast enterprise must reside either in the Executives of
the Communities or in a single Executive remote from the
political authority, or, alternatively, in the increased authority
of the Council’s Ministers only.

But we have surely to face the logic of this quandary. If
we are to have effective democratic control over this great new
development, it can be done only on the basis in which we all
believe and to which we all pay tribute—the method of the
democratic Parliament which has control over the Executive.
Why should there be resistance to this idea? I should have
thought that in Europe, and even more particularly in Great
Britain, where the principles of democracy have been so deeply
founded over many centuries, we should not have been resisting
the political development concurrently with the economic, social,
and scientific developments of the Communities but should have
been demanding that parallel political development should be a
first condition of accepting such shifts of power.

I hope and believe that from now on, when we have reached
the point where, quite clearly, my own country will almost in-
evitably be a full Member of the Communities within the near
future—and, heaven knows, if these consultations fail the
alternative will be a grim one, because we will have succeeded
merely in replacing the old enmities existing between France
and Germany in the past with what might become an even more
potentially dangerous division of Europe on a much greater scale
—and where we are now talking in ferms of transferring the
great power held by the three Executives into the hands of a
single Executive, the main task for the Assembly, and all who
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are concerned with the progressive development of the great
European idea, will be to concentrate on the problem of the
effective political control over the Executive which we must all
surely accept in the end, and which we should have accepted in
the beginning.

I very much welcomed the statement by Professor Hallstein
yesterday, in which he endorsed what is already printed in the
Coal and Steel Commission’s Report, namely, that he and the
Community welcome the application of Great Britain, Norway
and Denmark for full membership. As he stated in his own
presentation yesterday, he and the Community are ready and
anxious to do everything possible to help these negotiations to a
successful conclusion. I hope that this will dispose of yet
another popular. canard which is far too common in my own
country.

But publicity for the facts of these developments is neces-
sary. I look forward to my own country no longer being an
outsider, expressing various views about the progress of our
European colleagues, or even just being a potential Member of
the Community, but of becoming a live and vital factor in the
new Community—a Community which, in my view, offers a
solution to a hitherto divided and hostile Europe and which,
given further success and further co-operation from other coun-
tries not yet Members, may yet show the world the only solution
which can offer humanity peace and common prosperity at last.

The Chairman. — I call Mr. Heckscher.

Mr. Heckscher (Sweden). — It was a privilege lo listen
to Professor Hallstein yesterday. I do not agree with everything
that he said, but it was still a privilege to listen to him, not
only because he was lucid and logical, as usual, but because his
speech was, in a way, more impressive than any speech 1 have
heard from him in this Hall before. In every sentence the
speech breathed a justified satisfaction and pride in the achieve-
ments of the Community, as when he spoke in the middle of
his speech about the consistent realisation of the Community
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being necessary in order that Europe should meet the needs of
our time. The English text is a little different, but I think that
that is what he said. '

Indeed he is to be congratulated on the achievements of the
Community. They have been greater and more impressive than
anybody expected earlier. Today, as Mr. Gustafson has pointed
out, Mr. Hallstein is able to speak from a position of strength.
There are others in world politics today who try to speak from a
position of sirength, but I vastly préfer Mr. Hallstein. Of
course, the Consultative Assembly has previously been in favour
of solutions other than those which are now in the offing. Year
after year we have been discussing different forms of a Euro-
pean Economic Association, whether in the form of a Free Trade
Area or a Customs Union.

I still believe that if such proposals had been accepted in
1958, 1959 or even 1960 we might today be further on our way
towards the realisation of European economic integration. But
there is no point in discussing that. There is no need to weep
over spilt milk. At present, such proposals are not practical
politics and whether or not it would have been a good thing if
they had been realised, today we are discussing something dif-
ferent; we are irying other ways.

In his speech yesterday Mr. Hallstein also insisted on the
close relationship of economics and politics, and, of course, he
was quite right. Such a relationship exists, whether our co-
operation takes the form of free trade areas, customs unions, or
a full Community such as that for which he is speaking. This
cuts both ways, however. Even the Community is still far
distant from the realisation of a European federation. Per-
sonally—I emphasise the word “personally”—I hope for a United
States of Europe, but I have little belief that I shall live to see
it. The Community is still very far from the point where it can
be called anything like a federation of European States.

In any case, whether such a federation is near at hand or
distant, from the point of view of time, it must comprise West-
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ern Europe as a whole. Only if it does can it have the effect of
giving to Europe a real position in the world, and of giving it an
attraction for the unfortunate countries of Eastern Europe as
well as for those in the West, The Europe that we are trying to
build must never be 1egarded or used as an instrument of
national "self-interest for any member country. Nor can we
choose what we mean when we speak of Europe. Europe is
there, and what we are doing must be done for Europe as such.
I read in the Derniéres Nouvelles d’Alsace yesterday that the
Europeans—fortunately the word “Europeans” was in inverted
commas—Tfeared that Mr. Erhard, if he were to be Chancellor,
would be dangerous to their interests because he was too pro-
British.. To me that is a bit surprising. Are you less European
if you are pro-British than if you are pro-French? As far as
I can see, both are equally important countries in Europe and
both are equally European. You are just as much European if
you favour one as if you favour the other.

But, for my part, I should like, using the independent posi-
tion _of a member of this Assembly, to speak about something
different, about the so-called neutrals, not for them, but about
them. It is not a popular subject. Neutrals are never popular,
not even when you need them most badly; and, for my own
part, I do not even like the word “neutral”. T do not think it
is a good word. The so-called neutral countries, like Sweden
and Switzerland, are not neutral in the sense of being disinter-
ested. They are part of Europe; they are part of the West, and
they know it. Their position simply means that they do not
take part in military alliances or in power politics, partly for
the reason that they are frankly unable to make much of a
contribution in such a field. They pay the price of remaining
outside military alliances by carrying the whole cost of their
defence themselves without subsidies, and the cost is sometimes
rather high, as we know when we compare our defence budgets
with those of NATO countries having similar population figures.

In fact, countries like Sweden and Switzerland are probably
more useful to world peace and to the West in their present
capacity than if they were transformed into two more dimi-
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nutive members of a great military bloc. They are sometimes
able to provide channels of communication between the Western
Alliance, on the one hand, and its opponents, or the neutralists,
on the other hand. They neutralise certain parts of a frontier
which is excessively long as it is. As a Swede I should like to
remind you that the eastern frontier of Sweden is almost exactly
the same length as the whole of the NATO frontier in Kurope.
I doubt if anybody would stand to gain were countries like
Sweden and Switzerland to change their present status, and this
is a status which is perfectly reasonable and perfectly compatible
with participation in the European effort, if it is interpreted in
a reasonable way.

In his speech yesterday Professor Hallstein said he thought
we would appreciate—"“es wird verstindlich sein”—if he by-
passed the problems of those neutral countries until they had
decided their policy themselves in the light of a new situation.
I am sorry to say that I do not appreciate this—“Ich finde es
nicht verstindlich”. How can they decide their policy until they
know what the new situation is as far as they are concerned? As
pointed out by Mr. Gustafson a moment ago, Professor Hallstein
did not once refer to the request by all EFTA Members for nego-
tiations. I can only hope that the Council of the Community will
be more explicit when they meet on the 25th and the 26th, and
that they at least will deign to answer what EFTA has written
to them.

To come back to the so-called neutrals, the countries which
pursue a policy of non-alliance, there are two reasonable alter-
natives as far as they are concerned. They could join the Com-
munity as full Members on conditions and with reservations, and
only those conditions and reservations which are directly neces-
sitated by their special position outside the power blocs. These
conditions and reservations go no further than what could be
embodied in protocols attached to the Treaty, and there are, as
we all know, many protocols already attached to the Rome
Treaty, some of them going pretty far. Or they might conclude
treaties of association with the Community giving them virtually
full economic membership, including a voice in all measures
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directly related to their accession. Personally, I prefer the first
solution, membership, but the second one is not an impossible
one either. Both, however, require the unanimous consent of
all the Members of the Community, and obviously the good will
of the Commission.

But, of course, there are also, if I may say so, impossible
possibilities. It would indeed be more than deplorable if all that
were offered to these countries and offered to others like Austria
and Finland, who for different reasons find themselves in
similar positions, were to be what 1 would call an impossible
choice, the choice between either relinquishing a policy of non-
alliance or else suffering a drastic change in their economic
situation through exclusion, or near exclusion, from their tradi-
tional European markets. I am afraid that not only they but
all of Europe as well would suffer from the establishment of
such an alternative in the case of these countries; and, of course,
Mr. Chairman, for such pressure there is an ugly word, a word
which should not be mentioned here.

I do not mean that these countries have a right to
demand a chance to make the best of both worlds, both to
have their cake and to eat it. They must also make sacrifices
for Europe, sacrifices of prestige, sacrifices of sovereignty,
sacrifices of economic self-interest. They must refrain from far-
fetched and pusillanimous interpretations of their policy. They
must be prepared to appear openly as Europeans, as participants
in our joint effort. They must have courage to take risks and
show good will. They must be prepared for a reorganisation of
their economic life and reconsideration of their economic policies.
But this does not mean that they have to drop their identity. It
is by retaining this identity and still working for Europe that
they can make their contribution, modest as it is. None of us
is too powerful or too small and powerless to make his contri-
bution. None of us is excused from doing his best. We do our
best if we contribute jointly to our great joint effort, the creation
of Europe, but do it according to our own traditions and our
own capacities.

The Chairman. — I call Mr. Czernetz.
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Mr. Czernetz (Ausiria) (Translation). — Yesterday we
heard some impressive surveys of the present situation of the
three Communities from their spokesmen, in particular from
Professor Hallstein, President of the Commission of the Eco-
nomic Community. In addition, we have received most interest-
ting reports by our colleagues from the European Parliamentary
Assembly of the six-Power Communities.

Despite the difficulties and problems which have, naturally,
arisen in the separate Communities and in the European
Parliamentary Assembly, the reports are filled with pride in the
results. 1 add my congratulations to those of the two Rap-
porteurs, Mr. Gustafson and Mr. Hynd, and of the Chairman of
the Economic Committee of the Council of Europe, Professor
Heckscher. 1 think we have reason, speaking for the Council
of Europe and for those countries which do not belong to the
Communities, to congratulate the six States and their peoples,
as well as the Executives of the Communities, on their success.

For years we in the Council of Europe stood for another
conception and passed various resolutions on the subject, usually
indeed unanimously. With the concurrence of all the member
States, the Council of Europe first sponsored the idea of a large,
comprehensive free trade area; the six-Power Community was
to form the nucleus around which the other European States
would be grouped.

After this project had foundered there came the idea of a
variation on the free trade area theme, no longer conceived as
a classic free trade area in the strict sense but as a European
economic association, again with the European Economic Com-
munity as the nucleus around which the other countries would
group themselves. Finally, after the formation of EFTA—an
emergency association of the peripheral States, as we have always
insisted in Austria—came the attempt to build a bridge between
EEC and EFTA in the form of a modified customs union.

I might perhaps remark that if any of these projects had
come to fruition the local success of EEC would have been no
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less, but that we should then have had fuller understanding and
greater unity in Western Europe. We should have advanced a
step further. In view of the great local success of EEC and
certain notable successes also on the part of the smaller emergency
association of EFTA, the new situation presents us with just the
same problems in another form. We have before us the British
negotiation move, which had the full agreement of the EFTA
Council, and we hope that this may facilitate progress towards
an all-embracing union of the free countries of Western Europe,
albeit in another form.

I do not scruple to do what politicians, at least in a demo-
cracy, often have to do, namely to say in the event of the failure
—or rather defeat—of a particular viewpoint: we are beaten. 1
do not scruple to say frankly that our plans, first for a com-
prehensive economic association and then for a bridge, have
miscarried; T was one of the protagonists of that conception,
and now we are beaten. Those who stood for a different con-
ception were successful. I think I am entitled to say that it is
now up to those who won the argument Lo prove that our fears
were groundless.

When I say that we are on the losing side, then I think I
have a right to say that those who won the argument should not
go too far. It is like advising military victors to be magnanimous
and conciliatory. I think it is still more applicable to the
victors in this struggle for the right conception of European
unity. A dictated peace would not create the best atmosphere
for Europe. 1 believe that statesmanship, wisdom, flexibility and
compromise are better than rigid perfectionism, and that even
conquerors should not evolve an arrogant chauvinism for the
new Communities and institutions. I am convinced that this
is no part of the intentions of the members of the European
Commission. Professor Hallstein certainly spoke with the pride
of a conqueror, and I cannot blame him; but I would rather
not suspect him of the sinister designs I have mentioned. Yet
they do exist here and there in Europe, as we all know.

The present idea is that some countries—led by Great Britain,
and including Denmark and Ireland—which have applied to
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join EEC will become Members after negotiation. The question
of Norway’s membership has been mooted but still remains -
open. '

In connection with this new scheme there has been much
talk of the three neutral States of Europe—Sweden, Switzerland
and Austria—for whom some form of co-operation, probably
association, is to be found.

Arguments are constantly advanced to persuade us that
Europe must federate, that sovereignty must be abandoned, that
political steps must be taken. 1 can subscribe to this in the
main. But I should-like to say, with all due modesty, that one
of the demands and aims in the basic programme of my own
party in Austria, which is still one of the two almost equally
strong' Government parties, is the creation of a United States
of Europe. That is our platform. But it does not suggest that
we can achieve it overnight, nor does it say what form a United
Europe might take. It is a long-term aim which we pursue
with determination and conviction.

But, looked at politically, we in the deep borderland between
the two military blocs have certain undeniable vital interests.
‘We Austrians—and the same goes for the Swedes, the Swiss and
everyone else—did nol choose our geographical position our-
selves. -The Opposition in Austria sometimes complain that we
are relegated to the fringe of Europe. Our answer to this is
that they should make an end of this tragi-comic quarrel with
geography. It gets us nowhere. These are axioms of the world
situation today.

We did not choose the present balance of world Powers
either; and, in this world situation, the military neutrality
of my country, Austria, is axiomatic. I hope T am not boring
the Assembly by harping on this—I shall not keep you very
long; ' but it is always being misunderstood. Even my friend
Mr. Gustafson said that neutrality had been imposed on Austria
by treaty. But that is not quite correct either.
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I should like to state my point clearly. The Austrian Declara-
" tion of Neutrality was of course the price paid for the Staats-
vertrag and the evacuation of foreign occupation troops. But
permit me to say that the Austrian people paid the price gladly
and freely. We did not have to: we could have refused. Then
we should have been occupied today, the country would perhaps
have remained divided, the Council of Europe would perhaps
still have had to concern itself with the question of the East
Zone of Austria. But we paid the price gladly. We knew it
was the price of freedom, and it was paid of our own free will.

We did not declare our military neutrality because we
thought that Austria’s potential would have turned the scale in
relations between the world Powers; but Austria has a strategic
central position, and it was reasonable and acceptable to both
blocs to evacuate that position. There was virtually no risk
to either side in doing so.

There should be no need for me to prove that we Austrians
are not neutralists. But, as we keep hearing comments, please
permit me to say a few words on the subject. This summer the
Soviet Ambassador made a special trip to the country residence
of the Federal Chancellor, Mr. Gorbach, near Linz in order to
hand him the Soviet Government’s note enquiring about Austria’s
future integration policy; the Chancellor merely replied that
the Government would deal with the question—that is all he
said. On the same day the Vice-Chancellor, at a public meeting
close to the Iron Curtain, on the Hungarian frontier, declared
Austria’s sympathy with the struggle of free Berlin. We are
not neutralists! We do not bow and scrape whenever we are
handed a Note. I cannot anticipate the Austrian Government:
they will examine the Note and consider their answer. I do
not know what they will say, or when. But there is one thing
I may perhaps point out: there are fewer neutralists and fewer
communists in Austria than in many NATO countries. Austria
is not neutralist: but, in the present historical situation, military
neutrality is a vital necessity for this free country which, sand-
wiched in between the two blocs, ardently supports the free
world and European unity.
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Professor Hallstein said in his report—as Professor Heck-
scher reminded us just now—that he preferred not to comment
at this stage on the attitude of the neutrals to European eco-
nomic integration, to the long-term process, as that was their
own affair. But I really do not think this is enough. It is
well known in our countries, after all, that there are widely
differing views. One view is that association of the three
neutrals with EEC is unthinkable, because it would dilute the
political content of the Community. To the best of my know-
ledge, that is not the view of the European Commission. But
it does exist. It would be most agreeable and useful to us,
especially when we have to make far-reaching decisions, if the
three neutrals were told something of where the Executives stand
on this and which views prevail.

There are also other views. People say: very well, Austria
and - Finland are in a difficult position; if they want to be
associated, that may be possible, but not Switzerland and
Sweden, who should join NATO. I think it is useless to pass
this kind of moral judgment on the destinies and historically
conditioned situations of the free peoples of Western Europe.
Let us take things as they arel. Let us recognise how complicated
Finland’s present situation is and that it could become still more
complicated. Let us recognize that the three neutrals in the
borderland between the blocs must find a way to participate in
the growing unity of Europe if they so wish—which they do!
Hence I believe that even now there is much more to be said
on that point.

We have some very concrete questions to determine. Can
these association negotiations be conducted multilaterally—the
three neutrals on one side and the European Economic Com-
munity on the other? Or must the negotiations all be bilateral?
Must we go right back to bilateralism, although we in Europe
have for years maintained that we must escape from the jungle
of bilateralism! Must we go back into the jungle? Is that
necessary? Or shall we find some form of joint negotiations?
And when can such negotiations be held? We have got to
discover all these things.
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The answers to these questions should not be left to the
three neutrals alone. From the other side, we constantly hear
it asserled that the negotiations with Great Britain must be
concluded first, after which all will become clear. There is
the idea, now advocated also in EFTA, that-a general settlement
must be found and the problem solved by some States becoming
Members of EEC and the rest being associated. That would
be a different kind of solution. T confess I am in no way com-
mitted to the old idea; but we must reach a common solution
and achieve what we all want.

It is far from clear—and it must be left to the negotiations—
what an agreement for the association of advanced industrial
countries with EEC would be like. It is true that the Association
Agreement with Greece cannot be the model, for the conditions
are quite different. It must be clear to us that the preservation
of neutrality presupposes independence in trade agreements with
third countries. I say nothing about the economic concessions
demanded by one country or 'another, but concessions in the
matter of neutrality must be made if an understanding is to
be reached at-all.

For my part, I ask: what is going to happen? We are wit-
nessing the process of European unification in the realm of EEC.
I now take the most favourable solution for the neutrals, one
which offers us possibilities of economic expansion. Associated
countries, obviously, cannot be members of the Authorities,
whether executive or parliamentary; does that mean not merely
that we shall be debarred from taking part in decisions but also
that there will only be bodies separated off, where we can meet
one another? That also means in effect—and I deplore it as
a parliamentary representative of my country—that, by taking
this road, we shall be reduced to second-class Europeans. Is
there no other form that can be found? Are we not bound to find
some other form?

Yet the original idea was that no political discrimination
would be allowed to grow up in the major communal organs
proposed for the wider European economic association. There
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was to be no discrimination between those who can already go
all the way, or at least say they can—although they are not
yet doing so, I need scarcely remind you of the difficulties they
are themselves having inside EEC—and the others, who are not
yet even able to say that they want to and can go all the way.

We in Austria say in front of everyone: we are for the
United States of Europe. But let us go to it by a way which
leaves us alive! It would be of no advantage to Europe if we
collapsed on the road to unity; no oneé . could help us then.
One of the main tasks will be to find a formula which allows us
Lo co-operate as a partner with equal rights—even in a different
form. It would be extremely helpful to us to receive some
encouragement on this point from the Executive which has to
prepare the negotiations.

We have always seen European unity in the general context
of world politics. We have always supported a policy of co-
existence without illusions. The saying of the former President
of the United States, Eisenhower, that the only alternative to
co-existence is no-existence is as -true today as it was then. 1
have never had any illusions about co-existence meaning the end
of the cold war. It was merely a milder form of the cold war,
a different form of the cold war, which continues in this period
of equally balanced world Powers.

As representative of a small neutral country, however, I
should like to say this: we are fully aware that capitulation by
the free world, by the. Western military bloc, to the menaces
of Soviet imperialism would not only be to the prejudice of those
sacrified but would also constitute a setback for world freedom
and—Ilet me add— a threat to our own position.

No: let there be no capitulation! - That is what  we neutrals
say, without either the will or the ability to join the Western
military bloc—and without thereby weakening anyone. else the
least bit. I want to say this with all respect as representative
of a small country. We are living in an. age of equally balanced
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forces, and we too are dependent on the military strength of
the free world.

One should not overlook the usefulness of the neutral or
uncommitted States in this world struggle. One should not bully
the small neutrals which cannot join EEC but whose services
have been useful to the whole of the West. The services of
neutral Sweden and neutral Switzerland have been consistently
useful to the free world. Austria is such a recent neutral coun-
try that I do not propose to speak of our services. But one
should not bully these countries or pass judgment on them or
force them into an unsuitable frame.

Even neutralists in Belgrade, with whom we certainly have
nothing to do, presented Western policy with a success at their
last conference, although many of them tried to back up the
Russians.

The Russian pressure on Berlin and the threats with nuclear
explosions have influenced the so-called uncommitted countries
in favour of the West rather than of the Russians. Hence I
-~think it is a great mistake to want to divide the world neatly
into two blocs and to suppose that this would solve everything.

Foreign policy, then, is not moralising. Foreign policy is
not bullying others because one claims to be especially good
and clean and pure oneself. Each of us has had some stain on
his ‘escutcheon in the past, and perhaps still has. We will not
go into that. It is not our job to clean the escutcheons. We
want to see how we can co-operate in the service of the freedom
of the free world and European union, however different and
however imperfect we may be.

I would suggest that now, if European economic integration
is to be achieved in another form, it is important to avoid giving
the impression that it is merely the economic arm of NATO.
That would not be the wisest course. It would be wiser and
more profitable to thé free world and European unity to find the
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right form for associating the neutrals and to accord them a
status with equal rights.

I may add that we shall all still have the problem of how to
prevent Finland from feeling utterly cast out. I beg you to
reflect that it would not be difficult to drive Austria into the same
position as Finland. Those who want to have us in the situation
of Finland are only waiting for this; you should not give them
that satisfaction. '

I will conclude with the observation that European eco-
nomic integration is undoubtedly a political fact of the first
order. It does not matter whether a treaty contains political
clauses. It does not matter how far the political commitment
already goes today or what assurances for future political com-
mitments are set down in an agreement.

If we succeeded in extending the economic integration of
free Europe beyond the sphere of the Six, that would be of the
highest significance, surpassing the present achievements. We
must recognise that as politicians. We hope that the statesmen
who are shaping the destinies of the free world and free Europe
have the necessary insight and understand it in time,

Our Europe is not merely an economic or power-political
conception: it is also an ethical conception. The ethical con-
ception of a European cultural community should also find its.
realisation in the right form of union. That simply means to
hold the door open to freedom, individualism and tolerance and
—when other ideas have failed—to find new forms for unity in
difference, unity in multiplicity, unity in freedom based on free:
choice.

The Chairman. — I call Mr. Moutet.

Mr. Moutet (France) (Translation). — Mr. Chairman, T
am glad to be still able to attend this Joint Meeting which
seenis to me to mark a forward step in the creation of a true
and living Europe. I have the impression of being present at
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the formation of a new world and this gives added interest and
reason for living.

This indicates how much I enjoyed the Reports presented to
us, in particular those by Mr. Kapteyn and Professor Hallstein
which traced the activities of the European Economic Com-
munity over the past year.

My country began to take an interest in Europe when Euro-
pean discussions came to deal with economics and, in particular,
with the Common Market, which gave the French people an
opportunity at general elections or other meetings to realise
the importance of building Europe. This illustrates the interest
we feel in the discussions which take place here and in the in-
formation we glean from them.

The two eminent Rapporteurs whose Reports impressed me
particularly will, no doubt, in view of their extreme competence,
permit me to make two very deferential comments.

I highly approve their summary of the Economic Com-
munity’s past. But its future activily seems to me to occupy
a fairly restricted place in their Reports—at least as far as two
points are concerned: first, the agricultural question, which is
of particular interest to us in France, because in this sector we
are experiencing a revolution; and, secondly, relations between
the new Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
‘ment and its probable influence on the progress, specifically, of
the Comimon Market. Both these problems are very important
and are not unrelated,

If T deal first of all with the agricultural question the reason
is that your laconicism disturbs me. According to the table of
your activities for the months to come I see that you are to deal
with several specific aspects of the matter; but the essential
problem is to work out a common agricultural policy.

According to our Prime Minister—I do not agree with all
his views but I should probably be more or less in agreement
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with him on this—there will be no real Europe without a com-
mon agricultural policy, and it must be introduced quickly, for
we are passing through a difficult period, and these difficulties.
are increased with the contemplated accession of new Members.

You have rightly felt well pleased about Great Britain’s
application to join the Common Market. But you must realise
that there, too, you will be faced with a difficult problem.

If, in the case of Great Britain, the agricultural problem is
not, properly speaking, a capital one, since less than 4 per cent
of its active population is engaged in agriculture—although in
a democratic régime a percentage of 4 may ensure a majority!
—it is nonetheless true that, for the Commonwealth countries,
the protection of their British market is of primary importance
and relates to a privileged agricultural market,

At the beginning of this week I heard speakers from the
Commonwealth countries: they are opposed to Britain’s joining
the Common Market and dismayed to think that they will be
forced to change the placing of their markets and that they
will have to make certain efforts to achieve this.

We might tell them that we are all in the same boat, and
that even our French farmers will have great difficulty in chang-
ing their traditional habits, they who for many years have been
living under a system of protection and now, feeling their
strength and national importance to have increased, are changing
over to direct action—at a time when their parliamentary
representatives meet, alas, with, 1 would not say contempt, but
some indifference on the part of the executive.

The difficulty will therefore be considerable, and on this
point I should have liked to find in one of the reports, a state-
ment of your views on the common agricultural policy, on the
conditions you think appropriate for studying it and voting it
quickly. ‘

I take the liberty of drawing your attention very seriously
to certain disillusionments which are becoming apparent.
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I set aside some of my time to maintaining all my contacts
including, of course, those with my electors; I have attended
some of their agricultural events when these were not organised
purely for propaganda purposes. I have heard the most reliable
and level-headed farmers say how difficult the present situation
seems to them and how much they fear the competition they
would have to face if a common agricultural policy were not
organised in Europe.

They had been led to believe that, even in the Europe of the
Six, they were going to find a common market of 175 million
inhabitants as an outlet for their agricultural surpluses and now,
with the accession of Great Britain, a market extended to
300 million inhabitants. But, up to the present, they have found
nothing but competition, together with a number of favours and
privileges for which our own country may feel in some way to
blame.

But needs must!

The opening of new markets and the conditions suitable
for organising them form one of our greatest preoccupations.
I have heard the Chairmen of our largest agricultural federations
and Chambers of Agriculture make remarks which led us to
think that the Common Market was going to be the scapegoat
of our agricultural difficulties. I have attempted to plead the
opposite theory and, naturally, they listened to me. One can
live on hope, but not for long. You will have to be convinced of
the urgent need to work out a common agricultural policy if you
do not wish to find yourselves faced with disillusionments lead-
ing possibly to solutions of despair. (Applause.)

The agricultural question is therefore for me the point on
which the Assembly’s work hinges. The second is the new
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD). \

I have had the honour and duty of reporting to my national
Assembly the ratification of the Convention approving this
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important transformation of world economic conditions, the
setting up of a body where 20 national Governments will have
a profound influence on international trade and exchange since
the union of the sterling, dollar, franc and Deutschmark areas,
not to mention the rapid rise of the Italian lira, will enable them
to influence more than 85 per cent of the world market.

If the new Organisation sets itself the threefold aim of
mutual assistance between all the member nations of the
Organisation, of aid to the under-developed countries and of the
promotion of international exchanges, it will remain an essentially
governmental body and will be content with giving us reports
from time to time. We must bear in mind the fact that two
new, non-European countries belong to it—the United States
and Canada. The United States with the party advocating free
trade, or “unplanned” trade, and the minimum of State interven-
tion and Canada whose representatives I heard last Monday at
the Assembly of the Inter-Parliamentary Union in Brussels
speak strongly against a common external tarift. We were
able to tell them that it would not be a hard-and-fast tariff;
I gave them a piece of information, confirmed by Mr. Hallstein
in his verbal report, that, if not immediately at least in the near
future, linear alignment of the tariff would permit a 20 per cent
reduction on the common external tariff.

Now, since there will be a struggle between farmers to
sell their surpluses and since the large producers, the United
States and Canada, have considerable surpluses, I should like
to know how you foresee the situation within your Common
Market from the agricultural point of view. That is the point
of these timid, modest, yet determined observations on the
somewhat summary nature of your nevertheless copious reports.

The second point on which 1 should like to speak concerns
the accession of Great Britain. Last April T had the honour
to preside at the opening meeting in London of the Assembly
of Western European Union, the reason being not, alas, my
merit but my age.
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.. Western European Union was created by the Brussels and
Paris Treaties to deal chiefly with defence problems. Since
Great Britain was there in front of us we had to point out the
advantages there would be for her in belonging to the Common
Market. - Following the excellent report made by a British Re-
presentative, Mr. Mathew, we heard nothing but rebukes address-
ed to Great Britain and designed to bring her round to applying
for membership.

The reply on this point did not give us the same hopes as
those raised by the speeches of Mr. Selwyn Lloyd and Mr. Pro-
fumo at the- earlier meetings in Paris. It seemed to us that
Mr. Macmillan, the British Prime Minister, was, if I may say
so, hanging back somewhat—he was at all events a little reticent
—and we did not expect this sudden move which we heartily
approve, his Government’s application to join the Common
Market. We recognise the firm-mindedness of our former col-
league—I myself have had occasion to deal with him championing
my own farmers.

Great Britain has applied to join, and you realise, by the
importance which you attach to this application, how serious
would be non-admission. You seem to nourish optimistic hopes,
but the contest is not over and my reason for mentioning a mo-
ment ago the Commonwealth speakers whom I heard was to
illustrate that there will be opposing forces which will work
against such acceptance and accession. You will therefore
encounter difficulties. But I take the liberty of recalling that,
in my inaugural address to the Assembly of WEU in London,
I stressed that for me the political importance of Great Britain’s
accession was greater than the economic importance; 1 do not
place my faith in the equality of nuclear weapons as a deterrent
force; I place it in the thought that those who might be tempted
to use such weapons against us will hesitate more if they are
convinced of the firmness, unity and alliance of the Western
nations which might one day be opposed to them. That is the
real deterrent.

Our adversaries are convinced that the conflicts inherent in
the capitalistic system will maintain the present division between
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our nations. This conviction, the formation, as counter to the
European Community, of the ¥ree Trade Area, seemed harsh
proof of the fact. That is the belief which will have to be
dissipated.

1 am a partisan of community, or bloc, policy. If force does
not meet every situation, we are nevertheless dealing with
formidable opponents whose strength lies in their unity accord-
ing to the old formula, and who appear to wish to have their
interests respected as regards the main point, that is, their
Liberty.

That is why I plead with some passion—Iless perhaps than
that which neutral nations have evidenced in pleading the cause
of their neutrality—the cause of a united Europe which is
essential because once more we shall be dealing only with
powerful forces. When, at the Assembly of the Inter-Parliament-
ary Union in Brussels this week and last week, we discussed the
interests of the economic and localised communities, we really
felt that we might possess the means of replying to all the
attacks and objections made.

The first criticism of these communities was that they
formed a closed shop, that they were exclusive, that they were
going to reserve privileged markets for themselves, naturally to
the detriment of third countries, the most interesting of which
are precisely those under-developed countries in which we
refused to take sufficient interest. This theory was put forward
in an Assembly where delegates from 54 Parliaments were
assembled all of whom, under the direction of public opinion in
their respective countries, had an important duty. The debate
did not have the passionate character of the ordinary political
debate. The reservations formulated made one think that the
dynamism of which you had given evidence within the European
Economic Community had impressed the delegates.

As far as T am concerned, 1 sustained the thesis opposing
closed communities. Of course, membership is only possible
under certain conditions, but an effort has to be made to enter.
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It is easier, I said, to establish agreements, arrangements and
collaboration on economic matters than on political matters.
Political problems often involve questions of prestige, ideological
fervour or fanatical nationalism which do not always influence
economic agreements.

I have therefore pleaded, and I still plead here, the thesis
by which our economic communities are to be presented as open
to all and as communities with which it is possible to discuss
rather than to contend. The aim of these communities is to
break down the barriers which separate men and set them against
each other. A start should be made with economic barriers, that
is with quotas, customs dues and everything which hinders trade
and the development of civilisation and furthers the interests of
the under-developed countries.

Breaking down barriers, should not that be the aim of all
politicians who are aware of their responsibilities, aware that
greatness does not consist in winning wars, but in maintaining
peace? The grandeur of politicians is measured by their success
in this field and now is perhaps the time for them to think
seriously of it.

That is, moreover, the theory I advocated before our Minister
for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Couve de Murville, at the end of the
report which T had presented to a meeting of the Senate on
behalf of the Foreign Affairs Committee, a committee of which
I have the honour to be Vice-President.

I asked Mr. Couve de Murville if the Organisation for Eco-
nomic Co-operation and Development had not inspired a certain
proposal during the meeting of the Economic Commission for
Europe in Geneva. As I was not absolutely sure about the pro-
posal which had been made I had sent him a letter asking for
details and for his opinion. I am not being indiscreet by in-
forming you of it. I had told Mr. Couve de Murville that his
reply would enable me to ask an oral question in the Assembly
to which I belong, so that the world would be informed of our
position on the problem.
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Mr. Couve de Murville replied as follows:

“In your letter of 4th July 1961, you drew my attention to
a reply given by Mr. de la Maleéne, Rapporteur of the
Foreign Affairs Committee of the National Assembly, to
Mr. Cermolacce, a communist deputy, during discussion
of the Bill authorising approval of the Convention setting up
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
ment. Mr. . de la Maléne recalled that the Soviet represent-
ative on the Economic Commission for Europe in Geneva
had applied to join OECD.”

The representative in question was Mr. Firioubine, Deputy
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union. In a speech
made on 14th April at the plenary session of the Commission
he expressed the Soviet desire, voiced last year in the same
place, to participate in working out the principles of the future
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, and
said that he was authorised to say that the USSR was prepared
to join the Organisation provided it was open to third countries
and took account of the interests of the under-developed countries.

I then asked the opinion of the Government on this point
and the letter from the Minister for Foreign Affairs continues
as follows:

“No new fact has come to light since then. Nevertheless
the differences between Western and Socialist economic
systems makes it difficult to contemplate an association
between the OECD and the Soviet Union whose offer made
at an international meeting was obviously intended for
propaganda purposes.”

Mr. Chairman, colleagues, 1 take the liberty once more of
disagreeing with my Government. Mr. Spaak said once that
he who originated the formula “peaceful co-existence” had
discovered a brilliant propaganda weapon.

As I repeated last Monday in Brussels, in the presence of
the Soviet delegates, as long as peaceful co-existence remains a
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propaganda slogan, Mr. Spaak will be right. If it becomes the
subject of negotiation and agreement, peaceful co-existence will
become reality.

Our European organisation cannot oppose such a proposal
for we are in favour of defence and the organisation of defence,
but not of an offensive organisation.

President Kennedy said, in his report on the underdeveloped
countries, that “we were doing nothing against any nation what-
soever but that we called on them to co-operate.” Consequently
even if this is a propaganda slogan, why should it not be used
as a counter to “peaceful co-existence?”

We can say that we hold hundreds of meetings for material
disarmament which come to nought because confidence is absent.
As long as this continues, countries will not agree to disarm.
Disarmament must begin in the mind. It can be found in col-
laboration, and the conception of comprehensive economic
communities seems to me to do much more for peace than any
disarmament conference.

These, Ladies and Gentlemen, are the comments which I—
perhaps at too great length—have taken the liberty of presenting
to you during this most interesting meeting.

In creating Europe we must work for a better organisation
of the world and consequently, at such a difficult time, let it
be understood that agreement is possible on a number of points
which make this better organisation possible and, with that, a
better life for all men. (Applause.)

The Chairman. — I call Mr. Kreyssig.

Mr. Kreyssig (Federal Republic of Germany) (Transla-
tion). — I have listened with the greatest interest to Mr. Czer-
netz’s speech on the problem of the neutrals. 1 only want to
contribute a few small poinis to the evaluation and discussion
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of our problem drawn from my experience as rapporteur of the
European Parliamentary Assembly for the association of Greece.

The first thing we have to record is that it took about two
years for the negotiations to reach a conclusion. In view of the
political and economic developments which lie before us, it
seems essential to insist that we cannot afford to let the forth-
coming pegotiations with Great Britain, Denmark and Ireland
run on for so long before arriving at practical, constructive
results.

Secondly, I should like to remark on the form in which
the Agreement is set down. It is an unsatisfactory feature of
the Association Agreement with Greece that it is amplified by
protocols and internal arrangements which themselves amount
to half the length of the Agreement proper. Anyone who reads
the Agreement has to go to the trouble of analysing the sup-
plementary declarations and protocols in order to discover
whether what is written in the Agreement itself has any
validity.

Having regard to the trend, which will doubtless continue,
whereby an increasing number of States wish to become Members
or associates, it is indispensable that the EEC Commission, whom
we of the European Parliamentary Assembly definitely want to
see taking an active part in the negotiations, and the Council
of Ministers should produce lucid, self-explanatory agreements.

With reference to what specifically concerns European States
and to what Mr. Moutet said, I wonder whether -the provisions
of the Treaty establishing the European Economic Community
are generally known and properly understood. Article 237 pro-
vides that any European State may apply to become a Member
of the European Economic Community. The fact that Great
Britain has now put in an application to become a Member, with
the possible consequences for one or more Commonwealth coun-
tries, will raise in an acute form the question whether we can
continue with this Treaty clause which restricts membership to
European countries.
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Then, there is widespread ignorance of the fact that
Article 238 of the Treaty does not impose this restriction. 1
have come across an example during discussion of the question
as to whether Israel could be connected with EEC under any
form, when it was objected that Israel was not a European
country and that it was therefore impossible.

That is a misreading of the Treaty. It is true that Israel
cannot become a full Member, because—geographically speaking
—she is not a European State, although essentially much more
European in character than, say, Turkey who has the good
fortune to possess a small piece of territory on the European
mainland and hence to count as a European country. From the
cultural, social and economic standpoints, Israel would be an
ideal partner for the EEC, especially when we remember the
admirable contribution already made by that small, energetic
land to development aid in Africa. We must therefore insist
that Article 238 offers absolutely any country the opportunity of
seeking ‘association, the form of which, of course, still requires
careful thought.

What Mr. Czernetz said was extremely impressive. We Euro-
peans must on no account fall into the error of creating different
classes of Europeans.

Under the Treaty, a country which becomes associated has
neither seat nor vote in the European Parliamentary Assembly.
In the case of Greece, the first associated country, provision is
made for an Association Council which inter alia, is to examine
in what form co-operation and collaboration at the parliamentary
level, between the Greek Parliament and the European Parliament-
ary Assembly, is possible.

If the so-called neutral States enter into negotiations for
association or if, as Mr. Czernetz hoped, the European Commnis-
sion spontaneously considers how the neutral countries can be
attached to our Economic Community in the context of Greater
Europe, the question must certainly also be considered of the
form in which we can arrange for those countries to participate



JOINT MEETING OF 19th-20‘lh SEPTEMBER 1961 127

in the parliamentary and other institutions of our Communities.

That is what I wanted to contribute to the debate.

The Chairman. — At this point I shall break off the pro-
ceedings. The Joint Meeting will be resumed at 3 o’clock this
afternoon, when the first speaker will be Mr. Toncic, who was
to have spoken this morning.

The Sitting is adjourned.

(The Sitting was suspended at 1 p.m. and resumed at
3 p.m.)

The Chairman. — The Sitting is resumed.

Activities of the European Parliamentary Assembly
(Debate resumed)

The Chairman. — The Order of the Day for this after-
noon’s Sitting is the resumption of the debate on European
affairs.

In the course of the debate Mr. von Merkatz will address the
Joint Meeting on behalf of the Chairman of the Committee of
Ministers of the Council of Europe. Mr. von Merkatz will be
arriving from Bonn and is expected to be here at about 4 o’clock.

I now call Mr. Toncic.

Mr. Toncic (Austria) (Translation). — The fact that the
Consultative Assembly and the European Parliamentary Assembly
are sitting together perforce involves some modification of the
subject-matter debated. That was demonstrated clearly this
morning by the discussion which, so to speak, suddenly blew
up over neutrality and the position of the neutrals. Such a
discussion would never have arisen at an assembly of European
parliamentarians within EEC, if only because neutrals could
not have taken part. '
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At the same time it is very interesting for members of
the Consultative Assembly to hear the views of members of the
parliamentary body of the European Economic Community; it
is quite understandable that a subject like neutrality may be
felt to be remote, or out of date, or even, as one colleague said,
distasteful. Indeed, twenty years ago neutrality was retiring
into the background. It was only the abandonment of the idea
of “one world”, which may have stood some chance of being
realised after the world war, that has led to a revival of the
institution of neutrality. ‘

In arguing over the best way to unite Europe—the EEC’s
“lodestone™ theory, as it was called this morning in the Chris-
tian Democrat group, or some more flexible approach—certain
facts persist clear and indisputable through all differences of
opinion.

In the first place, history leaches that the European con-
tinent and the community of European peoples can only resist
the pressure from non-European Powers if Europe has the pre-
dominance, if it is stronger than the others. That does not
mean that this strength must be constantly employed; it simply
means that it must be there.

The second fact is that the Community of the six States does
not by itself constitute a Europe capable of withstanding the pres-
sure of the non-European world. A Furope of 180 millions is
not enough. We must have a union, at least an economic one
in the first stages, of 300 million Europeans.

Once we have argued the malter out to this conclusion, it
follows that a policy which, intentionally or unintentionally,
theoretically or practically, caused us to stop at the Europe of
180 millions would not realise the aim of European integration.

Hence, whether it conforms to a given political line or not,
we are obliged to pursue the policy which is at the time best
fitted to unite all the 300 million Europeans.
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It may indeed transpire at this point that a jump from
180 million to 300 million united Europeans—especially if there
are political commitments—is acceptable to the Americans only
if they, and also the Canadians, belong to a similar Atlantic
community as a further development of OECD. If so, we must
of course accept such a development. For there is no reason why
European integration should stop at the geographical frontiers
of Europe. If it automatically reaches out towards an Atlantic
community, so much the better.

Now for the third factor. 1 believe it is an illusion, which
could have disastrous consequences, to suppose that continental
Europe-—in the present context, the European Economic Com-
munity——could ever be in a position to force anything on the
Commonwealth and, in particular, on Great Britain. Such a
view seems to me.the acme of pohtlcal confusion, and quite
1llu501y

But once we realise that the British Emipire, and in par-
ticular Great Britain, cannot be compelled to follow a given
policy, it also becomes clear that any policy is completely mis-
guided which would tend to weaken in any respect the ties
between Great Britain and the Commonwealth.  Any diminu-
tion in the significance of Commonwealth cohesion and unity
would be damaging not only to Great Britain and the Common-
wealth but also to continental Europe. The triumph of bringing
Great Britain into Europe after having destroyed the overseas
position of the Commonwealth would be a Pyrrhic victory, with
calamitous consequences for the European continent itself.

‘We must never allow a policy to be pursued which is not
in conformity with the material and moral position of the Brit-
ish Commonwealth and w1th Greal Britain’s position in the
world.

This morning, with the extension of the debate to subjects
transcending the six-Power Community, we talked about the
neutrals.
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Now, I admit that neutrality, especially after the evolution
it has undergone in the last two or three decades, is very diffi-
cult for outsiders to understand. This is due very largely to a
sort of instinctive aversion arising from a confusion between
neutrality and neutralism, or else from the airy assumption that
neutrality is liable in practice to grow into neutralism-—even
where there is no such intention.

I should like to draw an important distinction. There are
some neutral States which are not committed to neutrality by
any specific legal instrument. Sweden is a case in point. For
Sweden, neutrality has been the foundation of foreign policy for
150 years, just that.

It is quite another matter in Switzerland and Austria. Here
there are acts of State, which have been notified to the commu-
nity of nations and recognised by them. Thus there is a juri-
dical relation between the community of nations and the neutral
States in this case.

Such States are the permanently neutral countries. Even
in peacetime they are bound to do nothing which could pre-
clude a declaration of neutrality in the event of war or impede
the fulfilment of obligations under the law of neutrality. The
position, then, of these two countries—Switzerland and Austria—
is that specific legal instruments exist.

Allow me now to make three assertions which 1 believe to
be essential for the continuance of our discussions.

The status of permanent neutrality, a peacetime status, is
—as I have already said—anchored in a legal instrument recog-
nised by the community of nations, without whose consent it
cannot be repealed.

Hence it does not lie wholly within the discretion of the two
States to make a change. Not only have eighty countries recog-
nised the status, but none of those eighty countries has ever
demanded that the status should be weakened, modified or
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repealed. On the contrary, we constantly receive the advice to
maintain our neutrality at all costs.

The second point is that the regular legal implications of
permanent neutrality are not amenable to personal opinion or
elastic interpretation; they are established facts of the Hague
Convention, the customary law of nations and the logical con-
sequences that follow therefrom.

I say this because I sometimes get the impression that many
of our colleagues think that this permanent neutrality can, as
it were, be interpreted, that one can be more or less strict about
it, that one can imbue it with more or less political content.

That is absolutely wrong. The status of permanent neu-
trality is meticulously laid down in the instruments of inter-
national law in question, and there is no room for difference
of opinion or variety of interpretation.

Thirdly, the only debate point is whether and how far the
institution of permanent neutrality appears to be reconcilable
with integration of a supranational type, as opposed to other
forms of integration: It is certainly consistent with every other
form of integration; supranational integration, which involves
majority decisions, is the only kind that gives rise to legal
problems.

A constructive European policy in this field has therefore to
consider the following question : if we want to extend Euro-
pean integration to neutral countries, how, on the one hand, can
we safeguard the status of neutrality, for whatsoever reasons it
may be necessary, and how, on the other hand, can we enable
the neutral countries to participate in integration?

A solution is not possible on the basis of “either-or”, but
only on that of “both-and”.

You will appreciate that, eschewing polemics and sensation-
alism, which I, personally, regard as'an unfortunate approach,
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we have racked our brains over the shape which an agreement
between a permanently neutral State and a supranational eco-
nomic community would have to assume. The economic part
would certainly have to be variable; it would not be the same
for Sweden as for Switzerland or Austria. But there are certain
legal premisses which must be observed in all three cases—for
Switzerland and Austria because there is a status established by
law, for Sweden because neutrality is a principle of foreign
policy which the Swedes wish to uphold of their own free will.

I should like to list six points to watch if an association
agreement between a permanently neutral State and a supra-
national community be workable.

In the first place, the agreement must be confined exclus-
ively to customs measures, i.e. to ‘a harmonised or uniform
external tariff combined with the demolition of internal tariffs
with a view to an all-European customs union.

- The first requirement is laid down because, according to
the generally recognised principles of international law, a cus-
toms union is unquestionably consistent with the maintenance
of neutrality. The evolution from customs union to economic
union is best left to parallel measures by the international com-
munity, on the one side, and the permanently neutral State in
question, on the.other.

Secondly, a permanently neutral State cannot belong to any
community institution which acts by majority decision, nor can
it assume a conventional obligation to comply with the decisions
of the community institutions. The emphasis is on the word
“ conventional”.  'Whether the neutral country in fact volun-
tarily associates itself with such decisions is another matter;
but it must not enter in advance into a conventional obligation.

Thirdly, if common association organs should be set up.
the permanently neutral partner must be allowed to make a
reservation of neutrality in essential questions.
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Fourthly, a permanently neutral State must be accorded the
right—I only say the right—to limit its exports even to the
Community countries and to impose controls and quotas on
imports from those countries. That is simply the so-called
courant normal introduced by Switzerland during the Second
World War.

Fifthly, in matters affecting neutrality, the relation of asso-
ciation must not be subject to rulings by the Court of Justice
of the Community.

Sixthly, such an association agreement must be revocable.

If, then, an agreement between a permanently neutral State
and a supranational community of States fulfils these juridical
conditions, there will be no obstacle to an ever fuller economic
integration.

I would add one more comment. Do not take the result of
this enquiry to mean that its object is to make difficulties. Its
object is rather to remove difficulties. For economic co-operation
cannot be achieved if the agreement is not legally sound.

Hence it will facilitate the extension of economic co-operation
to the whole Continent if we adapt ourselves strictly to the legal
facts, in other words demand nothing more than is necessary;
but we must adapt ourselves to what is necessary. That can
best be attained if comprehension and good will are shown also
by the supra-national community.

1 insist once again that I am flatly opposed to dramatising
these issues. They are much clearer, much simpler, much
more practical than people imagine; the virtue of a debate such
as we are having today, and of the studies now being carried
out on a growing scale, is that we really can advance from mere
discussion to a dispassionate investigation of the details.

My task has been to provide you with some materials for
your reflection on a matter which will inevitably acquire added
importance in the future.
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The Chairman. — I call Mr. Albu.

Mr. Albu (United Kingdom). — On behalf of the British
delegation at any rate, I should like to thank Mr. Toncic for his
references to the overwhelming importance of the British link
with the Commonwealth countries. I have to point out, how-
ever, that these links are not based on treaties, and perhaps even
the economic ties are lessening, as they are based on history and
the acceptance of British political and administrative traditions
and should not, therefore, on those accounts at least, interfere
with the accession of the United Kingdom to the Community.

On the other hand, we are here dealing with a European
organisation, and I do not really agree with Mr. Toncic’s remarks
about the extension of a European organisation for the time
being to wider groupings such as, for instance, Atlantic group-
ings; I think that is very much in the future.

Most of the British delegation, I believe, would like to
express thanks to the members of the European Parliamentary
Assembly and to the other organs of the Community for the
welcome they have given to the British Government’s applica-
tion to join the Community. It was said, I think by Mr. Kap-
teyn this morning, that this is a great change in British policy,
but, after all, was it not a very great change for the countries
to form the Community themselves when they entered on these
negotiations some years ago? This is a radical change in the
European position, and, of course, the isolation of Britain from
Europe, to which Mr. Kapteyn referred, has been grossly exag-
gerated. Apart from the fact that we acquired—some say
enjoyed, others say suffered—an aristocracy which came originally
from what is now France and which occupied and divided our
country, we have a monarchy which originated in what is now
Germany. And there have been very few years in the last
500 years when British troops were not on the Continent, and
Western Europe as we now know it would not exist in its pres-
ent form had not Britain been there in 1940. These facts are
sometimes forgotten, and it is also sometimes forgotten that we
in Britain are still tied to Europe by treaties as we have never
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been tied before. The truth is that Britain has always been
part of Europe.

It is true that the policies of successive British Governments
have not always been clear either to our allies or to our enemies,
and sometimes have not always been clear to ourselves. This is
the penalty of having had for many years a system of Parlia-
mentary Government. It is not for me as a member of Her
Majesty’s Opposition to defend the policies of the Government
over the last few years. I think that they have been faulty and
unclear in their purpose, but the truth is that the decision that
the British Government have now taken is, I believe, getting
increasing support in my country, even though in the two main
Parliamentary parties there are clear divisions of opinion still
running across parties. Nevertheless, I think that political opin-
ion is coming round very strongly and genuinely in favour of
the decision that the British Government are now taking. As I
say, 1 believe that this support for the decision is sincere, and
should reassure those in the Community who fear that Britain’s
application might be intended—and some have even suggested
that it is intended—to hold up the development of the Commu-
nity. It is made very clear both in the Reports from the Com-
mission and by the Rapporteurs of the Parliamentary Assembly
that they are not prepared to see any holding up of the develop-
ment of the Community, and we do not want them to do so.

I can well understand that the Members of the Community
wish 1o be reassured that in applying for membership we do not
wish to change the basic objectives of the Treaty of Rome, but
I do not think it was entirely necessary to read us the sort of
lecture that I rather thought I heard in the concluding remarks
of Dr. Hallstein yesterday. The spirit of his opening remarks,
in which he seemed to welcome our application, seemed to be
slightly in conflict with the closing part of his speech. Y do not
think it unreasonable that Her Majesty’s Government should be
asked to make clear the safeguards they feel to be necessary in
connection with Britain’s application to join, but I hope that
the request to make more clear and precise the safeguards we
feel are necessary if we are to become full Members of the Com-
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munity will not be made into an impossible condition, delaying
the negotiations over an undue time.

I am quite sure that it is perfectly right that the Community
should refuse to compromise its high ideals and ultimate objec-
tives, but we are all aware that the methods of carrying out these
objectives—and even the objectives themselves, the actual ends—
are not agreed in the countries of the Community. I very much
agree with the very interesting and wise words spoken by
Mr. Heckscher this morning; the protection of these ideals and
objectives in the discussions that are now taking place between
the countries applying for membership and the existing Mem-
bers of the Community should not be used to cloak the vesied
interests of individual nations, however legitimate those vested
interests may be. In these discussions we must have our cards
very clearly on the table and, when we are discussing objectives
and ideals to which we, or, at any rate, many of us in my
country are prepared to agree, we must be clear that these are
not used to make it more difficult for us to join an association
when the real objection is something concerned with an interest
of a particular country.

" I realise that negotiations of this sort are bound to take time.
Ionly hope that, while they are going on, there will be established
some means of close consultation with the countries which are
applying, giving information to them about what is taking place.
They cannot, of course affect the decisions which the Commu-
nity takes because they are not Members and they have not legal
standing; but it would, I think, be helpful, since it is expected
that these countries will become Members and since, as I believe
is true, they are all applying in good faith, that they should be
kept in touch and informally consulied so that they may adjust
their policies in advance of the time when they do, in fact,
become Members.

I turn now to some of the problems with which we in
Britain are confronted in applying for membership. They are
very well known. As Professor Hallstein said yesterday, they
have been brilliantly reported and discussed in the British Press
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during the last few years. There is almost a surplus wealth of
information about them. I take first agriculture. I think I am
right in saying that in Britain it is not considered that there
would be many difficulties for British farmers as producers if
we were to enter the Common Market and be subject to the same
conditions as the farmers of the member countries. There might
be difficulty for horticulturists.” The problem for consumers
has, I think, been to some extent exaggerated. I believe that
the alterations in methods of price support, although this will,
of course, depend on the policy adopted by the Community,
need not necessarily seriously raise the cost of living.

There is, however, a much bigger issue which does not
seem to me to be greatly discussed within the Community. Al
least, we do not hear much about the general principles of any
such discussions. I refer to the question how far Europe, or
the Europe of the Community enlarged as it may be, will try
to become a self-supporting food area, and, if so, at what price.
I do not believe that it is in the European interest to pay dearly
for Europe’s food and in the process ruin countries which have
become traditional suppliers of food, countries such as New
Zealand, which are too small or which have populations too small
for them to become industrial countries or to have really balanced
economies. I have mentioned New Zealand. To-some extent
the same applies to Denmark, although, of course, if Denmark
becomes part of the Community she will not suffer the industrial
disadvantages of a small nation like New Zealand.

T come now to the problem of tropical products. In defend-
ing the views of the Community and supporting the idea that
Britain should enter or should apply for membership of the
Community, I have in my own country said that I believe that
the political ideals of the Community in respect of developing
countries which have been very freely and strongly expressed
would ensure fair treatment for those Commonwealth countries
which are producers of tropical products. It would make a
complete nonsense of all the ideals that the Community has
expressed hitherto about the need to help developing countries
and the need to assist their democratic progress if, in admitting
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Britain, the countries of the Community were to render bank-
rupt the economics of those countries previously British colonies
and now members of the British Commonwealth. I hope that 1
am right in this belief. I appeal to the political idealism of the
Community, if to nothing else, for fair treatment for the Com-
monwealth countries which are producers of tropical products.
Obviously, they must be treated in the same way as similar
countries associated with existing Members.

I myself was very glad to see the growing interest in the
Community and also in the Council of Europe itself in the
problem of the stabilisation of commodity prices. I regard this
as one of the basic questions when we are dealing with countries’
which are the producers of goods of the type to which I have just
referred and which very often rely almost entirely on them,
having very low standards of living.

The industrialised countries have a self-interest in this mat-
ter because, so far as they do not deal with this problem, they
only increase the pressure on these other countries to produce
for themselves behind tariff walls the very industrial products
which previously have been supplied to them. In any event,
they will start exporting manufactured goods and commodities,
particularly the simpler ones, and we in the industrialised coun-
tries of Europe must be prepared to accept these goods, parti-
cularly the simpler goods, as Britain has already done in respect
of cotton and clothing from Commonwealth couniries.

Again, the idealism so frequently expressed in Europe about
our desire to help the developing countries would become a com-
plete mockery if we were not prepared to accept from them
manufactured goods of the simpler type as soon as they start to
manufacture them.

This is a very urgent problem for the industrialised coun-
tries of Europe, a problem which they have to face by working
out policies which will enable them to accept increasing quanti-
ties of goods from the developing countries. I am sure that it
is the sort of problem which will play an increasing part in our
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thoughts. What we must have absolutely certain and make per-
fectly clear is that the development of an Economic Community
in Europe is not, as was sometimes feared in some of the devel-
oping countries, a means for establishing an organisation for put-
ting up bars against the import of their manufactured goods.
If that idea should ever become current, all the idealism, all the
talk about a desire to help the developing countries in order to
keep them free from Communism and so on, would sound com-
pletely hollow and be of no effect whatever. This is something
which we must seriously face.

Naturally, the debate so far has turned to a large extent on
the position of countries not applying for membership, parti-
cularly the neutral countries, which have certainly given a good
account of themselves during the debate. I hope that some of
them will feel free to apply for membership. Obviously, very
special conditions must apply to Austria. I am not sure that
all the conditions which Mr. Toncic laid down for the adherence
of his country—which may well be necessary in view of its
special treaty position—would be necessary in the case of the
other countries. The Community is at present an economic asso-.
ciation, and, so far as I can see, there is no reference to any-
thing else in any of the documents which we have been discus-
sing. I should have thought that the neutrals should be willing
to give up some sovereignty in these matters, although I realise
very well that there are difficulties, particularly in connection
with matters like defence expenditure and so on.

I must refer now to something about which Mr. Hynd spoke
this morning, that is to say, the dangers and difficulties of main-
taining parliamentary democracy in a vast political unit of two
or three hundred million people. If the powers of the Com-
mission are to grow and if they are not to be subject to Minis-
terial veto—we listened with interest to what Professor Hallstein
and Mr. Kapteyn had to say about this yesterday, and I agree
that they should develop in that way because I do not happen to
be a liberal free trader but I believe in some planning of the
European economy—then sooner or later the Commission, which,
after all, is an executive body, must become responsible to a
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directly elected Parliament. If not, the Community will become
a technocracy—however benevolent a technocracy may be—not
a democracy.

We have been interested in Mr. Kapteyn’'s Report on the
activities of the European Parliamentary Assembly. T have read
a good many documents and studies made on this matter, and
it is obvious to me that the present position is unsatisfactory for
one reason, if for no other, that the Assembly does not represent
the electors of several of the member countries. Whether we like
it or not, this is a problem which we must all face. If we are
to have a Parliamentary body it must represent the electors.

These are problems which have to be faced, and which may
for the time being hamper the independent development of the
Commission. We have to strike a balance between the effi-
ciency of the Community as an economic planning organisation,
and the maintenance of democratic institutions. I do not pre-
tend to know what the final answer will be, but I would not
have thought it beyond the wit of man to work out new consti-
tutional forms suited to the twentieth century and to the broad
purposes of the European Community.

Whatever my criticisms of Her Majesty’s Government may
be, I believe that they are entering these negotiations honestly,
and with considerable support at home. There are many, both
inside and outside Parliament, who are watching to see the way
in which these negotiations will go. There are obviously limits
beyond which no country applying for membership can go in
the sacrifice of its own interests or those of other countries to
which they are morally, if not legally, committed. I do not
believe that in the case of the United Kingdom these limitations
are in any way in conflict with the basic intentions of the Treaty,
although they may be in conflict with the interests of some
individual countries. I hope that negotiations can take place
swiftly, and in good faith on all sides.

The Chairman. — I call Mr. Vos.
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Mr. Vos (Netherlands). — We are having this debate on
the date that one of the oldest Organisations—OEEC—is being dis-
solved and is going into another Organisation, OECD, which is
an Atlantic Organisation. OEEC was one of the first’ European
organisations to be set up after the war, and its work has been
very fruitful. But it has not proved possible to unite Europe in
the sense that we wish.

Let us consider the reason why, after the great deal of work
that OEEC did, it did not become the heart of a new Europe,
with all the countries of Europe in it, which is what we need
in the long run. I think that two of the factors in the failure
of OEEC in this part of its task have been of the utmost impor-
tance. First, it has been simply an organisation of Governments,
and, secondly, it has not contained any parliamentary system.
When we consider the fruitful work that this Organisation has
done in the past, we realise what a pity it is that the absence
of a parliamentary body has hampered its development.

Some years after the establishment of OEEC we set up the
Coal and Steel Community. Six countries, this time on eco-
nomic and political grounds, formed that Organisation. We all
knew how the German coal and steel industry had supported
Hitler, and we did not mean to allow this conflict to arise again.
We thought that it would be possible to overcome this problem
and to create a more united Europe, with more solidarity between
France, Germany and the other countries, if we founded a supra-
national body with a Parliament which looked after its work.

The difficulty of the Coal and Steel Community was that it
was merely a Coal and Steel Community. Let us consider what
has happened in all the .years that the Community has been
established. 'We may ask ourselves whether the relation between
coal and steel has been the best possible one, because we are now
faced with the difficulty that oil, gas and atomic energy have
become much more important in satisfying fuel requirements.
Coal is now of less importance in its application to energy. The
trouble in Europe today is not the question of steel, but of
energy problems. The Coal and Steel Community did a lot of
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work, but in the time of depression it has great difficulties in
solving its problems, and in recent years its supranationality has
not been as high as it was in the first years of its work. I say
this only because I believe that the question of the way in
which the economy develops is an important thing to the Euro-
pean Economic Community today.

I did not have an opportunity of listening to Mr. Hallstein,
but I read the report of the speech that he made yesterday. I
must say that the position he took up was, in my opinion, some-
thing too much of, to use a German expression, Wir haben es
herrlich weit gebracht. 1 believe that part of the achievements
of the six countries working together results from the boom
period in which we live. We have yet to see the EEC doing its
work in a period of depression. 'We have not had that yet, and
we should not look on any body as having succeeded until we
have seen it working both in boom and in depression. I say
that because the difficulties facing EEC in, for example, the
agricultural economic field are not very small. I naturally do
not say that the creation of the European Economic Community
did not influence the boom period. The creation of a greater
market drove investors to invest in that greater market, and part
of the boom is the creation of the Market itself. We must not,
however, overlook the fact that it has existed for only a small
period of years, and when I subtract from all that is said about
the expansion of EEC what has come out of the boom, I will not
say that it is unimportant, but I should still like to lessen to
some extent its importance and not to give too strong an impres-
sion of the work and the foundation of EEC.

Having said all that, T yet believe that the foundation of
EEC has been of the utmost importance to Europe. We cannot
ever arrive at a united Europe without having foundations of
the character of the Community. I also stress the point that in
the EEC there are supranational elements. I would also remind
representatives that there is within this Joint Meeting the Par-
liamentary Assembly of the EEC, which is a body for real work,
which presses forward the EEC and canalises its activities. That
is all as it should be within a democratic society. Yet the supra-
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pationality of the EEC should not be exaggerated. We have
supranationality in trade policy; we need that, because we have
a Common Market. We have a common outer tariff, and we
shall have no inner tariffs in due course. We have written into
the Treaty of Rome a common agricultural policy, a common
transport policy and a common policy in regard to cartels. But
for some very important activities of the State, for example,
financial policy, monetary policy, economic policy as a whole,
there is no common policy in the Treaty itself.

There is a policy of consultation, of co-ordination, but it
is not the Economic Commission that makes that policy. It is a
system of consultation and co-ordination. That is not bad in
itself, but it is not something of a supranational character but
of inter-governmental character. I say this because there is out-
side the EEC a great deal said about the supranationality of the
EEC as though we already had today one united State of six
countries. 'We are far from having that today, and we will not
have it tomorrow, and to have it we would have to change the
Treaty very profoundly. I do not say that I would not like to
see this change—that is another question. But as we are in it
today we are in it with this amount of supranationality and this
amount of inter-governmental policy.

After having formed the EEC, there followed the negotiations
in the Maudling Committee, negotiations which failed because,
perhaps, they did not last long enough. If they had goneé on for
perhaps a year more they might perhaps have succeeded. After
the formation of the EEC and after the failure of the Maudling
negotiations, there was the formation of EFTA. I will not at
this moment talk about Portugal. Within the seven countries
Portugal was a strange figure, both politically and economically;
politically not having a democratic system and economically
being far behind the other States of EFTA. The other six coun-
tries of EFTA are very highly industrialised, as the six countries
of the EEC are highly industrialised. For my part, and as
representatives will know from the debates in the Consultative
Assembly of the Council of Europe, I bave always thought that
there might be the possibility of uniting these twelve industrial
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States of Europe and having the other States as associates of
one or other group together in one association. Then we would
have had in one organisation all the countries of Europe and we
would not have had the division that we now have in EFTA
between Member States of the EEC and associated States of EEC.

However, after the decision of the Government of the United
Kingdom to open negotiations with the EEC, we are on the
other road. We are going perhaps towards a greater unification
of Europe, not by way of forming a new association, but by way
of strengthening the EEC by new Members and by association.

Next week we shall have the decision of the Ministers of the
EEC, an inter-governmental decision of the six countries acting
each one on behalf of his own country. I hope and expect that
negotiations will be opened, but it is not only a question of
whether negotiations will be opened, but how they will be con-
ducted. Nothing is said about that in the Treaty of Rome.
When one looks at Article 237 of the Treaty, one finds that there
must be negotiations, but there is provision for only one appli-
cant at a time. At present there are already three applicants for
membership. How will the negotiations be co-ordinated? That
is one of the questions that the Ministers of the EEC will have
to decide at their next Session. Nor is anything said in Article 237
of the Treaty about what will be the role of the European Com-
mission and what will be the part of the supranational body in
these negotiations. Will it be only something like a working
party, carrying out studies and then giving the results of those
studies to the Ministers, or will the Commission sit at the table
to take part in the negotiations itself?

I do not know what will happen, but I hope that two things
will happen. First, that negotiations will be agreed to; secondly,
that the European Commission will take part in the negotiations
and that the negotiations will be co-ordinated at one table. 1
say that for one reason; if there is one series of negotiations
after another and one treaty after another, it must be remembered
that all the treaties will have to receive parliamentary ratification
in each. country, under the provisions of Article 237. If there
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are first negotiations with Great Britain and Great Britain
becomes a Member of the Community and then there are other
applications and a reopening of negotiations with other coun-
iries, one after another, the whole process will last a very long
time because it will be necessary all the time to obtain parlia-
mentary ratification in each case.

There is one other question. In the EFTA communiqué
it is stated—and I agree with it—that the countries of EFTA
hope that at the same time as Great Britain becomes a Member
of the Common Market there will be a solution for all the other
countries of EFTA.

I should like to stress, with regard to the countries that
talk about association because of their position in the political
field, that if they do not ask for association on the basis of
Article 238 today, it will be very difficult to have the negotiations
under Article 237 and Article 238 co-ordinated, and that if they
wait until Great Britain, Denmark and perhaps Norway and Ire-
land have joined the Common Market, then the negotiations will
perhaps be for therh on the basis of take it or leave it. That is
the difficulty that they aré in. They should try to influence the
negotiations now at this time. ‘

Therefore, just as I ask the Governments of the Six to have
common negotiations with all the applicants, I would ask the
countries of EFTA not to wait with their application for associa-
tion or membership as the case may be, too long, because to do
so would not be either in their own interests or even in the
interests of the FEuropean Community.

I say this, Mr. Chairman, because we have to look at the
work of the EEC. When the year ends there will have to be not
only a decision with regard to negotiation with the other coun-
tries, but also a decision whether or not the first part of the
transition period will be ended. It was expected that the EEC
would decide that the first part of the transition period should
end on the st January of next year. Therefore, if this should
become true discussions will be much more difficult if the nego-
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tiations drag on too long and it will make much more difficult
the whole work of the EEC.

- I.dwell upon. this question of the time-table because part of
the negotiations will be about the time-table for the new reduc-
tions of tariffs. The final objective is that we should have no
tariffs at all. Today the six countries are already on 60 per
cent of their normal tariff and perhaps next January it will be
50 per cent. — I do not know. How will the others follow
up and in what time? That will be a question of negotiation.
The outcome will have to be that after the transition period that
was set in the Treaty of Rome and in the EFTA Treaty, eight
years from now, we will have no tariffs in Europe. Therefore,
it would be a good thing if negotiations could take place very
soon and not last too long. .

The other important question in the negotiations will be
what to do with regard to the Treaty of Rome itself. Here also
I would give a warning to all the countries outside the Six. 1
feel that they should not try to amend the Treaty of Rome too
much. Naturally there will have to be amendments in the insti-
tutional field, but they should not try to amend the Treaty of
Rome too much because that could create difficulties in different
countries. They should proceed as much as possible by way
of protocol. I say that because in the negotiations between the
Six that led up to the Treaty of Rome there was a great deal of
negotiation in regard to protocols. When I look at those pro-
tocols today, I cannot help feeling that many of them were not
necessary, although they were added to the Treaty at the time.
I hope that much the same thing will happen in regard to what-
ever protocols are added to the new treaties between the Six
and the other countries. Although there may have to be pro-
tocols, they may well not prove significant in the end. In any
case, to proceed by way of protocol is better than by amending
the Treaty, which is a long and difficult process.

I.will not go into various other difficulties, such as the
question of agriculture, the question of sovereignty which was
talked about so long and sometimes so drearily in the House of
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Commons without knowing what was in the Treaty of Rome
about sovereignty. I believe that these questions of Common:
wealth, of sovereignty, of agriculture and of the EFTA countries
can be solved, and in the Report that I made to the Consultative
Assembly of the Council of Europe I tried to point to some
solutions for it.

The next thing is to open the negotiations and to try to find
a way for Great Britain and the other countries to come into the
European market. Perhaps I should at this stage make one
remark on that aspect. With regard to the countries that have
not yet applied for membership and which perhaps will not
apply for membership in the future—Sweden, Switzerland and
Austria—I must leave the decision to join or not to join to them.
It is for them in their sovereignty to take a decision and I will
fully respect their decision. I only hope that they will look not
only to the interests of their own countries but to the future of
Europe as a whole and that they will take that into account in
coming to their decision.

We for our part, from the point of view of the European
Community and perhaps from the point of view of the greater
European Community of the future, will also have to look to the
greater Europe and try to find ways and means by which those
countries can be taken into the system of European unity in one
way or another. I leave to the future, and to the fight that we
shall have to make in the future, the character that the new
EEC will have. For my part, I will only say that I shall fight
for a real United States of Europe, and it will be up to the
Members of the new EEC and the associate Members of the EEC
in due time to join in that fight. It will be for EEC itself and
for the Member States of EEC to decide whether they will take
this line, because in order to take this line it will be necessary to:
have a real amendment of the Treaty. The foundation of a
United States of Europe is not a question of a protocol to the
Treaty of Rome. But all that is something for the future.

In taking that old line which I have always taken, and
which I hope will in the end prove to be the right line for
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Europe, and in looking forward to one united Europe, united
economically and politically, I want to say that I leave it to the
countries themselves to make their decision, but 1 hope that I
can influence the decision in the way I have indicated fo a
future united Europe.

The Chairman. — I call Mr. Santero.

Mr. Santero (Italy) (Translation). — I want especially to
thank our two Rapporteurs for their excellent written reports
and the interesting speeches to which they treated us yesterday.
I am going to make a few remarks now, with particular reference
to Mr. Junot’s report.

In Chapter II of his report Mr. Junot set down the con-
clusions of some interesting reflections concerning the functions
of the Consultative Assembly and the European Parliamentary
Assembly in the present and in the immediate future. I agree
with Mr. Junot that the real problem is still the unwillingness,
more or less disguised, of national Governments and Parlia-
ments to relinquish some of their powers to the European
institutions, in spite of so many official declarations on the

mnecessity of European unification.

Mr. Kapteyn, the other Rapporteur, also drew attention
to this contradiction yesterday. The attitude is inconsistent
‘with the ground that really is being gained in public opinion
by the conviction that European unification is the only road
to salvation for our countries and our civilisation in the world
-of to-morrow,

Mr. Junot, in his detailed study of the behaviour of our
two Assemblies, says that their members are moved by the
-same determination, the same desire, to realise an ideal purpose,
although by different means and at a different pace. He also
says (quite tightly) that identity of personal views as to the
‘method and tempo of the process have become so important as
to bring together men of different political tendencies and,
:sometimes, to oppose men who sit on the same bench in their
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home Parliament. Finally, he welcomes the essential unity
of thought of the members of our Assemblies and adds the hope
that, with direct elections, it will still be possible to keep our
Assemblies clear of saboteurs of the idea of the economic and
political unity of free Europe, that is of Communists.

I also hope (as who does not?) that the individuals consist-
ently hostile to our aims who get into our Assemblies will be
few; but if that is the price to be paid for direct elections, I
think we can afford to pay it. In any case, such persons, being
necessarily in a feeble minority, could not so much hinder our
proceedings as make them more lively, and perhaps more
effective.

On the other hand, there are much stronger grounds for
the anxiety displayed by both our Rapporteurs about the limited
powers of our Assemblies. Both Assemblies seek greater powers
in order to serve the cause of European union with success.
For some time the Consultative Assembly has been asking
insistently but in vain for real, even if limited, powers. And
the FEuropean Parliamentary Assembly is insisting more
energetically and with a better chance of success on having a
wider sphere of competence and greater powers than at present.

The final statement of the Conference of Heads of States
and Governments at Bonn on 18th July 1961 contained a
promise and a hope. I say a promise and a hope, but we must
wait for the words to be matched by deeds.

It is in the interest of all democrats that parliamentary
control "over the work of each international organisation and
conference should be strengthened. Such work is prepared by
an international bureaucracy which—it must be acknowledged—
is able and conscientious, but which has no direct responsibility
to the people. And since it is often difficult for national Parlia-
ments to follow the work, and they are generally called upon to
ratify agreements already concluded, it is logically up to our
Assemblies to follow the work of the international organisations
and the Communities.
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But it is essential, too, that our Assemblies should be con-
sulted in time, that they should be consulted frequently and
—this is the crux—that they should be asked not merely for
advisory opinions but for binding opinions.

Chapter III of Mr. Junot’s report deals with the question
of the EFTA countries’ accession to or association with the
EEC. Then yesterday the two Rapporteurs and the Presidents
of the European Commissions and the High Authority—especially
Mr. Hallstein—and today many if not all the speakers dwelt on
this important problem. It could not be otherwise; at last year’s
joint meeting also, even though the subject down for discussion
was Mr. Martino’s report, packed with information and sug-
gestive points, almost every speaker confined himself to com-
menting on the existence of the two European economic group-
ings, the danger of a political split in Europe as well and the
search for ways of curing that state of affairs.

All this goes to show that it is no exaggeration to say that
the entry of other Council of Europe member countries into
the European Economic Community really constitutes a land-
mark in European history. I believe that Great Britain’s deci-
sion should now be regarded as an irrevocable political decision.
The discussions, which have lasted over six months, between
experts and representatives of the British Government and
representatives of the Community countries must have convinced
both sides that final agreement is possible.

Our British friends also know that the Economic Community
represents a step on the way to a political community. We
parliamentarians have reiterated this on every occasion for the
sake of sincerity and clarity and in order to obviate any mis-
understanding; and again, on 3Ist May 1961 in London, the
Assembly of Western European Union passed an almost un-
animous recommendation asking the Council of Ministers to
initiate discussions with a view to expediting an agreement
providing for the accession of the United Kingdom to the Com-
munity without weakening the political content of the Treaty
of Rome.
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In other words, people were and are saying: the Europe
of the Six is an open community but, whoever joins it, it must
remain a community.

Similarly, we certainly cannot suppose that the Ministers
of the Community countries have failed to be frank with the
British Government. We can therefore be virtually sure that
the official negotiations about to start will not meet with the
same lack of success as the Maudling Committee’s negotiations.
Indeed, such a failure would be a severe blow to the process
of European unification—and not only this, but, as Mr. Junot
said yesterday, a real defeat for the politics of the free world.

In my view, the chief task of our Assemblies is to create
a political atmosphere in which the experts will now feel obliged
to devote all their energies and abilities to seeking a more
equitable solution to such technical and economic difficulties
as they may encounter. I do not mean by this that the dif-
ficulties, which are many and complex, should be underrated;
nor do I underrate the efforts which our responsible colleagues
are making and will go on making to help in recognising and
overcoming those difficulties. But I do wish to urge that we
must all bring a modicum of optimism to bear.

In recent years many parliamentarians besides me have
maintained that the Europe of the Six should be regarded as
the nucleus around which a wider European union can be formed;
we also maintained that the more rapid, thorough and solid the
integration of the Six, the greater would be the stimulus to
"accession by other member countries of the Council of Europe.
Now, for the same reasons, I hold that it would be a serious
mistake to suspend progress and to wait for these other coun-
tries to join before moving on again. Indeed, [ believe that in
order to shorten the negotiations as much as possible and to
help the British Government to overcome the passive resistance
they still find among the public and in Parliament, we must
continue to persevere with our efforts to realise the spirit as well
as the letter of our Treaty, in other words to achieve a common
economic policy.
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At the same time I appreciate that we cannot go on, say, to
co-ordinate the economic policy of our countries just as if nothing
had happened, as if there were not these negotiations for the
accession of new Members, including so great a country as
England. This fact will obviously slow down the process of
working out a common economic policy.

. Many people are afraid that what is gained in range with
the entry of new Members into the Community may be lost in
depth, i.e. in community spirit. To my mind, insistence on
this point might be considered, if not offensive, then at least
undiplomatic; it might appear as an unjustified arraignment
of the new member countries and the new colleagues who are
preparing to come into the European Parliamentary Assembly.
We have just caught an echo of that fear in the address of our
British colleague. '

Nevertheless, it is undoubtedly logical that greater difficulty
should be found in reconciling the interests of eight or nine
countries than those of only six nations. It is equally true that
the continuous creation I have alluded to, which is necessary
to realise the spirit of the Treaty of Rome, will proceed more
slowly. This slower process will, I believe, be largely com-
pensated by the final result,

I have spoken only of accession, partly to save time, but
also because the subject of accession lends itself better to a
general treatment; whereas association must be discussed
separately in each case in order to be adapted—it must be flexible
and not rigid—to the particular conditions of individual States
or groups of States. That does not mean that I underestimate
the importance of association as a means of uniting free Europe.

I am confident that if free Europe does not waste herself in
divisions and disputes, but finds a way to establish a comity of
united or associated peoples, this century—instead of being the
century of communism, as Krushchev has claimed—will be the
century of Europe’s rebirth, of a united, modern, socially
mature Europe, capable of securing the liberty, progress and
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well-being of her citizens, and ready to translate into deeds
the principle of Christian fellowship with the peoples of other
_continents.

Like Mr. Junot, I too am glad to find that both our Assem-
blies are pursuing converging policies in essentials. 1 venture
to repeat an idea, or rather a hope, which I have expressed
on other occasions: to ensure that the European Parliamentary
Assembly and the Consultative Assembly do not take opposite
directions in studying, and especially in solving, problems of
fundamental importance for European life, it would be well as
soon as possible for the representatives of the Community coun-
tries to the Council of Europe Assembly to be nominated by the
European Parliamentary Assembly instead of by national
Parliaments. In this way, moreover, there would be less need
of these joint meetings.

I should like to mention another advantage—to my mind
the greatest—of such an arrangement, namely its political
significance: the fact that the Community appeared as a unit in
the international organisations in assemblies would be practical
proof that we are really marching to the construction of a united
political society.

It is the primary mission of all those of us who belong to
one or other Assembly to work for a free, united, democratic
Europe. The force of events will certainly bring that about;
but it is our responsibility to choose between leaving it to
circumstances to compel national Parliaments and Governments
to abandon some fragment of sovereignty every day and
deliberately, systematically sacrificing enough of mnational
sovereignty to create a new model for Europe.

I am sure that each of us will do his best to see that
national Parliaments and Governments choose the second way.

The Chairman. — Thank you, Mr. Santero. I now call
Mr. Petersen.
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Mr. Petersen (Norway). — There are several important
questions to be discussed today but none of them, I believe,
will rival in importance the question of expanding the European
‘Community by the joining of new Members. We all hope that
this discussion will contribute towards a solution of this prob-
lem and, moreover, towards a solution which in the end will
be an all-European one. None of us should be content with less.
If we are to attain this end, it is very important that we pay
attention to the dynamic aspect of the situation. We are not in
a static condition. It is only necessary to look back on the last
few years to see that, in the matter of European co-operation,
we have all been on the move and we are moving in the right
direction.

Since the breakdown of negotiations in the Maudling Com-
mittee, it has been frequently said that the Six cannot enter into
any arrangement which will weaken the Community or endanger
its ultimate political aim. This point of view was understand-
able when the Community first began its operations. Now the
Community is firmly established, and it is growing stronger
every day. The principles of the Treaty of Rome are accepted
by the States now applying for membership. The Community
has not only come to stay but it now represents a process to-
wards something to come. It seems to me that important con-
sequences flow from this fact.

The Community no longer has to fear that any arrangement
with other European States will endanger or indeed delay the
final political aim of a United Europe. Therefore, the Com-
munity now, as never before, has the opportunity to be con-
siderate towards non-member States. The gravitational forces
and the cohesive forces of the Community have indeed already
been shown by the fact that three States have formally applied
for membership. In my country, Norway, no decision has so
far been taken, principally because of the general election this
autumn, but I think there is more than a fifty-fifty probability
that Norway will in due course apply for full membership. A
few years ago this would have been a political impossibility.
We certainly are on the move.
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However, we must admit that for certain. States it seems at
the moment impossible to follow the example of the United
Kingdom because they regard their neutrality as a hindrance
to full membership. This point of view should be respected.
But neutrality is not a constant concept. We have today heard
representatives from two neutral States, Mr. Heckscher and
Mr. Czernetz, speak of neutrality in a way very different from
what we should have heard a few years ago. 1 believe that if
the European Economic Community is enlarged by three, four
or more new Members, the significance of the concept of neu-
trality will slowly change. Today it means that neutral countries
cannot go beyond a more or less loose association with the
Community, but there may well be the development that these
States, if associated in sel-interest, will wish to strengthen their
ties with the Community and, finally, even become full Members.
If this is a possibility, it calls for a very flexible policy on the
part of the Community and, moreover, a policy of good will.
Association means, on the other hand, that a State will take on
only some of the responsibilities and burdens of co-operation
and will receive only part of the advantages.

It would serve the European cause, then, if the Community
could adopt a liberal attitude towards each of the countries seek-
ing association. At the present moment no emphasis should be
placed on the political aspect of things. I believe that, as far
as associate Members are concerned, political relations will
develop in quite a natural way. We can afford to wait when
we know that things are moving in the right direction, and if
the problem of neuirality and the desire of some States not at
present to take on any political responsibilities is looked at in
a liberal and unconditional way, we shall be preparing in the
best way possible at the moment for an all-European solution.

At the start it may be of a mixed character, mainly economic
and only partly political, but T believe that as the years go by
it will by its own force grow into a firmly-established economic
and political union. My conclusion is that the Community will
do well to admit the neutral States on whatever conditions and
with whatever reservations each of them deems necessary at
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present, and in due time they will turn into valuable members
of an all-European Community which will fulfil the aspirations
of the Rome Treaty. '

IN THE CHAIR: Mr. HANS FURLER

President of the European Parliamentary Assembly
The Chairman (Translation). — Thank you, Mr. Petersen.

I now call Minister von Merkatz, who is representing the
Chairman-in-office of the Committee of Ministers of the Council
of Europe.

Mr. von Merkatz (Translation). — As the present Chair-
man of the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe,
Mr. von Brentano, was hoping to address the two European
Assemblies today, but the present political situation has un-
fortunately prevented him from coming to Stirasbourg, he has
asked me to lake his place and to convey to you his sincere
regrets.

As a member of the Consultative Assembly of the Council
of Europe for many years and as a frequent representative of
the Federal Government on the Commitiee of Ministers of the
Council of Europe I need scarcely tell you how glad I am of this
opportunity to speak to the two European Assemblies.

I have come here at a moment when the shadow of Soviet
threats lies heavy on world politics and particularly on Euro-
pean affairs. With your permission, I will come on later to
the East-West conflict and the German and Berlin questions,
which are naturally of special concern to me as a representative
of the Federal Government, and begin with a more cheerful
subject : European unity, its development in recent months and
its future prospects.

Before T start, however, let me express my profound satisfac-
tion that the two great European Assemblies have come together
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again in a Joint Meeting this year. I have forgotten whose idea
it was that the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe
and the European Parliamentary Assembly should be given the
chance of getting to know each other’s problems through joint
discussions. At all events, we may congratulate ourselves on
having put the idea into practice so that the two Assemblies
can confer together at regular intervals.

The ideal solution will doubtless be a single European
Assembly, with a single European Executive corresponding to
it. Unfortunately, as you know and regret, we have not yet
reached that point.

- The political realities of European history and the urge of
national Governments to adapt themselves to those realities have
brought it about that we now have three European Assemblies.

The members of the WEU Assembly are indeed the same as
the Representatives to the Council of Europe from the Parlia-
ments of Western European Union Member States. So the WEU
Assembly could justly be described as a slice of the Consultative
Assembly of the Council of Europe. In any case even the present
arrangement should not be condemned out of hand.

The main thing is that the Consultative Assembly and the
European Parliamentary Assembly should not harp too much
on their differences but should both feel that they are setiing
the pace for the attainment of a common goal.

The idea of the Joint Meeting is to emphasise this joint
purpose, but I am convinced that it is also useful in as much
as- reciprocal information and exchange of views reduce the
danger that both Assemblies might assume the same tasks and
then carry them out with different materials and on different
lines.

But we ought to make one thing quite clear. We do not
want another permanent parliamentary assembly ‘in Europe addi-
tional to the Consultative Assembly and the European Parlia-
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mentary Assembly. 1 mention this explicitly because I am
aware of the Consultative Assembly’s fears lest their recom-
mendation to give the new OECD a parliamentary advisory
body might lead to the foundation of an essentially distinct
parliamentary assembly.

I believe, however, that not only the Federal Republic but
also the other member Governments of the Council of Europe
are of the opinion that such an arrangement would be conducive
neither to European integration nor to the incorporation of
Europe into the Atlantic Community.

" The Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe have
expressed unqualified approval of Recommendation 245, which
proposes holding an ad hoc Assembly with predominant par-
ticipation by the Council of Europe. We should, of course, bear
in mind that the entry of the United States of America and
Canada raises certain problems which must be taken into ac-
count when giving effect to Recommendation 245.

In my view, the idea of providing OECD, like OEEC ‘before
it, with an advisory body ought not to be abandoned. Such
a body might be of great assistance to the work of OECD. It
should indeed have a sphere of competence going beyond matters
of purely European concern and affecting the general interest
of all Members of OECD, including those welcome new arrivals,
America and Canada.

I now move on to a second point. Yesterday you heard
reports from Presidents Malvestiti, Hallstein and Hirsch on the
activities of the three European Communities. They showed
that during the past year the implementation of the Rome
Treaties and the Coal and Steel Treaty proceeded according to
plan, though not always without difficulties, and that real pro-
gress was made. So we have every reason to regard the future
of the Communities with confidence.

However, apart from activities inside the Communities,
events have occurred in Europe this year which justify the proud
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conviction that, in the midst of all the world political crises,
at least one welcome and constructive development stands out:
the birth of European unity.

I am thinking of the results of the Bonn Conference of Heads
of Government, the association of Greece with EEC, the declara-
tions by Great Britain, Denmark and Ireland of readiness to
engage in negotiations with a view to joining EEC, and the
decision of the other EFTA countries to review and reshape their
relations- with EEC.—Please forgive me for using the abbrevia-
tions; I do so only to save time and with no discourteous intent.

The Conference of the six Heads of Government at Bonn
on 18th July, which issued in a joint declaration—the so-called
Bonn Declaration—on political co-operation in FEurope, may
justly be described as a milestone in the history of the move-
ment for European unity and, in the context of the present
world situation, as a historic event.

Allow me, then, to recapitulate the main points of the Bonn
Declaration. The six Heads of Government resolved to plan
and extend their political co-operation with a view to attaining
a common policy and ultimately consolidating the work initiated
by means of institutions. To this end, they would meet at
regular intervals and discuss all matters of interest to them.

They also resolved to extend co-operation to other fields not
covered by the Community Treaties, notably education, culture
and research. They directed a preparatory Committee to make
proposals for giving a statutory character to the unification of
their peoples. At the same time the Heads  of Government
specifically emphasised that they intended to strengthen the
Atlantic alliance by promoting the political unification of Europe
and to facilitate the execution of the Paris and  Rome Treaties
by perfecting their co-operation.

They decided, finally, to invite the European Parliamentary
Assembly to extend its work to the new fields in co-operation
with the Governments,
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By deciding in favour of increased co-operation among the
Six in fields not covered by the Community Treaties, especially
in the political sphere, the six Heads of Government have restored
the link between fulfilment of the European treaties and Euro-
pean political construction, thus filling in a wide gap. Without
this new step in the direction of European political unity, the
spirit of the Rome and Paris Treaties would remain unfulfilled.

We should therefore be grateful to the French President,
General de Gaulle, for having firmly seized the initiative over
the question of political co-operation among the Six. - To many
“internationalists”—please excuse the expression, which I only
use for the sake of brevity—the outcome of Bonn may appear
trivial. They may even see in it a retreat from the ideal of the
total almalgamation of European nations. But all of you who
have been doing important European parliamentary work for
years will agree with me that it would be a mistake to do nothing
just because everything, in this case full integration or amalgama-
tion, cannot be achieved at once.

The significance of the Bonn Conference of Heads of
Government and the Bonn decisions is surely rather that they
marked the end of a period of stagnation in European politics,
that they imported new momentum and new strength to the
European will to unite and that they set the protagonists of
Europe new tasks. We should leave it to future reflection and
experience, based on a realistic assessment of the reasonable and
the possible, to determine whether European unity will one day
take the form of a federation or confederation. I may say that
it is also a task for political scientists and constitutional lawyers
to discover the formulas.

The Bonn decisions also open up new tasks for the European
Parliamentary Assembly, which will in future be asked for its
views on the questions over which the Heads of Government are
to co-operate. This, of course, implies no restriction of the
previous activity of the Assembly; its performance was fully
approved, and the preparalory Committee was instructed to
make a thorough study of the proposals contained in the Resolu-
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tion of 29th June 1961, with special reference to the future
constitutional and institutional foundations of European unity.

‘When I expressed our gratitude to the French President
just now, 1 was in no way belittling the importance that attaches
to the European Assemblies at every stage of the work of Euro-
pean unification. The impulses radiating from their numerous
initiatives have been a constant reminder to the Govéernments
to continue and elaborate what was begun eleven years ago.
I may indeed assert that, had it not been for the spur of
the public debates in the European Assemblies and the directions
indicated in their resolutions and recommendations, the Govern-
ments could not—and should not—have proceeded with the
work of European construction. The European Assemblies are
the ultimate forum for the creation of European opinion and at
the same time the court before which the Governments must
justify themselves. The six Member Governmenis of the three
Communities are confident that the decisions of the Bonn Con-
ference of Heads of Government are in accord with the endeavours
of the European Assemblies over the years.

The Sessions of the Consultative Assembly and the European
Parliamentary Assembly during the past two' years have been
overshadowed by the potential split of Europe into two eco-
nomic blocs, in other words by the coniroversy between EEC
and EFTA.- The efforts of both Assemblies to counteract the
disintegration of Europe into two economic blocs and the express
hope recorded in the Bonn Declaration that other European
countries which are prepared to incur the same responsibilities
and obligations in all spheres might wish to join the European
Communities have since been rewarded by the British, Danish
and Irish requests to open negotialions with a view to entering
EEC. The Member States of the European Economic Commu-
nity warmly welcomed Prime Minister Macmillan’s statement
in the British House of Commons on 31st July .1961 and the
remarks of the Lord Privy Seal, Mr. Heath, at the meeting of the
WEU Council of Ministers in Paris on 1st August 1961. The
official British application was received by the Council of the
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European Economic Community on 10th August 1961, and the
procedure laid down in the Rome Treaty has since been set in
motion. It may safely be assumed that negotiations will begin
soon.

I do not think there is a single one of us who fails to
recognise and appreciate the significance and importance of the
British decision. And all of us must be fully aware that Great
Britain’s step was not taken lightly. We should be all the more
grateful to Great Britain for that decision conceived in a spirit
of European responsibility. There has been much spoken and
written comment to the effect that, by joining EEC, Great Britain
would have to throw overboard principles and ideas which have
determined her foreign policy for centuries—and with great
success. Britain’s foreign policy is indeed guided primarily
by her obligations to the Commonwealth, and her insular situa-
tion has given the United Kingdom a special attitude towards
Europe. Yet it would be wrong to pretend that she has had
no ties with the Continent until now. Great Britain made
notable contributions to European unity in the post-war years.
The Council of Europe and WEU would be inconceivable with-
out the initiative of Britain. Winston Churchill’s Ziirich speech
in 1946 cleared the way for the European Congress at The Hague,
which in turn led on to the Council of Europe. And we have
to thank Sir Anthony Eden that the failure of the EDC did not
engender a European débdcle. Nevertheless, for a long time
it seemed unthinkable that Great Britain should ever decide on
so drastic a step as full membership of the European Commu-
nities and be prepared to assume the same responsibilities and
obligations as the Six in all fields.

The courage shown by Great Britain in applying to join
makes it incumbent on the Six to be no less courageous and to
display a determination to overcome the difficulties which may
loom up on the way to final membership. This of course applies
primarily to the Commonwealth connection. No European coun-
try can want Great Britain’s relations with her overseas partners
to be weakened as a result of full commitment in Europe. The
existence of the Commonwealth is a vital factor in the preserva-
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tion of democracy and freedom in many parts of the world.
The survival intact of the Commonwealth, that juridically elusive
yet solid organisation, is of the highest political importance to
Europe in the present world situation.

It will therefore be essential, in the negotiations, to retain
the spirit and substance of the Treaties and at the same time
to make allowance for the special obligations which Great Britain,
and with her Europe, has towards many countries of the free
world.

At the meeting of the WEU Council in Paris on 1st August,
the Lord Privy Seal, Mr. Heath, said that the very fact that the
European Economic Community was more than just an eco-
nomic grouping had exerted a decisive influence on the British
resolution to join. Great Britain was prepared to play her full
part in the further development of political co-operation. That
statement should give us great satisfaction. Think how Europe
will be strengthened if tomorrow there is a closely knit political
and economic community of seven, nine or more States. Such
a union will serve to remove all doubts as to the solidarity of
the peoples of Europe, at the same time reinforcing the stability
of the Atlantic Community and imbuing the whole free world
with the conviction that Europe has faith in her future.

For reasons of neutrality—in some cases maintained for
centuries—certain European nations find it impossible to enter
the European Communities outright. We respect their reasons
and appreciate their special position. We hope nevertheless that
forms of association and co-operation will be found which may
help the economic progress of Europe and settle the EEC-EFTA
issue in a way that makes economic sense and serves the wel-
fare of the population of Europe as a whole,

Permit me now, as I announced at the beginning of my
remarks, to say something about developments in East-West
relations, a source of profound anxiety to us all. I do not intend
to enumerate all the phases in the provocative conduct of
Khrushchev and his puppets. The whole world has witnessed
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the measures taken in the East which constitute a heavy on-
slaught on what lies closest to our hearts, namely the freedom
without which life for us would not be worth living. Freedom
and the right to self-determination are at stake. The tactical
moves of the Eastern rulers, apparently directed towards limited
objectives, should not blind us to the fact that we are faced with
an unscrupulous attempt gradually to force the FEuropean
peoples, whose steadfastness has hitherto preserved a free way
of life, under the communist yoke. It began with the sub-
jugation of the Eastern European nations and the suppression
of the Hungarian revolt, continuing with the threal of a separate
peace and partition treaty with the Soviet-occupied .zone of
Germany, the shocking measures of 13th August and the menace
to the whole of Berlin, which consists essentially in sapping that
city’s will to live and means of livelihood through total isola-
tion. If we are unable to put a stop to this, communist power
politics will not hesitate to overwhelm the remainder of free
Europe bit by bit. We must not forget this for an instant.

I am convinced that even the European peoples beyond the
Iron Curtain, if they were allowed a free choice, would play
their part in the construction of a free, united Europe. But this
is denied them by the Soviet Union and its satellite governments.
It exerts continuous heavy pressure on the so-called “socialist”
camp, which is a mere parody of the unity of the peoples. In
actual fact, despite central control from Moscow, no real inte-
gration of the satellite States has resulted; only the political
line of the Governments and communist parties is standardised
and subordinated to the Soviet dictatorship. The populations
are untouched by it.

The significant fact is that this area is not only cut off from
the West by an iron curtain: the frontiers between the various
satellite countries and the frontiers of the Soviet Union are also
firmly closed, and nationalism in the “socialist” camp has
developed into a danger acknowledged by the Communists them-
selves. Whereas, according to the teaching of Marx and Engels,
the frontiers between socialist States should disappear, they have
actually become still higher. Yet—contrary to Marxist pro-
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phecies—the citizens of the so-called capitalist countries, as we
can see for ourselves a stone’s throw from here on the Rhine
Bridge, can cross the frontier from one country to another with-
out passports or visas. The new programme of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union shows how unpleasant and painful
this development is to the communists. That programme com-
pletely ignores the effects of European integration and merely
asserts that ‘‘sharp tensions and conflicls” are growing out of
this integration and that the contradictions between the Stales
of the West are becoming still deeper!

In fact, it was precisely the communist threat that mobilised
the unifying force of Europe, thus accelerating integration and
even causing the most profound, age-old national differences
to vanish.

This communist threat has never been so great as today. But
the unifying forces of Europe, thus accelerating integration and
determined than today. The Washington Conference gave im-
pressive evidence of this.

I do not need to demonstrate in detail that the present crisis
has been brought about entirely by the Soviet policy of threats,
treaty violation and unilateral measures. Anyone who has fol-
lowed events since the Soviet ultimatum of 27th November 1958
can have no doubt that it is Khrushchev’s crisis and that it rests
entirely with him whether East-West relations are to become
normal again or whether the situation he has conjured up will
have fateful consequences. He alone is responsible.

The Western Powers, indeed, are still ready to negotiate
with him for a just solution of the German and Berlin questions.
But they are united in their determination not to yield to the
nuclear threats, blackmail, ultimata and violence of Krushchev
and his tools. If the West ever gave in to such Soviet pressure
at one point, Khrushchev would soon repeat his threats and
blackmail elsewhere. In reality he is less interested in con-
cluding a so-called peace or partition treaty than in imposing
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his will on the West. He must not and shall not succeed. His
power stops where the free peoples of the world unitedly oppose
him.

This is the order of the day: unite in the will to freedom!
Unite in the knowledge that a united Europe, reinforcing the
Atlantic Community, is the mightiest bulwark against the threat
from the East.

The elections in the Federal Republic of Germany have now
been held. I can assure you that, although we are living with
this grave threat to our whole world and to our existence, the
German people are in a thoughtful mood, as was reflected in
the election results. The policy of the past twelve years has
been endorsed by the majority. On this sure foundation, my
country will apply all its energies to the preservation of free-
dom; and it will also devote itself wholeheartedly to the pre-
servation of peace for us all.

The Chairman (Translation). — I thank Mr. von Merkatz
for the important statement he has just made on behalf of the
Chairman of the Committee of Ministers.

I now call on Mr. Haekkerup to speak in the debate.

Mr. Haekkerup (Denmark). — 1 should like io start by
associating myself with the Minister, Herr von Merkatz, in his
estimation of the importance of having a Joint Meeting of our
two Parliamentary Assemblies here in FEurope. It is a special
privilege for us from the Council of Europe to have the oppor-
tunity to express our points of view to members of the Euro-
pean Parliamentary Assembly, particularly in the present
situation.

This morning, my eminent friend, Mr. Czernetz, spoke in a
moving and rather convincing way of the problem of his coun-
try, while other speakers have referred to the problems of the
other neutral countries in the present situation. I speak, not on
behalf of, but as a representative from, the only small country
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in EFTA which has so far decided to apply for full membership
of the EEC. As may be known, it has been decided by a great
majority in my Parliament to apply for full membership. That
does not mean that there is no opposition to our decision. The
disguised Communist Party—the so-called Social People’s Party
—is against the decision, and in the hearts of many who voted
for the application for membership there is still a doubt whether
that decision will materialise in a final positive decision.

I want to assure you, Mr. Chairman, that the Danish Par-
liament’s decision was taken in the hope that we should get a
final positive decision, but our final decision, which will be
taken later, when the negotiations between my Government and
the EEC have ended, will depend on two conditions. The first
condition is that the British Parliament finally decide to
affiliate as a full Member with the EEC. I do not want
to say by this that the Danish decision is entirely contingent
on the decision of the British Parliament, but I would
say that, from our point of view, a decision by the British
Parliament to affiliate with EEC means that the hope we have
had for so many years that we could get established in Europe a
very large Common Market which could lead to a further polit-
ical development of the unification of Europe will have taken a
big step forward. But, even if the British Parliament decides
finally to accept membership of the EEC, this does not necessarily
mean that the Danish Parliament will do the same. That depends
on the negotiations that will take place between the EEC and my
Government.

We consider the Rome Treaty as an economic treaty. We
do not deny—rather, we accept—the far-reaching political aim
of the EEC, stated only in the Preamble to the Treaty. The
relevant sentence is that the aim is

1

. an ever closer union among the European peoples.”

We agree with that fully and wholeheartedly. We know
that in the Coal and Steel Community Treaty the political aim
is expressed rather more clearly. We agree with that aim as
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well, but we do know that inside the EEC there are differences
of opinion on what will be the institutional character of the
further political development of that economic association that
has been established.

We know that there are differences of opinion about the
methods that should be used. When we are in EEC, as I hope
we shall be in the course of some months and, in any case, 1
hope not very much more than a year, we shall take part in a
positive way in the discussions on how we are to shape the
political future of Europe.

I have said that the final decision of my Parliament will
depend on the results of the negotiations with the EEC. 1 shall
not go into details about the problems which my country will
have to raise, but I want to emphasise that we can follow to the
hiit the advice given by our distinguished Rapporteur, Mr. Vos.
He advised us not to demand amendments of the Rome Treaty;
not to demand changes in the context or the Articles of the
Treaty. In the application sent forward by my Government it
has been expressly said that we hope that the special problems
which my country has—just as other countries affiliated to the
EEC have their special problems—could be taken care of in pro-
tocols. That means that we do not intend to propose changes
in the Rome Treaty; we accept that Treaty as the basis of our
affiliation to the EEC. ’

Just as Mr. Vos advised us not to demand any amendments
to the Rome Treaty, we feel that it would not be advisable in
the present situation for the EEC to demand of those whom
they wish to affiliate, either as full Members or associate Mem-
bers, anything which is not specifically written into the Rome
Treaty. My country accepts the broader political aims, but we
feel that if we sign a treaty we are bound only by the Articles
and words of that Treaty and are fully free to develop, after
our membership has been accepted.

Various countries may have various hopes about the future
of the Community. There may be hopes in my country. We
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shall do all we can, as and when we are in, to get our objects
fulfilled in the Community. I hope that, just as we shall stick
to the wording of the Treaty of Rome, the EEC will do the
same.

1 shali not go into the various problems which specifically
affect my own country; that is for negotialions between my
Government and the EEC. But I should like to point out three
problems of a procedural character. In connection with the
first, I am very happy to associate myself with Mr. Vos. We
hope that the negotiations between my country and EEC will
be parallel with those between the British Government and EEC,
and those of other Governments who may apply for full mem-
bership or for association with EEC.

The question of agricultural policy is of special importance
from the point of view of my country-—and here again I asso-
ciate myself with Mr. Vos. If Great Britain becomes a Member
of EEC it means that the greatest importer of agricultural pro-
ducts is going into EEC. If Denmark becomes a Member it
means that one of the greatest exporters of agricultural pro-
ducts is becoming affiliated to EEC. How can anyone imagine
the establishment of a long-term economic policy in EEC if it
expects, in a few months’ time, to get the greatest importer and
exporter of agricultural products into the Community, without
taking into consideration their advice and points of view?

That is why the Danish Government have asked that in the
further deliberations on the agricultural policy of EEC they
may be allowed to come into the picture. We hope to be
allowed in as observers. 1 understand that there is a certain
opposition to giving us such a status—that a certain amount of
reluctance exists in this respect. If we cannot be allowed to
be present as observers while the Community is discussing mat-
ters which are matters of life and death for us as well as for it,
I hope that at least we can be given information, and can have
the right to be consulted. This means putting things into writ-
ing which we could do better verbally, but, if the EEC prefers
to have it in writing, I do not see why we should not be pre-



170 CONSULTATIVE ASSEMBLY — EUROPEAN PARLIAMENTARY ASSEMBLY

pared to accept. I hope that we shall be allowed to have some
connection with the consultations and deliberations on this mat-
ter which is so important for us and for Great Britain.

The third procedural problem is that we hope that in the
period during which negotiations between my Government and
EEC are taking place, in order that EEC may develop further,
decisions taken within the Community will be taken in such a
way that there will be no increased discrimination against my
country. I know that some people have understood that the
Danish proposal is really a standstill proposal, but that is not
so. But imagine, in one room, EEC representatives sitting down
and discussing with representatives of the Danish Government
how full Danish memberhip may be arrived at and, in the next
room, EEC representatives sitting down discussing how, in the
meantime, they can do something which will increase discrimi-
nation against our exports. 1 therefore ask, as my Government
have asked, whether, while negotiations are going on, at least
they shall be carried on in such a way that Denmark will not
suffer because of an increased discrimination against its exports.
I hope that those three procedural problems will be dealt with
very sincerely by the EEC authorities.

My final point is of a more political character. I would
remind members of the two Assemblies here that the Nordic
countries have, over a long period, built up a close and intimate
co-operation in many fields, in cultural, political, educational,
economic and social matters. According to tradition, in our
countries we have nol institutionalised that co-operation. We
have not made it in the form of treaties, efc. We have estab-
lished it in a practical way, and we have a very firm co-operation.
We are afraid that if some of us are affiliated to the EEC in the
capacity of full Members, others only as associated Members, and
with Finland probably not able to hecome a Member of the EEC
in the foreseeable future, there will be little possibility of our
continuing our co-operation.

We therefore ask that in the further negotiations between
our Government and the EEC consideration will be given to
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the fact that this co-operation is of great value not only for
the Nordic countries but because it has a bearing on our deci-
sion whether to affiliate or not. It is also important from a
general European view that this economic co-operation should
continue. We feel that inside the framework of the Treaty of
Rome there is not much which should be a hindrance to our
carrying on this co-operation, but we are not sure what inter-
pretation will be put upon the Treaty, and we therefore ask that
there shall be an understanding in the EEC that this co-operation
is of importance not only for the Northern countries in general
but also—and here I come back to what was said by Mr. Czer-
netz about the position of Finland—because Finland was ulti-
mately able to make an association agreement with EFTA which
is of a certain political importance for all of us. This was not
least due to the close Nordic co-operation which we have built
up with Finland over many years.

If, after Denmark is affiliated to EEC, together with Norway
and Ireland, and after Sweden is associated with it, Finland is
to have a close connection with European countries, the best
thing to do is to accept, stimulate and guarantee the economic
co-operation that has been established between the Northern
countries. Therefore, both from a more narrow Nordic point
of view and from a broader European and Western political
point of view, I hope that there will be a sufficient understanding
in the EEC countries of our very firm and strong wish to be able
to go on with Nordic co-operation—in the hope that the nego-
tiations we shall have between my country and the EEC and
the negotiations which the EEC will have with Norway, Iceland
and Sweden will eventually result in some arrangement or other
between all the four countries and the EEC. My own hope is
that it will be full membership. At any rate, I hope that we
shall be realistic enough to accept that degree of association
which is acceptable to each of the four countries.

(Mr. Federspiel, President of the Consultative Assembly,
resumed the Chair.)

The Chairman, — I call Mr. Macmillan.
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Mr. Macmillan (United Kingdom). — 1 do not wish to
detain the Assembly too long at this late hour or to anticipate
what I hope to say on a later occasion. I am very grateful to
you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity first to join with those
who have congratulated Professor Hallstein on his great achieve-
ment, on the success of the Communities and their obvious great
future, and to join particularly, perhaps, with Mr. Heckscher in
saying that - such congratulation does not necessarily imply
approval of all that Professor Hallstein said. I am grateful
mainly for the opportunity to make a few observations arising
chiefly from the remarks made by the two Rapporteurs and by
Professor Hallstein. 1 wish to make quite clear that in doing
so I am not only trying to plead a cause or make a case, although
I make no apology to this Joint Meeting for being on this occa-
sion a little more partial than I should be in presenting a Report
to the Assembly on behalf of the Political Commiitee.

The difficulties that the British are making for the Six are
at this time very much alive in people’s minds, but sometimes
I think the good that the British have done is often forgotten.
The help that they are giving now to European unity and security
is sometimes glossed over in speeches. Professor Hallstein men-
tioned the great economic expansion of the Communities. He
stressed the economic advantages that would be enjoyed by coun-
tries attaching themselves to this expansion. I thoughi that he
was almost contemptuous in his references to those who sought
to enjoy the benefits of increased trade without accepting the
increased political responsibility of full membership.

Professor Hallstein is a good European, but he did not make
any reference to the political responsibility already accepted by
some European countries outside the Six.

Mr. Heckscher referred to the indirect contribution which
the neutrals were making to the defence of Europe by assuming
full responsibility for their own defence, and I think that it would
have been a little more . gracious, perhaps, had Professor Hall-
stein seen fit to refer to this and to the economic disadvantage
which the United Kingdom has long enjoyed as a result of the
disproportionate share of the defence burden which she bears.
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Professor Hallstein paid a right and just tribute to the
immense conlribution made by the United States of America
both in the way of overseas aid as well as in its defence contri-
bution and, very good European that he is, Professor Hallstein
emphasised that now the countries of Europe will themselves
have to accept a greater share of both these burdens. But again
he did not mention that one European country, Great Britain,
is already accepting a very heavy commitment in overseas aid
which, added to the defence payments made across the exchan-
ges, is being very largely responsible for the balance-of-payments
difficulties and recurring economic crises which face that
country.

Professor Hallstein did say that putting the burden of appli-
cation on the would-be new Member had no reference to any
malter of tactics, the tactics of negotiation, that is, and I am
sure that no such question of tactics lay behind those omissions
in his speech, because he is indeed a good European. I shall
follow his example and. try to avoid as far as I can the question
of tactics, but there is one point which 1 should make and one
fact I should put before this Joint Meeting.

In the past, Great Britain has never been reluctant or slow
to defend freedom and democracy in Continental Europe. Many
people have already mentioned this. Neither the United King-
dom nor the Commonwealth countries overseas have heen slow
in accepting their responsibilities to the full extent of the capacity
of all our peoples. Even now Great Britain is making her full
contribution to the defence of Western Europe and of Western
ideals and towards freedom and democracy overseas up to, and
indeed beyond, the capacity of her economy.

As a good European myself, I think I should remind not
only Professor "Hallstein but all concerned that  the British
capacity to accept these responsibilities and burdens depends
entirely upon the extent of British overseas trade. The spirit
may well be willing but the size of Britain’s .share of the Euro-
pean burden depends in great part on Britain’s share in the
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Furopean market. This is one of the many reasons why I think
that Great Britain is serious in wanting to join the Common
Market as a political as well as an economic partner. It is,
indeed, this seriousness which has led to British hesitation, for
the United Kingdom’s contribution to the common political cause
lies not only in Europe itself but throughout the world. I am
grateful to Mr. von Merkatz for his recognition of that fact in
his speech this afternoon and his empbasis that it will be no
good service to Europe if the closer integration of the United
Kingdom within it prevented the United Kingdom from making
her ever wider political contribution not only through the Com-
monwealth but through her association with the EFTA countries
as well. I hope that there is no question of any such choice
being though of now or in the future.

Professor Hallstein said that this was a turning-point for
Great Britain. Certainly it is, but I think that it is a turning-
point for Europe, too. I hope that Great Britain will never be
turned away from Europe. We should be grateful to Professor
Hallstein for recognising the reality of this position; for admit-
ting—indeed, stressing—that the British difficulties are genuine
and not merely assumed for tactical purposes. 1 would plead
with all concerned for patience. As Professor Hallstein said,
referring to the agricultural problem, “things take time in a field
so varied and so vast,”“ and this field is indeed varied and vast
enough.

I should like, too, to express my gratitude to Mr. Junot for
his understanding of United Kingdom sentiments, and for the
assurance that he, and other speakers, too, have given that
the Six will do all that is possible to meet these, provided that the
British intention to implement the objects of the Rome Treaty
is real. I am glad that both he and Professor Hallstein, and all
the speakers in this debate, have welcomed the British decision
to apply for full membership of the Common Market. I have
to thank Mr. Junot personally for the kind words by which he
has referred to me in his Report. Perhaps I can assure him that
there is not the family difference of opinion that one page of
his Report might seem to imply. It was, I think, Mr. Kapteyn
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who reminded us that one of the groups who feared most in the
case of the original negotiations was the French patronat, and
that now they are among the greatest enthusiasts for the EEC.
‘What I was trying to say was much the same; that British poli-
ticians who now may seem fearful of the future will, once the
United Kingdom’s entry into the Common Market is assured,
become amongst its greatest enthusiasts.

I would reassure Mr. Junot in regard to the alarm he
expressed over some more recent words of the British Prime
Minister. I feel that the difference lies not so much in the
intention but in the difference in the role of a member of the
Government—a Prime Minister—and a back-bencher, and in
the period to which the statements refer. The back-bencher
was possibly legitimately speculating about the future; the
Prime Minister was confining himself to the immediate issues.
Further, as Mr. Kapteyn remarked, there is now no question
of federation—a point also made by Mr. Spaak in one of his
speeches. The question now is not the transfer of sovereignty
but its delegation, and that, I think, Mr. Kapteyn recognised;
British willingness and British acceptance of obligations under
NATO/SEATO, etc. and GATT/EFTA, and so on.

I certainly agree with him that there is no point in the
United Kingdom acceding to the Common Market on any terms
other than full membership. That seems to me to have every
disadvantage for all concerned without many of the correspond-
ing advantages. If we join, we in the United Kingdom are, 1
think, quite willing to accept the ends lying behind the Rome
Treaty, but we do expect equal rights with the other partners
in the Rome Treaty in deciding upon the means used to reach
those ends.  Sometimes I think that there comes across in
England the feeling that, almost as a punishment for being late
in applying for membership, more is demanded of the United
Kingdom and less likely to be granted than there was in the case
of the other partners in the original negotiations of the Rome
Treaty. Such anxiety should have been allayed by many of the
speeches in this debate, but there are still traces of it. For
example, I really do not see why the British Prime Minister
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should be expected to be more federal in his approach to
integration than the French President, despite the looser ties of
our own Commonwealth. And let us not forget, Mr. Chairman,
that the Lord Privy Seal and others have accepted in full -the
institutional needs and the implications of integration.

We in the United Kingdom are quite willing to accept our
duties but we do expect o be treated the same as the other
partners once that partnership is concluded. That, I think, is
one of the great services that is being rendered by this Joint
Meeting—making it clear to the United Kingdom that this
indeed is so.

Professor Hallstein said that we can imagine that the old
Members will feel when they conclude the Treaty of Rome that
they have to face problems similar to or analogous with those
confronting any applicant and will therefore assume that the
same answers hold good. That is an assumption that I feel the
United: Kingdom can quite fairly make as long as no more is
expecled. We here know that this anxiety has perhaps no cause
in fact; that the continuing opposition to the United Kingdom
joining the Common Market is based largely on misapprehension
and a fear of the unknown; but part of it is quite real, and 1
think that that part was very much allayed by Professor Hall-
stein’s reassurance that the Common Market is not exclusive and
inward-looking but has, in the eyes of ils Members and of its
officials, an important role to play both in the Atlantic Commu-
nity and in the world at large.

Professor Hallstein also allayed some other fears that have
been expressed in England when he said that the Community
was not a State and, using an approach that was almost British
in its pragmatism, he said, in the English translation, “such as
it is, it works.” That, I think, is an approach that can weli be
understood in the United Kingdom, because political integration
is not only implied by the needs of economic integration. In
all major issues it is an accomplished fact that no one can do
anything about. There is no independence in the old sense of
the word and sovereignty has already been encroached upon. It
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is true to say that the United Kingdom has suffered enough in
the past from European disunity to have a strong vested interest
in helping to create greater solidarity amongst the countries of
Western Europe.

T think that another difference is a difference of pace. There
is an English hymn which becomes very familiar to many British
schoolboys, of which one line is:

“l do not seek to see the distant scene,
One step enough for me.”

That perhaps typifies. the British approach to the - Common
Market, and it does not imply any reluctance. .On this .basis,
the word “statutory” as applied to co-operation should be
reassuring to the United Kingdom because it implies that the
abrogation of sovereignty and the delegation of sovereignty to
institutions is precise and limited. And Professor Hallstein
himself said that the powers of institutions depend on the pre-
vious surrender of sovereignty by countries, for there is one big
difference between such abrogation of sovereignty as applied to
the United Kingdom as compared with other European countries
which leads to British apprehension especially of any surrender
of powers in vague terms.” Mr. Kapteyn referred to the sover-
eignty lost by individual countries and regained through inter-
national organisations. That is certainly true, and true of Great
Britain in the international sphere, but I am not quite.sure
whether it is true of Great Britain in the domestic sphere. The
internal sovereignty of Parliament in the United Kingdom
depends to a great degree on the economic conirol of the Execu-
tive by the Legislature, and the more such economic power
passes out of the hands of the Executive the less control the
Legislature has over it, nol only in international matters, but
also nationally and internally. A

Perhaps we could all be assured by what Mr. Junot has said
in respect of this sort of limitation of sovereignty, and also by
the parallel one of the freedom that the United Kingdom must
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have to play a part, politically as-well as economically, in the
Commonwealth. Again, I thank Mr. von Merkatz, among others,
for his recognition of this fact. If there is any reluctance on
the part of Britain, as mentioned by Mr. Junot in his Report,
this debate may have allayed some of the fears which caused
that reluctance. I do not believe that the United Kingdom
wants to tie the hands of the Executive in any way at all, pro-
vided that “statutory” means what I think it does.

Mr. Junot said that “all good Europeans welcome the rap-
prochement between these different points of view,” and as he
was kind enough to include me among the good Europeans, I
am sure that for once both he and I can agree with the British
Prime Minister when he said that the failure of negotiations
would be-a tragedy. It would be a tragedy for Europe as well
as the United Kingdom. Indeed, since, in my view, the failure
of negotiations must mean a turning away from Europe by Great
Britain, such division of Europe must weaken the whole of the
West and be a tragedy for this reason as well as for the missed
opportunity to come to terms with the modern world.

But it cannot be said necessarily to be a tragedy for the
British' economy in the long run. It is arguable that the Six
in general, and France in particular, would suffer more. I do
nol want in any way to belittle the great achievements and the
economic expansion of the Communities, and I have paid my
tribute to them and to Dr. Hallstein. It is a great expansion
indeed, especially as compared with the rate of growth in the
United Kingdom. But if that rate of expansion is to be main-
tained, it will require markets beyond the confines of Western
Europe in the end. The fortunes of the United Kingdom in the
short run, and the whole of Western Europe in the long run,
depend not so much upon our respective competitive positions
as upon the development of markets, and here the currency
problem of the world tends to favour the United Kingdom, for
since in Great Britain we produce less than Western Europe
produces of what the overseas primary producers export, we can
offer bigger markets to them and so hope to sell a higher pro-
portion of our exports.
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A careful study of the recent EEC.Bulletin will show that
the expansion of Western European. trade with the primary pro-
ducers has been the slowest rate of expansion of them all. 1
do not want to develop this economic argument today. I quote
it only to indicate that, in applying for membership of the Com-
mon Market at this stage, the United Kingdom is not acting with
any special or sinister motive. It has no more to gain from
success and no more to lose from failure than other European
countries. We hope for similar advantages. We are willing to
make similar sacrifices. We are not demanding a compromise
of objectives. We are asking for the same voice as others in
deciding those objectives which are still uncertain, and we expect
the same say when framing the methods used to.reach them,

‘We in. the United Kingdom can accept the same high ideals
as the rest of Europe, and we have the same belief in the need,
as part of a wider association of the Atlantic Community for
closer European unity and solidarity. Such a process cannot be
halted, in the words of Professor Hallstein. Perhaps not, but it
can be slowed down, and it may be confined. to the separate
parts of a divided Europe. I hope that here, in this Joint
Meeting, we can be united on one thing at least—in hoping that
the negotiations which are about to start will prevent such a
sorry failure of European thinking and European policy.

The Chairman. — I call Mr. Duynstee.

Mr. Duynstee (Netherlands). — Last year I made a fairly
long speech to this Joint Meeting. 1 do not want to do the
same this year. But I should like to dwell a little on some
points of interests and some topics which I consider to be of
importance. The first problem concerns the applications of
Britain, Denmark and Ireland for membership of the Commu-
nity of the Six. As a European—as a Dutchman—I am
delighted by the fact that the United Kingdom, Denmark and
Ireland have decided to join. We in the Netherlands ratified the
EEC Treaty because we considered the Community of the Six
to be a means to an end and never considered it an end in
itself.
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The fact that the United Kingdom, Denmark and Ireland
have decided to join means that within the Community we can
now turn to further and wider horizons. The entry of the
United Kingdom, Denmark and Ireland will give greater polit-
ical stability to the Economic Community, and it is my opinion
that greater political stability is one of the things that the Com-
munity is badly in need of, as has been shown by developments
in the political situation in Europe during the last six or seven
weeks.

Negotiations will commence within the foreseeable future,
and no doubt they will de difficult. But in my opinion they must
succeed if the position of Western Europe in the modern world
is to be made safe. Mr. Macmillan alluded to the same point
at the end of his speech. The over-riding consideration should
be a clear realisation on both sides that failure in negotiation
is not permissible. Belonging to a country which is a Member
of EEC, I want to see all the essentials of the EEC Treaty main-
tained, while I hope that the occasion which these negotiations
offer will be used to give some form and substance to some of
the ideas -expressed in the declaration by the Heads of States as
formulated in Bonn, on 18th July, 1961.

I hope that a more political dimension will be added to the
present EEC structure. In all honesty, I must say—I hope that
my colleagues in the European Assembly will forgive me—that it
is my personal opinion, an opinion, incidentally, which is shared
by others in Europe, that the Parliament of the Six is very much
a socio-economic Parliament, a rather technocratic Parliament,
with relatively little political content. There is now, I believe,
an opportunity to give to it an added dimension, a more political
dimension, and I hope that the opportunity will be taken.

Once negotiations start, there will be at once a difference
in mental approach to the procedure in the negotiations. The
French, the German and the Dutch legal mind is fanatical about
words, about conventions, about signed agreements, about legal
structures and about constitutions. The British legal mind cares
very little for such niceties. Britain has not even got a written
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constitution. In France and Germany there have been three dif-
ferent constitutions in the last thirty years, in one generation.
Incidentally, that shows that an agreed text is no guarantee of
continuity.

Due, perhaps, to my Irish and English upbringing, I con-
sider that the spirit behind an agreement, the force of circum-
stances in which the agreement is reached, the measure of the
ultimate beneficial effect that it will bring to the Contracting
Parties, are of greater importance than the letter and text of
the agreement. Therefore, my advice to the leading personalities
in the Community of the Six and the other leading personalities
who will take part in the coming negotiations is to adopt the
words of a great French revolutionary—words used also, inci-
dentally, by Mr. Spaak—"Messieurs, de la souplesse, de la sou-
plesse, et encore de la souplesse!”. Let them not at all points
wish to impose their ideas—so often preconceived ideas—upon
the new adherents. Let them not regard it as the occasion for
victory in some sort of cricket match or football match for which
purpose one party has to pile up a tremendous score. In this
context, I should like to refer to the wise words of a great son
of India, a great Asian philosopher, the Buddha, who once said
that the only real victory is a victory by which all are victors
to the same degree and in which there are no real vanquished.

If this principle had been applied in some measure after the
First World War, there might well have been no Second World
War. At least, it is possible to maintain that view. Again, if
some measure of this principle had been taken into account
during the Second World War, there might have been—at least,
this can be said—no Berlin problem today. My conclusion, there-
fore, is that we must make certain that the same mistakes are
not made during the coming negotiations. Ever since the Napo-
leonic wars, Europe has bled almost to death as a result of
Pyrrhic victories achieved over its own kindred. Let us have no
more Pyrrhic victories, victories of words, phraseology, conven-
tions and the like. Just let us have quite simply a united Europe.
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I come now to a totally different topic. In my opinion, the
British Commonwealth is one of the greatest political achieve-
ments of the British race. The multi-racial composition of the
Commonwealth constitutes a convincing contribution to the con-
ception of one world; and is not the conception of one undivided
world the aim of human government on this planet, according
to the modern version of international relations, and are not all
international and regional structures means to that end? Hence,
I want a strengthened Commonwealth. This strengthening can
be brought about only by tying the Commonwealth to the exist-
ing economic potential of Europe.

In my view—I confess that I am somewhat in a minority—
one of the attractions of the old EEC Treaty was that a certain
relationship was established between the European side and the
overseas territories, mainly to be found in Africa. I should like
to see the same sort of relationship established, once the United
Kingdom and the EEC come together, in respect of the Common-
wealth of Nations. In my opinion, the best and the easiest way
to achieve this would be to provide that the Commonwealth
countries could apply for associate membership and that such
associate membership could be granted to them by the EEC on
such special conditions as would fit each case.

I am not thinking so much in the first instance of associate
membership pure and simple but of a special form of asso-
ciale membership which might, perhaps, be called affiliated
membership. By affiliated membership I mean membership
taken by non-European States to which would be applied only
certain commercial arrangements, preferably on the basis of
reciprocity where possible, as would prevail within the enlarged
European Community.

There would then be three categories of Members. There
would be full Members, that is to say, European States parti-
cipating in all activities of the Community. There would be
associate Members, European States participating in all activities
but participating less in the political activities of the Commu-
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nity. There would be affiliated Members, that is to say, non-
European States participating only in certain commercial
arrangements upon an agreed basis. I think that we should, if
we planned the undertaking in that way, ensure that the Euro-
pean character of the organisation and all that has been*achieved
so far in the field of European integration would be safeguarded.
At the same time, the organisation would, by the same token,
become a more adaptable and flexible instrument in inter-
national trading relations.

I come now to the position of the so-called neutral States of
Europe. As a Dutchman, I am, I suppose, particularly ill-placed
to venture upon such a topic. After all, the policy of neutrality
of my own Government was changed only after the Second World
War. However, as a representative from a smail country, I am,
perhaps, better placed to say something on this score. The
position of Austria is an exceptional one. Austria’s neutrality
has to be accepted by all Members. Mr. Toncic and Mr. Czernetz
have eloquently put the case of- their country before us today.
There remains the position of Sweden and Switzerland.

In my opinion, neutrality is a viable proposition only if the
country opting for neutrality has, first, a geographical position
which is not vital to either side and, secondly, a strong defence.
My contention is that Sweden’s geographical position has be-
come, in contrast to the past, a vital geographical position.
Secondly, due to the development of modern armaments, the
building up of an independent strong defence of sufficient deter-
rent value is, again in contrast to the past, no longer possible for
any European State. I do not think that the point of geographical
position applies to Switzerland, but the point of strong defence
does. In the past one could say that there was virtue in having
a neutral Sweden; virtue in that for Sweden, and virtue in it
for Europe.

Times have changed, however, and it is my conviction that
it is no longer an advantage to Europe to have a neutral Sweden,
nor is it to the ultimate advantage of Sweden to continue
adherence to the policy of non-alignment. I know that we can-
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not here discuss military matters, so I shall go no further than
to say that the views that I have expressed are more or less held
by certain Swedish military gentlemen, as evidenced by what
appeared in a publication called Revue Militaire Générale of
June, 1961. Similar views with reference to Switzerland are to
some extent also held by certain Swiss military gentlemen with
regard to my point number two.

I hope that I have not offended my Swedish friends, and
that they will accept my remarks in the spirit in which they
have been made—one of great friendliness to Sweden but also
one of concern about the future of Europe and of Sweden. I
have spoken also in the spirit of one who thinks in European
terms. I hope that Sweden will join as a full Member of her
own free will. It would have been far easier for me, and would
have saved time, not to have dealt with the Swedish position,
but I hope that my Swedish friends are aware of the fact that
very many people in Europe, inside and outside the Commu-
nity of the Six, support the Swedish thesis of neutrality because
if Sweden stays neutral and outside the Community it will be
more easy for them to come to an agreement within the enlarged
Community. To fit the highly industrial structure of the Swe-
dish economy into the enlarged Community is not an easy mat-
ter, hence my reference to those who prefer to have Sweden
outside. To achieve this goal lip-service is paid to the Swedish
concept of neutrality. I only hope that the Swedish Govern-
ment will take this hint to heart.

I wish godspeed to the negotiations shortly to commence
between the EEC, on the one hand, and the United Kingdom,
Denmark and Ireland, on the other. I hope many other nations,

Europeans as well as others, will before long apply for
membership.

The Chairman. — I cail Mr. Bournias.
Mr. Bournias (Greece). — The dangerous situation which

emerged from the Berlin crisis and the world tension provoked
by the tough and provocative attitude of the Soviet Union has
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deflected the attention of a-large part of public opinion from the
very important and full-of-promise facts that occurred in this
same period. I mention the historical decision of Great Britain
to apply for entry into the European Economic Community, an
application that was followed by applications from Denmark
and Ireland.

The developments that have occurred since April last, and
the intransigent position taken up by the Soviet Union over the
two crucial issues of West Berlin and of nuclear tests are causing
serious concern to the peoples of the world and to their leaders.
The Greek people, however, have had further cause for concern
of a local character. I refer to the suspicious attitude of the
Bulgarian Government following the brutal statement made by
the master of the Kremlin that in the event of a new war he
would not spare even the sacred rock on which the Acropolis
stands.

By deliberately misrepresenting the defensive character of
the military exercises periodically carried out by NATO, Bul-
garia has considered the military exercise conducted by NATO
in Thrace and Greek . participation in it as an alleged threat
against her. Under this pretext she, on the one hand, staged a
spectacular military demonstration on the occasion of her nation-
al holiday, while, on the other, she officially announced that she
had strengthened her forces along her southern frontiers after
consultation with the other members of the Warsaw Pact.

In other words, the familiar policy of threats and intimida-
tion inaugurated by the Soviet Union has now begun to be
applied in the Balkan area also. While the Greek people are
watching this situation with the closest attention, their Govern-
ment is avoiding giving any provocation because it earnestly
desires that the present acute international tension shall not be
further aggravated by the addition of one more danger spot in
the Balkans. Even so, we, as parliamentary delegates of a free
country solely engaged in the peaceful task of economic re-
covery, have no choice but to denounce from this international
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rostrum every policy of threats from whatever quarter these may
arise.

Mr. Chairman, I have chosen to draw the attention of the
Assembly to this new danger to peace which is developing in
South-East Furope rather than to set forth my views on the
relations between East and West or on the extent of the political
role which can be played by the nations which have recently
won their independence.

It rests with the Great Powers to deal with these grave issues.
So far as Greece is concerned, she continues to play her part in
a critical geographical area of Europe as a factor of peace, by
pursuing, for the sake of her people, the common ideal of the
Member States of the Council of Europe and of the other coun-
tries of the free world.

My country harbours no aggressive designs against anyone.
All her efforts are concentrated today on economic development
and on the improvement of the living standards of her people.
She feels certain that the achievement of these objectives will be
greaily aided by the Agreement signed in Athens on 9th July this
year creating an association between her and the European Eco-
nomic Community. The discussions which ended in this Agree-
meni have had to pass through many and difficult stages but its
successful conclusion now gives cause for great gratification.

As the Greek Prime Minister emphasised in a recent speech
in Salonica, the successful implementation of the Agreement will
demand a really great effort on the part of my country. Greece
is determined to make this effort because she knows that this
is the first agreement of its kind with the Common Market,
which has aroused interest both among FEuropean and extra-
European countries. Its success is bound to have a decisive
effect in so far as many small nations are concerned both inside
and outside the free world area. This is perhaps the first time
since the war that democracy and the free institutions seek in
actual practice the economic development of a small country,
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whereas until now totalitarianism believed that this could be
achieved only within its own area and by its own methods.

So Greece has every reason to falsify this myth and to assist
the effective union of Europe which will be decisively promoted
by the negotiations in progress with Great Britain, the opening
of which was greeted by Greece as an important step towards
the achievement of European union.

The Chairman. — I call Mr. Margue.

Mr. Margue (Luzembourg) (Translation). — Mr. Chair-
man, Ladies and Gentlemen, this Eighth Joint Meeting of
members of the Consultative Assembly and of the European
Parliamentary Assembly has, naturally, centred its discussions
round the request by Great Britain and certain other countries
that negotiations be opened with a view to their accession to
the European Comiunities which, up to the present, have been
known as the Communities of the Six.

There is no doubt that the discussions, which have taken
place chiefly between the representatives of the Executives of the
Communities and the Deputies of those European countries not
yet Members of the Communities, have been fruitful. It is quite
natural that the chief speakers from the Consultative Assembly
of the Council of Europe have been the representatives of those
countries which have not yet joined the Six.

It seems regrettable to me that, as I note from the list of
speakers, apart from the Rapporteur, Mr. Kapteyn, and one or
two other exceptions all were members of the Consultative
Assembly and the voice of members of the European Parlia-
mentary Assembly has rarely been heard. That does not seem to
me to be quite in line with these joint meetings as originally
conceived.

Perhaps there is a psychological explanation for this; the
Session of the Consultative Assembly has scarcely begun, and
that of the Parliamentary Assembly finished yesterday, which
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means that a number of Deputies must already have returned
home with a feeling of having done their duty. I think there is
another reason, symptom of a certain mentality which must
exist not only within the Parliamentary Assembly but also
sometimes .in a nebulous yet perceptible way in certain admin-
istrative circles of the Communities.

Does not the fact that the adjective “European” is so often
used to describe the work of the Six—which is fully justifiable
since the aim of that work is essentially European-—sometimes
make us forget that the Six do not comprise the whole of Europe?
I feel even more justified in making this observation because I
myself am a member of one of the countries belonging to the
Communities of the Six. Europe extends beyond the Six; Europe
extends beyond WEU; Europe extends beyond the Council of
Europe.

One of the Consultative Assembly’s agencies reminds us of
this fact from time to time; it is the Committee on Non-represent-
ed Nations. This body deals with all those European countries
which, for one reason or another, are not with us, whether
because a particularly strict conception of neutrality has pre-
vented - their acceding entirely to the Council of Europe or
whether their national system of government is not, in our view,
sufficiently democratic, or even, what is most probable, whether
it is because a large number of them are not masters of their
destiny and are for the moment under the yoke of Soviet
imperialism.

We nevertheless think of these countries and, as far as
possible, we are anxious to associate them with certain of our
activities. But would it not be necessary to create at the Euro-
pean Parliamentary Assembly also a kind of Committee on Non-
represented Nations, were it only to remind us that these
nations are also part of Europe?

We at the Council of Europe have a number of countries—
their representatives have just told us so—who do not yet feel
able to join the European Communities, at least not as full Mem-
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bers. Whether we approve or disapprove of the reasons for this
attitude the fact remains.

Nevertheless, all these countries have shown that they are
aware of having something in common with the other European
countries. They have proved it by belonging to the Council of
Europe and by co-operating in a series of joint undertakmgs,
in the OEEC and in other enterprises.

“Should a meeting such as this joint assembly not also provide
a forum for discussion between members of the Parliamentary
Assembly and representatives of the countries which are not
members of that Assembly?

People will say perhaps that the forum for discussions
between the six countries and the others is the Consultative
Assembly. That is true; we establish this contact in all our
meetings. However, it is a fact that at the present time the
majority of delegates from the six countries who are members
of the Consultative Assembly are not those who sit on the Euro-
pean Parliamentary Assembly. Perhaps this was not the case
in the beginning, but not doubt it is inevitable. A Parliament-
arian who must occupy himself with national politics and Euro-
pean politics at the same time and perhaps also carry on an outside
profession will find, as most of them have agreed, that it is too
much to ask anyone to work on the two Assemblies. It seems all
the more necessary to e therefore that these joint meetings should
provide an opportunity for effective discussions not only between
representatives of the various countries of the Community of the
Six and of the other countries—which is what we do at the
Consultative Assembly—Dbut particularly between members of
the European Parliamentary Assembly and members of the
Consultative Assembly.

I dare to hope, then, that at a forthcoming joint meeting, for
I suppose that the tradition will persist, there will be more
lively discussion in this respect. Perhaps it was natural that
discussion of our chosen theme here should result in the
representatives of the Executives of the Communities being ad-
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dressed rather than their colleagues from the other Assembly.
This fact does not seem a happy one to me.

His Excellency, Mr. von Merkatz, has reminded us of the
decisions taken by the Governments of the six countries during
the past yedr, decisions which encourage increased co-operalion
not only in economic matters but also in the political field
which is one of the aims of the Rome Treaties. The Treaties
do not indicate to us what form of organisation will finally
materialise; but, it seems obvious to me that the new Members
of the Communities will: have to have their say for the same
reasons as those who already belong.

This co-operation appears to be an obstacle to some coun-
tries’ joining the Communities as full Members. We must
understand their reasons for this. I shall even say that we must
understand even if we do not feel able to approve them personally.
But we must not conclude that on account of their attitude
such countries must remain estranged from us and treated as
rejected articles.

It is a fact that, of the countries which wish to remain
neutral, some are members of the Council of Europe, which
proves their desire to co-operate—at least in certain fields—with
all, the other European countries.

It is also a fact that there are some activities where co-
operation with the Fifteen has been realised—the Fifteen who
have become the Sixteen with the entry of the Republic of Cyprus
into the Council of Europe—which all goes to prove that the
magnetic force of the Council of Europe is not yet dead. 1
believe anything which can possibly be done by the Sixieen
should not be accomplished merely by the Six, the Seven or the
Nine. Anything which can be done by the Nine should not be
left merely to the Six and what can be done by the Six should
not be done merely by two States.

Two years ago there was much talk of rationalising the
European institutions. I remember that at that time there was
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discussion of why, for example, Western European Union oc-
cupied itself with cultural activities while the Council of Europe
did the same, but independently. It was then decided, not
without a certain resistance from the Assembly of Western
European Union, that the cultural activities carried on by that
Organisation would be transferred to the Council of Europe;
this was done. We note today that there is some tendency to
resume cultural activities, not within the framework of the
Seven as in the case of Western European Union, but within the
framework of the Six. We note—the Governments themselves
have told us so—that it is intended to develop cultural activities
within the Six and we know of an undertaking now being
worked out which, initially at least, was to be put into effect
by the Six: I refer to the European University.

1 wonder if that is in line with the decisions taken two
years ago by the same Governments who today are deciding
to institute cultural activities at six-Power level.

As far as I have learned at the Consultative Assembly there
is no obstacle and no opposition, within the framework of the
Consultative Assembly at least, to pursuing in common, within
the framework of the Council of Europe of the Sixteen, certain
cultural activities in the broadest sense of the term. I believe
that an appeal has already been launched in the Consultative
Assembly and will no doubt be repeated during the coming
Session to have the European University established not by the
six countries alone, but by all the European countries who
wish to co-operate in the undertaking.

If T say that everyone at the Consultative Assembly is agreed
that cultural activities should be carried on by the Sixteen as
a whole I think I can say the same for the Committee of Ministers
of the Council of Europe. The Committee of Ministers which,
in the opinion of the Consultative Assembly, shows too little
initiative, at least in cultural matters, has informed you in a
statement presented to the Assembly of a number of projects
originating in suggestions made by the Secretary-General of
the Council of Europe. These projects are cultural in intention
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and the Committee of Ministers says it is in process of working
them out and promises to submit detailed texts to the Con-
sultative Assembly very shortly. Let us not forget that the
Governinents of the six Members of the Community are also
represented on the Committee of Ministers of the Council of
Europe. One wonders sometimes if the right hand really knows
what the left hand is doing!

I should like to close by appealing to all whom it may
concern not to lose sight of the fact that Europe is greater
than any of the organisations which may now be striving to
give it concrete form. Everyone everywhere must realise this.
I hope that, as a symbol of a unified Europe which has not
yet been brought into being but which must already exist as
an ideal, the single European flag will be maintained and that
the various FEuropean organisations will not each set about
adopting individual flags. (Applause.)

The Chairman. — I call Mr. Hagnell.

Mr. Hagnell (Sweden). — Mr. Chairman, Mr. Duynstee
brought into the discussion a subject which we have no time
now or in the near future to consider in detail. T refer to the
problem of Swedish neutrality. He said that it was of no
advantage to Europe or to Sweden to have it. This is something
which could be discussed elsewhere, in the United Nations and
similar places. Tt is a realistic approach to the matter to accept
the policy in regard to neutrality which is stabilised in Sweden.
I need not go into the background of it. It is realistic to accept
it as it is, and this is why it is realistic also to accept the
possibility of discussion between Sweden and the EEC concern-
ing what it is possible to do according to Article 238 of the
Treaty of Rome and not under Article 237.

Yesterday and today we have been informed about the
favourable material development of the EEC during the past four
years. The many percentage figures of success are quite impres-
sive. It is understandable that these figures have convinced the
founders of the EEC that the step they took was the right one.

5]
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It is obvious also that these records of success attract outsiders
who themselves have not experienced similar favourable industrial
and commercial development in recent years. We have to under-
stand that and appreciate their position when they now wish to
trade their slim record of development for the better record of the
EEC.

Whatever may be the result of the coming negotiations, the
EEC will in future be of significant value for the economic and
political development of our part of the world, but the record
of success presented to us by Mr. Hallstein gives rise to a doubt
whether there is reason for the EEC in future to keep its rather
protectionist tariff wall against outsiders whether these outsiders
be less industrially developed countries or not.

Some countries which are better off industrially still wish to
export their manufactured goods to their old markets in Europe
and to continue to import goods to meet their need for other
industrial products from countries within the EEC market. In
some of these States outside the EEC the cost of production is
considerably higher than it is in certain countries. This could
create difficulties in the reduction of their import tariffs to the
extent which would now be possible for the EEC, according to
the figures presented to us.

In this respect, I was glad to learn from what Mr. Hallstein
said yesterday that the EEC has accepted a proposal from the
United States Minister of Finance, Mr. Dillon, to negotiate over
a considerable reduction of import tariffs. It is formally right
that the common import tariff wall of the EEC is an average of
that of the participating countries; but the real effect against third
countries of the development now in progress towards that com-
mon wall implies tariff increases where the third countries have
had their markets and tariff reductions where they have not had
any market and where they have small chance of ever gelting
one under the system of the EEC. T express the hope that the
Americans will be successful in the work for that considerable
reduction in the EEC import tariff system mentioned by Mr. Hall-
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stein yesterday. Such a reduction would be favourable to all
of us who believe in expanding free trade in the free world.

The Chairman. — I call Mr. le Hodey.

Mr. le Hodey (Belgium) (Tranmslation). — Mr. Chairman,
like Mr. Heckscher and Mr. Czernetz this morning, [ shall begin
by congratulating President Hallstein not only on his speech of
yesterday but especially on the success of the Common Market.
Buat unlike Mr. Czernetz I shall not say to him: Mr. Hallstein you
have won, take pity on the vanquished, be a merciful victor.

I shall not say that for two reasons: first of all, because there
is neither victor nor vanquished. Listening to Mr. Macmillan a
short time ago one might have wondered who had been vanquish-
ed unless it was the Common Market which was obliged to turn
to outside help to maintain its existence and prosperity. There
is neither victor nor vanquished; there is a political-economic
formula which has been successful.

The second reason why 1 shall not speak in those terms to
Mr. Hallstein is that he has proved that if by chance he were a
victor he would be a kindly victor, for he is a statesman and,
as Mr. Macmillan would certainly agree, he is a great European.

But I shall say to Mr. Hallstein, or more precisely to
Mr. Rey who is representing him today in this debate: “Beware
of success!”

Let me explain. After the liberation we set up flexible
organisations comprising all the free European States: the
Organisation for FEuropean Economic Co-operation and the
Council of Europe. We very soon realised the shortcomings of
these organisations. They gave good results, but after a while
their vigour ceased. Was it the rule that decisions must be taken
unanimously or the fact that certain Member States acted as a
constant brake on all negotiation? At any rate these institutions
became paralysed. They took no more decisions.

Later, a second phase of European evolution took place.
The Six set up among themselves more rigid institutions which
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bound the States to a greater extent and they made an effort
to achieve political unity through economic unification. This
formula gave rise to much criticism as Mr. Vos reminded us a
short time ago. I remember the Session of the Joint Meeting in
January 1959 and of the atmosphere in which it took place.

Today, on account of the application by the United Kingdom
to join the Common Market we find ourselves in the presence
of a third phase of European policy. First of all because the
United Kingdom, which was probably the country most opposed
to the rigid system worked out by the Six, is asking to be admitted
and to play its part, and secondly because the accession of the
United Kingdom to the Common Market destroys the more or
less stable balance which has established itself in Europe since
1958 and raises very difficult problems for the other European
countries and in particular for the neutral countries.

Whether we wish it or not, the historic decision by Mr. Mac-
millan, reversing the policy followed by Britain since the war,
convincing almost all his party and his political opponents, con-
vincing even the Commonwealth on this reversal of policy, the
British decision, I say, raises the whole problem of European
econoinic and political relations.

How is this problem to be solved? By the accession of all
free European States to the Common Market? That would be
the simplest solution but it would also be the least satisfactory.
- That it would be the simplest is obvious. But why would it be
the least satisfactory? We know perfectly welll! The Commun-
ities are economic organisations with political aims. The aim
of their promotors is not only to do away with the obstacles to
trade, but to create a common economic policy which must neces-
sarily culminate in a common policy and in political institutions.

Tor perfectly legitimate reasons certain European countries
do not favour this political objective. They would deceive both
themselves and the Six by belonging to the Common Market.
That is particularly the case of the neutral countries whose cause
was pleaded this morning by MM. Heckscher and Czernetz;
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those neutral countries, if Mr. Duynstee will forgive me, which
are so useful and so likeable, those neutral countries which
are not neutralist, as they have been at pains to tell us, those
neutral countries which as MM, Heckscher and Czernetz have
shown us, can be extremely pugnacious when called on to defend
their point of view.

To all those European countries who do not favour the
political aims pursued by the Six, the Communities should, with-
out hesitation, offer association agreements based on Article 238
of the Rome Treaty, agreements which would ensure for these
countries the maintenance of the traditional trading currents and
would re-establish the necessary climate of confidence and co-
operation between Europeans.

Like Mr. Vos, 1 insist that in spite of the heavy task which
they have undertaken, the Commissions should count among the
most important of their duties the need to solve the problem of
these small countries. It is perhaps because I myself belong to
a small country that I feel it particularly important that we
should concern ourselves with the smaller nations. They carry
least weight at international level, their interests are the most
precarious, and a large organisation like the Common Market
has a duty to look after their interests.

Only through association will a solution be found to the
trading and tariff problems which are likely 1o be raised by the
Common Market.

Accession to the Common Market must be reserved for those
countries which are anxious to proceed with the political and
economic unification of Europe, which wish to accept not only
the regulations imposed by the Treaty of Rome but, as Mr. Hall-
stein said yesterday, those which result from normal develop-
ments and, as Mr. von Merkatz has just said, from the declara-
tions made at Bonn with everything they imply.

Speaking of the States which wish to follow these directives
and follow this line of action, I should prefer to follow the
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advice of my friend Mr. Etienne de la Vallée Poussin and use
the expression “peoples” rather than “States.” The question
is whether these peoples intend to belong to a community. The
community will not develop, will have no life, unless it is an
assembly of peoples who wish to work out a common destiny.

Gentlemen, when I say to you “beware of success” il is
because I fear that some States, seeing the success of the Comimon
Market, are anxious to belong to it for valid economic reasons but
neglect the fundamental political aspect.

Do the peoples of these Siates really wish to link their
destiny with that of the peoples of the Six? The Six are the
shaft of the lance of the European idea. This shaft must not be
blunted under pretext of broadening it. You must ask the
candidates to examine their conscience and make an honest
criticism of their intentions.

Do they wish to belong to the club so as to carry out the
same political offensive because they think today’s rules are
acceptable, or do they wish to do so in order to work out together
rules for tomorrow which will go further than those of today?

Beware of your success, I say to you, members of the Com-
mission, because I am afraid that there has not been sufficient
scrutiny of the limits of an institution such as the Common
Market.

The balance established between the powers of the Com-
missions and of the Ministers operates satisfactorily because there
are six Member States; how would it work if there were sixteen
Member States, for example? It is highly probable that the entire
balance of power would have to be reviewed in such a way as to
strengthen the power of the Community authorities. Yet that
seems impossible as certain States belonging to the Six might not
now sign the Rome Treaty if asked to do so. On the other hand,
if the Treaty were to be amended to increase the powers of the
States and cut down those of the Community institutions, we run
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the risk of falling back into the OEEC system, the faults of
which are known to us all.

Beware of the success you have had, Gentlemen, for it is
so great that you run the risk of not realising the principal reason
for it.

Mr. de la Vallée Poussin told me recently that one of the
reasons for the success of the Common Market was the speed
with which events had taken place, decisions been taken, and the
work of integration initiated.

When it became obvious that the Commen Market was
really taking shape, trades union leaders, employers and politicians
in each of the six countries—in fact everybody—backed the
Common Market. It was the speed with which you did things
which brought you suceess.

It was also Mr. de la Vallée Poussin who said to me that
it was like riding a bicycle, you keep your balance as long as you
keep going. But you must not brake or stop. A stationary
bicycle is bound to fall down.

Make sure that these international negotiations do not hold
you up, for the bicycle might fall down. These international
negotiations must not slow up the speed of the Common Market
bicycle. On the contrary, you must go faster, particularly in the
matter of merging the Executives.

The negotiations which you are about to open with a view
to new accessions to the Common Market are an opportunity for
you to consolidate the authority of the Community institutions
by giving them their full part to play in this matter.

Beware of success, Gentlemen. It is great, it is a fine thing!
For the good of the entire free world, of the Six as of the others,
and also of the neutrals who so much need a strong free world
to facilitate their existence, the Common Markel must succeed
and strengthen its unity.
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You, Gentlemen, are the protectors of the spirit of the Treaty
of Rome. Take care that it is not lost when new Members join!
Remember the words of the Scripture “if the salt have lost its
savour wherewith shall it be salted?” If the salt of the Com-
mon Market lost its savour, what would in effect remain of Euro-
pean policy?

Mr. Chairman, yesterday evening in a conversation with one
of the members of this Assembly after Mr. Hallstein’s speech,
my colleague, whose mother tongue is a teutonic language, said
to me “it was Siegfried.” It does not make me think of Siegfried
but of the Holy Grail, of King Arthur and of the Round Table
and 1 say to you “Gentlemen of the Common Market, apply the
motto of the Holy Grail “Follow where fortune leads you.”
(Applause.)

The Chairman. — I call Mr. Preti.

Mr. Preti (Italy) (Translation). — I have been induced to
say a few words by the very interesting speeches from represent-
atives of two neutral countries—Austria and Sweden. I think
that when Great Britain has joined the European Economic Com-
munity the Community will be so powerful that it ought to dis-
play a very broad-minded attitude towards the smaller neutral
States.

The. reasons given here today by the Austrian and Swedish
speakers to explain why their two countries cannot abandon
their neutrality to enter the European Economic Community are
so convincing that, in my view, they do not even call for discus-
sion. Switzerland’s reasons might perhaps be open to argument,
but in her case there is an age-long tradition; indeed, Switzer-
land has not even joined the United Nations Organisation.

We are convinced that these small neutral countries belong
to the West in spirit and can probably render the West services
in their actual position which they could not in another. Hence
we Italian Social-democrats do not propose the impossible; in
other words, we do not propose that the European Economic
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Comraunity should encourage a form of accession which would
make these countries full Members of the Community.

The European Economic Community has political organs and
also pursues political ends. For that reason neutral States cannot
be full Members, just as—in my opinion—States such as Spain
or Portugal, which are not governed by democratic methods,
ought not to become Members.

We believe that some of very close association with the
European Economic Community should be devised for the
neutrals. It is true that the Treaty of Rome does not provide for
this case, but there is certainly no insuperable obstacle.

In conclusion, I believe that Europe, in the general interest,
should be built up together with the neutral countries; I think
it would be a grave mistake if free Europe, at the moment when
Great Britain became part of the European Economic Community,
were somehow to thrust those countries into limbo. That might
be playing the other side’s game. Besides, the day may come—
for political conditions are not immutable in this world—when
a new international situation could perhaps enable those neutral
States to become full Members of a larger and richer European
Economic Community.

The Chairman (Translation). — I call Mr. Rey to reply
on behalf of the Commission.

Mr. Rey, member of the Commission of the European
Commaunity. — Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen, my reply
to the many interesting speeches by members of this joint
Assembly can be but sketchy. First of all, on account of the
time, but also because I have certainly not the authority—and I
know of no-one who would have—to reply to all the questions
which have been raised.

I am speaking here on behalf of the Commission of the
European Economic Community but this Commission is not the
only institution in that Community, which itself is not the only
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European Community. The three European Communities have
never claimed to be the whole of Europe. Consequently, T repeat,

I can make only partial replies to the speeches we have already
heard.

Neither can I consider replying individually to each speaker
in the 15 minutes allowed me by the President; I am sorry about
this, as we have heard many truly interesting things which we
shall have to re-read. There have been compliments and
criticisms. I think both will be useful and make us reflect on
the successes we have had—perhaps on the defects of the work
we have accomplished—and on the progress we shall have to
make tomorrow.

However, the Assembly would be greatly surprised if I did
not say a word about a speech which filled me with amazement
because it involved, in a way which I, personally, feel to be
unjust, agressive and unfriendly, my President, Mr, Hallstein.

The reason why Mr. Hallstein is not present at the end of
this meeting is that our Commission is this evening receiving
officially in Brussels the Assembly of the Inter-Parliamentary
Union which, as you know, assembles in Brussels several hundred
members of the Parliaments of some thirty countries and this is
also one of the reasons why only one other member of the
Commission, my Italian colleague, Mr. Levi Sandri, is here with
me.

My President has therefore had to leave this Assembly. 1
think he would have been dumbfounded had he heard the words
used to describe his speech yesterday. I do not think, Ladies and
Gentlemen, that the criticism was just. I heard the speech; I
re-read it this morning and I have tried in vain to see some
justification in it for the comments made, as though Mr. Hall-
stein had not quietly made a contribution which I consider to
be peaceful and even friendly to solving the problems facing us
now.

Nor do I think that the tone used was suitable for addressing
members of a club which one is anxious to join.



202 CONSULTATIVE ASSEMBIY — EUROPEAN PARLIAMENTARY ASSEMBLY

Finally, I would say that I found no trace in this speech
of the confiding and friendly atmosphere in which my President,
I myself and my colleagues on our Commission carry on our
always effective relationship with the members of the British
Cabinet and senior British Civil Servants. On several occasions
we have received various Ministers—and not the least important
of these—including the Lord Privy Seal, the Minister responsible
for European Affairs, Mr. Heath. We have been invited to
London. We have always been received with great friendliness
there. Our officials are in constant touch. Tt is precisely to
these friendly contacts that we owe a betler understanding, on
both sides, of our common problems. (Applause.)

I shall not insist further. I do not wish to be diverted from
the more important remarks I have to make. Consequently,
after this secondary incident I come to the main point.

The main point is first to rejoice over what we are doing at
this moment, which seems to us to be of considerable political
and economic importance in Europe. In our establishment we
all rejoiced about it immediately from the first day, and I believe
that this joy is in no way one-sided.

We should be misinterpreting the position in Europe if we
imagined that any of the European countries, either large or
small, was coming, I might say, to Canossa after years of discus-
sion. On the contrary, I believe that we must all be glad that
we are now, after some years, reaching the point where we
understand each other better, or are better understood, and that
consequently we are able to work out together a policy which
will be common to all of us.

Our first feeling is of profound satisfaction, which was felt
by this entire Assembly. T can draw an immediate inference from
this—that these negotiations must succeed. We could not rejoice
today if we had the prospect of failure befure us. If we wish
them to succeed, this means, Ladies and Gentlemen, that each
one of us included will obviously have to approach them in a
constructive frame of mind, with the desire to co-operate, in the
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spirit of conciliation and also imagination which are necessary
to work out joint solutions.

In this brief speech I should like to mention a few of the
questions we shall have to solve.

What is the chief difficulty on the Community’s side?
What are the difficulties liable to arise for the other European
countries?

Skipping the details, I think that on the Community’s side
the major problem is to see to it that, in this new development,
the Community does not lose ils creative dynamism. That was
stressed a moment ago by a member of this Assembly and others
too have said so. It is true; it is essential that we should not
lose our creative dynamism. That means that we cannot expect
our Community to embrace the whole world, for then it would
really lose its efficacity. It means also that we cannot slow up
our progress, that we must now, at the end of this year, do our
best to go on to the second stage, and if possible further speed
up our progress. Finally, we must resolutely pursue the aim of
building common policies which are now being worked out
within the European Economic Community.

That, it seems to me, must be our own concern.

On the British side—I speak of our English friends first—
they have clearly said that they are worried, and that, I hasten
to add, is perfectly legitimate.

It is quite legitimate that the British should be concerned
about their present relations with their partners in the European
Free Trade Association which evolved from the Stockholm Treaty,
and that they should not merely ask themselves what place they
will have in the new Association, but also how their associates
will be treated. It is also right that they should be looking for a
means of reconciling our system with the agricultural techniques
which they have every right to have—and I do not say that
they are less good than ours, I merely say that they are different.
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On both sides therefore, we shall have to seek solutions accept-
able to both parties. Finally, like so many others, I should like
to say here that it is right for Great Britain to approach these
negotiations while at the same time wishing to preserve the
special ties which unite her with the other Commonwealth
countries.

Ladies and Gentlemen, it is obvious that this is a difficult
problem. It is clear that if we adopt the altitude that it is
impossible to maintain the special ties between Great Britain
and the Commonwealth because they would conflict with the
adoption of our common external tariff, we should be placing
our British partners in a very difficult position, not to say an un-
lenable one. If they themselves wished to maintain all their
present provisions exactly as they are without adapting them to
this new Community into which they wish to enter, they would
be placing us in a very uncomfortable position.

It is probably somewhere between these two exirerme posi-
tions, which in all probability will not be adopted either by one
side or the other, that we shall have to work out joint solutions
with patience and imagination, *

I should like to specify here the spirit in which we are ap-
proaching these negotiations. No responsible European states-
man has ever contested or mistaken the importance which the
Commonwealth represents for all the relations of the free world,
and [ am happy that his Excellency, Mr. von Merkatz, barely an
hour ago once more reminded the Assembly of thal fact.

There, Ladies and Gentlemen, is the heart of the problems
we shall have to face on both sides and which we shall have to
reconcile in these negotiations.

But Great Britain is not the only country involved.
There are other European countries which have also asked

or are about to ask to join our Community. Their difficulties are
real. They are perhaps somewhat different, but we cannot deny
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their existence. I think that we shall have to face them and that '
all negotiations will have to be opened simultaneously.

I can make no definite prophecy here since the procedure
has not yet been decided and the Council of Ministers must
discuss it on Monday. But I think that a general current of
opinion is forming in favour of the view that European countries
cannot be asked to wait patiently for an indefinite time, the dura-
tion of which I cannot take it upon myself to estimate, until
negotiations with Britain have been completed, before negotia-
tions with them are opened.

It seems probable to me that these negotiations will all be
opened together and that later one or other will take priority
which will be understandable because it will be more important
than the others. At other times certain problems such as the
agricultural question will have to be dealt with jointly.

A short time ago we heard a Danish Representative say that
he thought it would be difficult to complete negotiations between
the Community and Great Britain and only after that to open
- negotiations with Denmark. We fully share this view in our
Organisation. I do not see the difficulty in reconciling the need
to deal with the main point while at the same time dealing with
the other problems so that the conclusion to all is reached at
practically the same moment.

Thus there remains—which is perhaps more delicate—the
position of those countries which, at the present moment, either
for geographic or historic reasons or for some other reason judged
necessary to themselves and which we do not have to judge, do
not at the moment feel able to join the European Community. I
think that the discretion evidenced by President Hallstein on
this point in his speech yesterday is really the wisest position.

I was somewhat surprised to hear one of our Austrian
colleagues say today that this silence was neither very encourag-
ing nor indicative of good will. It seems to me on re-reading
the text of my President’s speech, that it could scarcely be
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described as a silence. But I wonder if these States, which have
every right to be the first to hold views on their own political
destiny and the line of action, would not have been extremely
shocked if a representative of the European Economic Commis-
sion had taken the liberty, before the countries concerned had
had time to express themselves, of outlining from the Commis-
sion’s point of view, some sort of programme as if it were up to
us alone to award prizes, perhaps of various qualities and to
decide that the place of one or other country is here or elsewhere.

In my view, it is wise for our Commission not to have
expressed anything more than good will at the present stage.
I entirely share the opinion of those who said a moment ago
that, with regard to the countries which could not—or which
do not think they can—yet belong to our Community we shall
have to work out with them on the basis of friendship forms of
economic co-operation perhaps of a different nature but whose
political quality will certainly not be less—for there are no degrees
in this field—than that which could be adopted by others.

It now remains for me to speak of the political problems
about which I think a word must be said, and thus I reach my
conclusion.

It is clear, Gentlemen—we have heard it from. those who have
the best right to say so and even, on 3lst July last, by the
British Prime Minister, Mr. Harold Macmillan—it is absolutely
clear that the Rome Treaty, the European Communities, are not
merely an institution, an economic conception or function but
that they have a basic political meaning.

On this point, I had the impression, while listening to a
number of speakers in this Assembly, that there were several
different conceptions of that political meaning. How could we
be surprised at this since in our Community—why should we
pretend to be unaware of the fact—there are also among the
Europeans of the Six various shades of opinion—that is the least
one can say—on what the conception and political form of the
Europe of the Six must and will become.
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Gentlemen, to those who come to us now from outside our
Community we shall simply have to say: our Community is a
political organisation and is destined to become even more so.
The Treaty of Rome must not be considered as the last word in
European wisdom. It is only a stage in the process of the
economic and political integration of our Continent, an integra-
tion process which began in its present form, it seems to me,
in 1950, and which, in my view, we must firmly hope that our
generation will lead to its final conclusion. That means that our
States, the Six, will be obliged, in the near future, to think of
getting together more than they have done so far.

‘When I read the Rome Treaty, for example, and see that the
problems of the balance, of, payments are not yet Community
problems, that the economic and monetary policies are not yet
Community problems, I do not think one need be a genious to
say that these questions will very shortly have to be solved within
the Community and that our Member States will also, by the
process which has now begun, have to agree to pool more items
than they have done so far.

To those who come to us from the outside we shall have to
say: You must be ready to accept what we have done up to
now as the political meaning of our treaties; you will also have
to be ready to continue this road with us. What this road
will be like, the speed with which we shall cover the ground,
we shall naturally decide together when the others have joined
our Community.

It is clear however, that it is a continuous process of eco-
nomic and political integration of Europe in which we have now
engaged ourselves.

Those, Mr. Chairman, are the ideas I had to present to you.
I think this exchange of views has been useful. Not in our
national Parliaments, not in our European Parliamentary As-
sembly, not even, if my memory of the time when I was a
member is correct, in the Consultative Assembly of the Council
of Europe, has anyone considered that the Parliaments had the
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duty of working out detailed technical formulae of the policies
to be pursued. That is the work of the Ministers, of the Govern-
ments, of the Executives, of the administrations and of the
technicians.

On the other hand, the Parliaments—they have shown so
many times in the history of our countries or in that of our
Europe which is taking shape—have been the political centre
for the airing of new ideas. It is here that so many things have
been born which have enabled our Communities to be founded
and other European organisations which now see the light of
day.

Consequently, whether we met here, whether we discussed
our problems in those Assemblies, whether we tried to find
the state of mind and later the formulae which will enable us
to unify the Furopean continent that is the great task before
us which, since 1949, has constantly been worked out in this
establishment and to which, in closing, Mr. Chairman, I wish
to pay homage. (Applause.)

The Chajrman. — Does Mr. Kapteyn wish to reply?

Mr. Kapteyn (Netherlands) (Translation). — I shall be
glad to reply briefly to three speakers who have made mild
criticisms. There is Mr. Junot, who reproached me with not
having devoted enough atiention to Euratom, of not having said
enough about neutrons; then there is Mr. Czernetz, who com-
plained that I had not said enough about neutrals; and finally
Mr. Moutet, who thought my chapter on agriculture inadequate.

When I was talking about agriculture yesterday, I said
straight away that I had many inadequacies, one of them being
thalt T had no understanding of agriculture.

Another of these deficiencies is that I am not in the least a
historian. I therefore fully realise that the picture I have painted
of the debates in the Parliamentary Assembly can, at the best,
be compared to a canvas by the famous American woman pain-
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ter, Grandma Moses. She is certainly a naturalist, but very
primitive. She is certainly an old lady, but not an old master,
nor yet a great master. So I appreciate clearly that I have not
achieved my purpose, and T will therefore try to round off what
I have said. '

As regards Euratom, it is hardly necessary. On some points
where I went astray, Mr. Junot made such excellent additions
that I need say no more.

With regard to the European Parliamentary Assembly, he
found that I was not quite right to compare its procedure with
that of a parliament working under a coalition Government. 1
fully agree with those who argue from the standpoint of certain
countries. Perhaps I made the mistake of being too chauvinistic.
I set out from the standpoint of my own country, where there
is a coalition Government which works extremely well, although
in another country the existence of a coalition Government may
lead to stagnation. So we are really in agreement on that
point.

With regard to agriculture, I would nevertheless remind
our Nestor, Mr. Moutet, that I said, when speaking of the diffi-
culties of the Commonwealth, that, if my assessment of the situa-
tion is correct, the European Parliamentary Assembly holds that
a solution must be found to the problem of the Commonwealth.

On this point T fully share—as I said here yesterday—the
attitude just described to us by Mr. Rey.

I said that the European Parliamentary Assembly would
only reject an arrangement which would jeopardise the realisa-
tion of a common agricultural policy. In other words, 1 said
the European Parliamentary Assembly was pressing for a com-
mon agricultural policy.

I agree entirely with Mr. Moutet: without a common agri-
cultural policy—this is also true of other spheres, although one
sometimes. forgets it—we shall never have a community, and
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the whole business will be out of control. The common agri-
cultural policy, with all its attendant difficulties, comes before
everything else. I fully agree with Mr. Moutet on this point.

With regard to the neutral countries, to which I am sup-
posed to have devoted too little attention, I said that I thought
arrangements must be made to meet their case.

Mr. Czernetz said—if I heard properly—that allowance must
be made for people who could not go all the way. If that is
what he said, I absolutely agree. On the other hand, those who
can go all the way will have to decide for themselves whether
they are prepared to accept that. Those who cannot follow are
therefore under a certain pressure.

At the moment, Europe is crossed by an “iron curtain.”
There has been talk of the “little Europe” of the Six. 'When some
other nations have been added to it, it will still not be greater
Europe; there are yet other European countries. I can scarcely
imagine any Government in Europe wishing EEC to pursue a
policy which allowed the iron curtain to be moved farther West.

I do not think there is anything more to be said aboul the
neutrals.

With regard to the comments on political co-operation, I
have nothing to add to what Mr. Haekkerup and Mr. Rey have
said on the subject. Since the situation has been stated so clearly,
I shall not try to add anything or to give the impression of
wanting to put things still better. Everything has been said very
clearly, and I shall refrain from further comment.

The Chairman. — I call Mr. Sassen.

Mr. Sassen, member of the Euratom Commission. —
Mr. Chairman, I ask to be allowed to add one small point.

The Rapporteur, Mr. Kapteyn, to whom I should like to
express appreciation, said in his general statement and his replies
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that what was lacking in his report on Euratom had been sup-
plied by Mr. Junot. In this respect, it should be added that
what was lacking in Mr. Junot’s report was supplied by the
oral statement made yesterday on behalf of the Euratom Com-
mission by its President Mr. Hirsch.

I was anxious to make this clear, and thank you for listening
to me.

The Chairman. — Does anybody else wish to speak?
The debate is concluded.

On behalf of my colleague, Mr. Furler, and myself, I should
like to thank the members of the European Commission and the
representatives of the High Authority and Euratom for once
again having collaborated with the rest of us in confronting the
European institutions of the Six with the rest of Europe. Since
our last Joint Meeting there have been big steps forward. None
of us can as yet see how quickly they will bring about results,
but we can all hope that they will lead to speedy results, when
we may meet in still closer co-operation, all of us.

Closure of the Joint Meeting
The Chairman. — I now declare the Eighth Joint Meeting
of members of the Consultative Assernbly and of the European

Parliamentary Assembly closed.

(The Sitling was closed at 7.30 p.m.)
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