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Monnet's Action Committee for the U.S. of Europe, its Successor and the Network
of Europeanists.

Introduction

Much attention has recently been given to European Community lobbying. The reason is no doubt
the proliferation of lobbyists gravitating around EC insututions, especially since the mid 1980s, when a new
“relaunch” of the EC was clearly under way. Lobbying is not a new phenomenon in the EC. If one accepts
a rather broad definition of the term, then actors involved in lobbying EC institutions since 1957 have
included a constellation of national associations and European federations for agriculture, industry. labor,
business, {inance and commerce. Yet the growing number of professional lobbyists (including lawvers and
accounung lirms), European special interest groups, and representatives of multinational firms, countres,
counties and ciuies, 1s a relauvely more recent development. Although publications on lobbying in the EC
are numerous, there 1s a luck of systematic study in this field. !

Who lobbies whom or where and for what specific reasons? The interests of the various groups
range from those lobbyists who iry to lobby the Commussion on highly technical matters, or to obtain a
specilic grant or project, to those who attempt to influence the future shape of the EC by drawing attention
1o 1ssues such as enlargement and its implications for the institutions of the EC, subsidianty, or "how better
to communicate EC information to Community citizens.” The Action Committee [or Europe, which is the
successor o Jean Monnet's Action Committee for the United States of Europe, belongs to this last category.

The first Acuon Committee began its work in 1956 and initially gathered key representatives from
democratic political parties and non-communist trade unions of the Europe of the Six. Afier the defeat of
the European Defense Community in 1954, Monnet had indeed amived at the conclusion that one would
have o work with these key forces to obtain a parliamentary majonty on other European projects in the
tuture und pul pressure on governments 1o progress on the road o European umty. In 1975 Monnet wound
up s Action Commitiee, estimating that its task had been accomplished. Not only was Monnet getting old,
but European heads of state and government now met frequently in the European Council. There seemed to
be a common European will on the part of these governments (o solve common European problems. Under
those circumstances, did the Monnet Committee still have a mandate? If the European Communities had to
weather another EDC-like cnsis, though, then, thought Monnet, the time would come to build a new action
committee. )

Since the eurly 1980s the Action Committee has been rebom from its ashes, mainly at the inigauve
ol Max Kohnstamm, who had previously been Vice-President of Monnet's Committee and headed the
European University [nsttute in Florence untl 1981. Kohnstamm was highly encouraged 1o do so by some

high level politcal Ngures such as Helmut Schmidt, Leo Tindemans and Ted Heath, 1o name but a few key

SR

L e



individuals associated with the activities of the new Action Commitice for Europe. Mitterand hailed its
torthcoming birth shortly before Christmas 1684, at the Chéteau de Rambouwillet. This was one ol the rare
public mamfestations of the Acton Commuttee, which has shown a marked prelerence for operating behind
the scenes. Max Kohnstamm was the first Secretary General of the Commitiee. With the recent move ol
the Action Committee's headguarters (rom Brussels to Panis, Jacques Chaban-Delmas became its President,
while René Foch, a close Associate of Monnet since the creation of Euratom, 1s the new Secretarv General.
Contrary to Monnet's Committee, the new Action Committee not only includes influential political and
trade umion leaders, but also key representatives [rom business and industry. The Committee takes avant-
garde positions on EC problems, while 1t also secks to improve the chances of programs initiated by
Commumity instiutions—especially the Commission-. The Action Committee thus functions both as a think
lnk which elaborates new proposals, and as a lobby, albeit of a special type, which promoles its own
projects and those of EC institutions. A preliminary investigation shows that the Action Commuttee has
been closely involved in the imual stages of the "1992" initiauve, the debates over the Maastncht Treaty,
and the creation ol a European pillar in the Alhance.

At first sight, both Action Commitiees seem (0 be perfect examples of epistemic communities, as
defined by Peter Haas and others in a recent issue of [nternational Organization. According to James K.
Sebenius, "epistemic communities can be viewed as distinctive de facto natural coalitions of 'believers'
whose main interest lies not in meeting material objectives but, rather, in expanding to become winning
coalitions capable of ensuring the adoption of specific policy projects. An epistemic community can thus be
understood as changing the perceived zone of possible agreement through well-understood ways that are
favorable 10 its objectives.” Peter Haas and Emanuel Adler further indicate that their influence "persists
mainly through the insutution that they help create and inform with their preferred world vision.” Decision-
makers are most likely to listen to epistemic communities in times of high uncertainty about specific issues.
Finally, members ol epistemic communities can exert their influence through "think tanks, regulatory
agencies and the type of governmental policy research bodies that are more common outside the United
Stues " 2

I would like to argue that the members of both Acuon Committees- the old and the new- belong to
a special kind of epistemic community, which we might call a region-related epistemic community>. A
network of betievers in a specilic kind of idea of Europe and international relations, which finds 11s formal
expression 1n the creation and remodeiing of European insututions that perpetuate the idea. The believers in
Jeun Monnet's Europe might like 1o call such a network, a "network of friendship,” others have called it a
(ree masonry of European polificians and high officials, or, less {lattenng, a Euromalia.

Some of the questions to be addressed are: What kind of Europe did the members of the first
Commitiee advocate, and, just as importantly, what did thev not want? Dianes, archives, inlerviews,
speeches, and publications of the Commuittee can help identify & common vision. Was this vision shared
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Commuittee? Who were the inumates of the Monnet network? How did the Committee deal with the
frustration or discontent of some of its members? How infTuenual was 11?7 Where, 1n what countnies, in what
kind of governmental environment, and in what specific policy areas was 1t most elfective? How did
members communicate with one another? Through formal meetings of all the members, one o one
conversations. letters, lelephone” Were public manifestations ol the Committee, such as the publicauon of
the Commuttee’s resolutions and declarations rather more or less important than informal acuvities such as
personal conversattons and consultattons? How did the Commitiee compensate [or its loose structure and
relanve lack of institutional base? What foundations, universities, and think tanks heiped the Commitiee
gather informanon and write reports on current 1ssues? Where did the money to support the Commiitee
come [tom” From its members, or also European and American research foundations”

The new Action Commultee can then be subjected to a similar set ol quesuons as well as (o some
new ones. How was the new Action Committee tor Europe organized, may we ask? Why did 1t reemerge at
all after Jean Monnet disbanded the old Committee? What circumstances prompted its revival? Was it
uncertainty, a penod of ensis? What was the imital membership of the Commuttee? Does 1t include
members from the business community? Are 1ts members now oo old to be mfluenual, or 1s the Commuttee
open to membership of the current and future generations of European leaders? How does the Committee
intcract with European Community institutions, consulting firms, universities, research institutions, and
interest groups? Does the Committee utilize their resources 7 Does it enter in competiton with some of
these vanous organizations and groups? [s the new Committee action onented in the sense that it tries to
advocate onginal and specific solutions to specific problems or is it rather more concerned with general
statements about the Europeun Community? Whom does the Committee "lobby”™ in the European
Community? Jucques Delors, influential individuals at lower levels ol the EC hierarchy, national
govemnments? Finally, how does the Committee interact with non-EC countries, and especially the United
States”? Do similar action committees or councils, which support European integration, exist in the United
States”

Studying the acuvities of the Acton Committee for Europe in companson with its predecessor, the
Action Committee for the United States of Europe, might help us to understand some of the dynamics and
structures of this particular network or community, and to see how the Action Commitiee relates to or
interacts with other epistemic communities or interest groups, not only at the European level but also at the
internatonal level. At the international level, we will briefly allude to the interconnections between the two
action commuttees and organizations such as the Trilateral Commission or the Bilderberg group.

The European idea and the network of Europeanists.

What then were the main ideas that inspired and motivated Monnet's action and which he tned 10

posit as the main tenets of his Action Commuttee for the United States of Europe? Monnet summed 1t all up

In 4 note o Max Kohnstamm in 1963: "Since 1950, the aim of European integrauon has been 1o suppress
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the spint of superionity, o’ domination which has anmimated European nations - caused wars and aimost
doomed Europe and can again, 1f 1l not destroved. doom the world. How can we do it? Apply among
nations the principles of these natons and ol civilizauon: rufes, insutwuons. By creaung Europe. we
estabhish u balunce with the United States. By creating a ‘partnership’. which 1s now possible betw een
Europe and the United States. we also make it possible to armive at an agreement between East and West,
This is then the beginming of the orgam zauon of peace."* A lew words are ol crucial importance here: war,
superionty, civtization, isttutions, partnership and peace. War: Jean Monnet und many of s [mends and
cotlaborators had lived through one if not more European wars. This common expenence created special
bonds between them and made them share 2 common goal: to tone down nationalism in Europe.
Supenonty, domination: 1n order Lo best organize the peace. Germany must neither be able to dominate the
peace, nor feel that 1t was bound to remain eternally in an inferior position vis-a-vis France or the United
Kingdom. The best way to create the conditions for a lasting peace was 10 make natons work towards the
solution of common problems which then transiormed into common interests. Civilization, institutions:
when it came 10 human nature, Monnet was no optimist. Hence his profound conviction that vou needed
institutions 1o serve as a collective memory and to submit European nations and peoples lo rules which
would gradually modify their behavior and make them work together instead of against each other. Max
Kohnstamm, duning one occasional bout of pessimism about the European Community, told my students
not wo long ago that we had a choice: either we united or we went back to the "jungle.” And this to Max
Kohnstamm meant nothing less than an absence of common rules, a lack of a common vision, perhaps
another war. Finallv, partnership and peace: only by making Western Europe economically and politically
strong through European integration, could one enter into an Atlantic partnership with the Unuited States.
The European Communities must not be allowed to drown in an Atlanuc soup while they were still in their
formauve stages, but the sooner Europe united, the sooner one could begin to build a strong and prosperous
Atlanuc Community. Prospenty and stability in Western Europe would then irresistibly attract Eastern
European satellites and ulumately create the conditions for peace with the Soviet Union.

Yet European integration or unity were relatively vague terms. What did they in fact mean:
cooperalion between governments through loose associanons such as the OEEC, or the Western European
Unton. or was it something more? Jean Monnet made this amply clear in s letter to the leading ligures
who agreed 10 join hus Action Commuittee in October 1955, The letter senved as a sort of consttuting charter
for the Commuittee: "Mere cooperation between governments will not suffice. It 1s indispensable for States
1o delegate cenuain of their powers 1o European federal insututions responsible to ("mandataires de”) all of
the participating countries as a whole. "5 By the end of 1955, the Eisenhower administrauon had reached a
similar conclusion and opted for the supranational six-nation approach as opposed to "cooperative
arrangements” such as the OEEC which did not involve "waivers of sovereignty in favor of an authonty
such as now ewisied for the CSC (European Coal and Steel Community.)"® The decidedly lukewarm
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subsequently, towards the creation of the European Free Trade Area, can be traced back 1o this tendency 1o
favor "genuine integration” a la Monnet, not only because of the "expected economic and technical
adv unmgcs"— but also because this kind of integration was thought (o lead 1o European political union. Only
such a umon could capture the imagination of European nations and especially of West Germany. By
channeling German energies and lovalties towards European integration, one would increase economic
cficiency 1n Western Europe while creating a new link between Germany and the West, thereby
strengthening the Auantic Alliance.

The similanty between the views of Monnet and that of some policy-makers in the United States
was no coincidence. Dwight D. Eisenhower and his Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, as well as some
close advisers of John F. Kennedy, belonged to a unique network of fnends, close acquaintances and
colleagues, who considered the advancement of European integration as an essential element in pursuing
the larger goal of an acceptable peace settlement. American Europeanists, many ol them friends of Monnet
and his collaborators, contributed substantially to gathenng support in the United States for European
integration, which in turn played no small role in lending legitimacy to the 1deas of supporters of European
unity in some European countries. American and European "Europeanists” did, of course, pursue separale
and distinct interests, but as a key American supporter of European integrauon has noted, at the time "they
were somchow secondary."® On the European side, Walter Hallstein, the first president of the European
Economic Community, later bore testimony to this unique pertod of cooperation in which people shared
common goals and often buill close bonds of friendship in the process of "co-conspiring” in a common
cnterprise: "It was real cooperation— free ol all the overtones which are now hampering our relations.
There was no question about making choices. [t was a natural feeling of people working for the same goals.
Defense against Communism was a common cause. Building Europe was a common cause—unreserved|y—
~taken as such by both partners. And this influenced the way they cooperated. There was an exchange of
documents without any special care of SECI'I:C)-‘."Q

By making the most of their contacts with Amencans close to the president, as well as in the lower
echelons ol the Amencan administration, Jean Monnet and his collaborators were able to circumvent the
heavy orgamizational machinery of the Amencan government, and to influence Amencan policy in 1is
formauve stages, lobbying for their idea of a united Europe. Kennedy's informal organizauonal style
facilitated such contacts, A simple lunch between, say, Monnet, Kennedy, Under Secretary George Ball or
White House Adviser McGeorge Bundy, probably did more to promote the views of Jean Monnet and his
fellow "conspirors” than some official visits by European statesmen. This was so even duning the
Eisenhower admimistration, which has been singled out as a military type of orgamzation: frniends in high
places and their dedication to the common goal of European integration made 1t possible for Monnet and

other supporters of European integration 1o maintain a continuous exchange ol views with their friends and

colleagues across the Atlantic. [ am not arguing, of course, that Monnet and other European advocates of
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that Amencan leaders dictated European initiatives for European integration. What | am describing. rather,
is a cross-fertilization process among the views held by the members of a group that we muight call, for lack
ol a better term, the Euro-Amernican intelligentsia for the uniting of Europe, and m which Monnet's Action
Commutice played a crucial role, with Monnet and his closest collaborators playving the leading parts. A lew
cxamples will senve 1o illustrate the point.

George Ball, one of Kennedy's top advisers in European alfairs, also happened to be a friend of
Monnet. Ball had first met Monnet during the Roosevelt admimstration, in the context of administering
Lend-lLease. In 1945, Ball then sernved Monnet as his general counsel when the Frenchman came
Washington as president of the French Supplv Council. Among other later cooperative ventures with
Monnet, Ball became involved in the preparation of the Coal and Steel Communtty treaty alter the
announcement of the Schuman Plan in May 1950.1%The Bail/Monnet connection was put (0 good use when
the Democrats resumed power in the carly sixties. The most [avorable period for shaping and influencing
any given American policy 1s during its formative stages, that is just before or after an administrauon takes
office. Already 1in August 1960, Kennedy had asked Adlai Stevenson to help im develop a program ol
action tor the first few months of the new administration somewhat "reminiscent of the celebrated Hundred
Days of the first lerm of Franklin Roosevelt." Stevenson then commissioned George Ball to write the report
for him. Ball immediately set to work and lost no time in asking Monnet to contnibute to the project by
helping lim define Amencan policy towards Europe as well as "measures for the strengthening of ties
between Europe and the United States.” He insisted that Monnet keep the project strictly confidential since
the program was "known to only four or five people in the United States.” L1 This small group included
Robert Schueizel, who became Bull's deputy under Kennedy. Schaetzel, in turn, asked his close fnend Max
Kohnstamm, who served as Vice-President of Monnet's Action Committee for the United States of Europe,
to contribute his thoughts 1o the project. Schaetzel also conducted extensive talks with René Foch!2on U.S-
European relations in the nuclear field. The final product, the so-called Stevenson Report, heeded the
suggestions of Monnet and s colleagues, and included a twenty-page paper outlining a plan for a "Policy
lor Parinership Between a United Europe and Amenca within a Strong Adanuc Community.” 13

In January 1961, just before the new admimstration took office, George Ball, Robert Bowie, John
Tuthull, and Walt Butterworth, met with Monnet in Evrope. Monnet, who preferred to do business over
simple, even frugal, but high-quaiity meals, repeatedly invited his American fnends o discuss U.S.-
European relations over lunch or dinner.  On January 1, Bowie was invited to lunch at Monnet's residence
at Houjarray.  Professor Robert Bowie, formerly Head of the Policy Planning Staff, had long been
convineed of the necessity of aimlmg Europe and had made this amply clear 1n a report to the Eisenhower
admnistration enutled "The North Atlantic Nations. Tasks for the 1960's" ¥ which was later pul to good
use by the Kennedv administration. Then, a fortnight before Kennedy was inaugurated as president of the
United States. Monnet arranged for Ball to meet with his collaborators, Max Kohnstamm and Francors

Duchéne, al the headquarters ol the Action Commutiee (n Pans on Avenue Foch.13 The succession of
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dinners and tunches conunued when Monnet came 1o Washington in March. On the first day of the month
Ball :nvited Monnet for an informal dinner at home. Also present al the dinner were top members or
advisers ol the Kennedy administration who were involved in European affairs. including Ambassador o
the Lnited Kingdom David Bruce, White House Adviser McGeorge Bundy, Robert Schuetzel, und last but
not least, tormer Secretary of State Dean Acheson, whom Kennedy commissioned o write a ven
mfluential report on Amencan foreign policy al the very beginning of his administranion.  Afler more
lunches and dinners with Monnet, Ball took him to see the president. with whom Monnet discussed his
plans for an Atlanuc partnership over lunch, and dunng other long conversauons. L®

On 6 December 1961, President Kennedyv addressed the Nauonal Association of Manufacturers in
~ew York. Kennedy spoke of the need 1o replace the old Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act due to expire in
June of 1962 with a "new und bold instrument of American trade pohicy.” Whai the president was selling
was a new trade program wilored to meet the challenges and to exploit the opportunites of the Common
Market. Duning the interregnum, Kennedy had asked Ball 10 wnite a report on foreign economic policy
Bail's task lorce report proposed to focus a new trade program on how to deal with the mounuing challenge
of the Common Market. The United States should, Ball insisted, “use the European Economic Community
both as a jusufication for a majer new round of trade negotations and a precedent for reducing tanffs by
percentage cuts across the board rather than the traditonal item-by-item haggilngf” "If United States
production 1s not o be at a senous disadvantage in the rapidly growing Common Market,” wrote Ball, “the
President must be armed with weapons enabling him to bargain effectively for the peneralization to the
United States of the internal tariff cuts within these markets—or, at least, for the substanual reduction of
their external wnff." 18

Some high-ranking members of the Kennedy administration were not so keen on the Trade
Expansion Act and objected most strongly to the TEA's 80-percent, or dominant supplier authonty clause
The TEA gave the president the general authonty to make reciprocal 50-percent reductions across the board
for most categones of products: Excepions were made for those few products previously qualifying for
escape clause relier. [n addiion, the protecuon of national secunty could be invoked to "impose duties or
suspend concessions” on some goods.lg But the new act went much further than the 50 percent basic
authonty. [t also authonzed the president to reduce anffs down to zero if he determined that "the United
States and all countnies of the European Economic Community together accounted {or 80 percent or more
of the aggregated world export value of all articles within such category."0 The EEC was defined as
encompassing those members 11 had at the ume the authonty was used, a clause that obviously [eft the door
open for Briush entry. What the.opponents of the 80 percent clause objected 10 was not the degree of the
reduction sought, but its underlying motivation: the intenuon of some members of the administration to
employ 1l as a bargaiming tool to force the Briush to join. The clause would indeed have been rendered
almost meaningless 11 the Briush remained out ol the Common Market. If one resincied the geographical
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categones of products applied, marganne and arrcraft. This was hardly the way to engage in sigmficant
negotauons. For Ball, it was 4 way of ensunng that the Labor party would not view the Trude Expuansion
Act as an altermative to Bntish membership. For his crities. the 80-percent clause posed the danger of
making that particular clause contingent upon a loreign policy aim: getung the Bnush o parucipate in the
Commeon Market

As a matter of lTact, Monnet and Kohnstamm were also opposed 1o the 80-percent clause, which
they considered us clear evidence that the TEA was designed 1o bnng down the Common External Tanff,
thereby robbing the emerging European Economic Community ol one ol its most distinctive leatures. In a
"My dear George” letter. Monnet warned against "the dangers” posed by the part of the TEA which
contemplated going bevond a S0-percent reduction of the extemal tanff. At "first stausucal glance” such a
reduction secemed to Monnet and his collaborators to "virtually amount to a policy of free trade for
industrial products,” which was "very much what the Briush [had] proposed in 1956." At this early stage in
the history of the Common Market, Monnet contended, "the common tanff and the common commercial
pohicy which follows from 1t is the field in which European policies have gone furthest. Accordingly, it 1s
for the moment essential (o the sense ol union between the European people just as in the past the tanlf was
one ol the formauve elements of American unity. Free trade between Europe and Amenca today would
undermine the European institutions, the existence of which s the only hope of our obtaining a real Atlanuc
partnership between equals and a partnership will only be possible between equais."?*l

Dunng the discussions on the Trade Expansion Act. a senalor, frustrated with Ball's advocacy of
what seemed 10 him a European position, felt compelled to remind him "that he was in the pay, not of M.
Monnet, but of the United States."=2 Yet Ball did not see eve 1o eye with Monnet on everything. He did
seek w protect United States’ interests. He and Schaetzel attempted to convince Monnet and Kohnstamm
that the 80 percent clause was needed "from the standpoint of political tactics.” Congress, they argued,
would never grant the president [ar-reaching authonty for the TEA f the executive branch did not present a
proposal which demonstrated their profound conviction that the Common Market represented an important
challenge for the United States. Il unimpressed with the sincenty of the administration’s proposal,
Congress would simply transform the new TEA nto something that closely resembled the old Trade
Agreement Act. Ball and Schaetzel saw the proposal for the 80 percent authority as a symbol of the
administration’s attlempt o modily Amencan attitudes towards the tariff. The Common Market challenge
was the pretext. the 80-percent authority the means to magnify the importance of the Common Market and
win Congress over to the admimstrauon’s proposal.

For a while Monnet and Kohnstamm remained unconvinced. In October 1962, Schaetzel pleaded
with them 1o break the silence of their Action Commitiee, whose position in general had been decidedly
resenved on the Trade Expansion Program. Anticipating the next session of the Acuon Commutiee in mid-
December 1962 1n Panis. Schaetzel put his suggeston in the form ol a question: "would that not be an

appropniale ime o bring the Action Commtttiee down hard in lavor ol extensive negotiations with the



United States aking full advantage of the Trade Expansion Program?" "[n [acl,” he added on a rather
menacing note, "1 would think silence on the part of the Acuon Commuttee with reference to this prece ol
business couid not help but be construed in the United States as a rebuff rom 1ts closest inend. namely Jean
and fus ussociates.” = This time the answer was more forthcoming. In early November, Max Kohnstamm
wrole to Schaetzel 1"As to the meeting of the Action Commuttee vou may be assured that the resolution
will contun the sort of thing you suggested. We certunly will come out in favor ol exiensive negotiatuons
In order to take advantage of the Trade Expansion Act."24 The Action Committee’s Joint declarauon of 17
an 18 December 1962 called attention to President's Kennedy [ndependence Day Speech in which he
looked "forward 1o the interdependence of the United States and Europe as equal partners.” The Trade
Expansion Act which Congress had passed would "enable the United States o negotiate on this partnership
n the economic held.” The Acuon Commuttee asked that the United States and the European Community
“enter into negotiations without delay for a reduction of American and European customs duties.”=5 In this
specific case, Ball and Schaetzel's efforts were thus crowned with success, since Monnet's Commitiee
ended up supporting the Trade Expansion Act, despite Monnet's initial misgivings.

The Mululateral Force also occasioned dissensions within the group ol Europeanists. Some
Europeanists in the Kennedy admimistration argued that the United States should invesugate possibilities for
giving more participation 1o Europeans in the nuclear field. The project of a Mululateral force was part of
this effort. The MLF was an Amencan proposal for a mixed-manned nuclear missile fleet armed with
Polaris missiles, presumably destined to give Europeans more control over nuclear weapons. [niually
owned and controlled by NATO, the force was seen by some Amencan Europeanists as a possible step
towards a European nuclear force, but only if and when Europe umited poliucally. In the meantume it was
mostly designed to reduce the sex-appeal of the French and Britsh nuclear ventures, which these
Europeamsts, not least George Ball, wanted to disappear, or at the very least, to be safely integrated within
NATO. When Schaetzel suggested that the Action Commitlee take a look at the "nuclear issue” in lale
1962, Kohnstamm's answer was no. There was no point in trying to convince Monnet to move along those
lines since he even refrained from discussing these matters "with his closest associates for fear that this
might complicate the negotiations with the United Kingdom.”2¢ Only after De Gaulle's resounding "no" to
Brniush cntry 1nto the Common Market did Monnet actively begin to take a closer look at the MLF.
Together, Kohnstamm, his colleagues, and their Amencan contacts, later worked on a charter for the
Muitilateral Force. Yet it took another year and a half for the Action Committee to mention this delicate
question in tts common declaranon in Bonn on June 1 1964.

There was a constant flow of information between American Europeanists, Monnet and
Kohnstamm, For example, Robert Schaetzel, Kohnstamm's best Amencan friend, often asked him to
provide a reading of the European situation, in order to supplement unreliable journalistic accounts from
Amernicun newspapers. When Schuetzel seemed somewhat puzzied by a given line of policy Monnet or

athers advocaied, Kohnstamm provided lengthy reassurances or explanations. Kohnstamm also offered
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information on how 1o approach key European personalities, what (o sav to them and when. He further
idenufied those individuals in Europe and in the United States who adopted an uncooperative altitude
toward European integration, and more often than not, requested his Amenican iriends o do some work on
them. [n exchange, Monnet and Kohnsamm's Amencan contacts volunteered handy advice on how best o
approach Congress, for example to negotiate a cooperatve agreement between the United States and
Euratom. With no particular care tor secunty considerations, Schaetzel regularly showered Kohnsiamm
with pohicy documents or study papers [rom the State Department, asking for his views, or providing

background matenal for a forthcoming article of s, | un, the Amencans suggested that Kohnstamm

wnie imely articles in support of imuatives such as the Mululateral Force. As the Common Market

became more of an economic challenge for the United Siates, the Amencans found Kohnstamm a
convenient channel to vent their [rustrauons over slow progress in the Kennedy Round, and the
monstrosities of the Common Agnculural Policy.

For two main reasons the informai cooperation of the Eisenhower/Kennedy vears began to show
stgns of fatigue and (o decline in influence, particularly duning the last vears of the Johnson administration
and under the Nixon administrauon: First the lack of progress of Europeans themselves towards the twin
goals of economic and political integration, which translated into a lack of interest on the part of Americans
for European integration, and second. the disappearance from governmental circles of the generation of
Amencan Europeanists, and hence of contact points for expressing the views ol Eurcpean supporters of
European integration. [ncreased economic competition between the United States and the European
Economie Commumty, as well as a European tendency to criticize or oppose certain Amencan political or
miliary nitiatves, did much to usher in an eclipse in the support of the United States for European
integration.  In recent years, however, the Single European Act, Maastncht, and other sigmficant
developments in Europe have revived the interest ol the Amencan administration and Amencan academic
and business circles in European integration.  Signs of this interest include the burgeoning budgets of
certain academic insttutions, and the occasional reliance on the advice of the old guard ol Amencan
Europeamists by some members of recent Amencan administrations. Faced with the challenge of a highly
volaule European situation, Washington has dusted off the idea of a partnership between the United States
and a tughtly integrated European Community, which Kennedy advocated some thirty vears ago. No longer
reduced to the expression of "Fortress Europe.” the EC is now seen once again by the Amencan

2overnment as a potenual element of stability on the European continent.

The Action Committee for the United States of Europe

Who then agreed to join Monnet's Committee and on what terms? In November 1954, a few
months after the defeat of the European Defense Community , Monnet announced his intention not to seek
the renewal of his mandalte as President of the High Authonty of the European Coal and Steel Community.

Monnet explained his decision o the Parhumentary Assembly of the ECSC: “the institutions of our
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Community only exert the powers that have been delegated 1o 1t. Thev are not empowered 10 extend them
Only pariiaments and governments can decide to transter new powers to European institutions. The dnving
{orce has to come from outside.” Thus Monnet intended 1o leave the ECSC to promote European integration
"from outside.” But what did this mean concretely? Monnel tirst envisuged the creauon ol a Front [or the
United States of Europe which would be open to specialized European movements as well as (o business
orgamizauons. He subsequently changed his mind and when he founded his Acuon Commitiee on October
13 1955, only polincal and trade umon leaders were invited to join, Monnet later expluined that business
organizations were geared towards profit, while polincal parties and trade umons were generally Iree from
such concerns and possessed an overall picture of the situauon. 27 Contrary 10 some European movements,
the Actuon Committee was no mass orgamzation but rather an clite action group designed to promote
conerete achievements towards the creation of a United States of Europe. On the side of efficiency Monnet
calculated that any new European project would need o be approved by European parliaments, which
ulumately controlled governmental policy. At the ime of the creation of Monnet's Committee, political
parties were once again powerful. Monnet calculated that since parliamentary majonues changed according
1o electoral fortunes, the best strategy would be 10 try (o enlist the cooperation of the leaders of as many
political parties as possible -both 1in and out o power- around simple, concrete objectives. As for trade
umons, they represented mitlions of workers, and were closer to dayv-to-day concems and changes. Poliucal
and trade union leaders who were members of the Committee were asked to obtain the support of their
organizations for the projects and policies it advocated. They did not just represent themselves but rather
their orgamizations. In this sense a commentator was not far of the mark when he claimed that the
Commuttee was "something like the collective democratic conscience of the European Commumt,\',"zg

The corporate members of the ininal Monnet group included the Chnistian Democral, Socialist and
Liberal Parties, as well as the non-communist trade unions of the six countnes of the European Coal and
Sieel Community. The Guullist Umon for the New Republic did not join the Commutee, while Nenni's
lalian Socualist purty only joined in 1967, Valéry Giscard D'Estaing's Independent Republicans and the
French Party tor Progress and Modern Democracy became members in 1969, [n view ol the importance
which Monnet atinbuted to British membership in the Commumities, the joining of the Briush
Conservauve, Labour and Liberal parties in October 1969 was quite an achievement for the Action
Commiitee, and loreshadowed Bnush entry in the Communities a few vears later. [n 1973, the percentage
of all voters from the six initial members of the ECSC plus the Brinsh who cast their votes in [avor of a
party which was represented on Monnet's Commiltee made up 73% of all votes cast within these seven
countnes. Yet the picture wus by no means uniform. Monnet's Committee appeared sirongest in Germany
where 99.1% ol voters voted for one of the parties represented 1n Monnet's Commuttee. The next strongest
represcniation was in the United Kingdom where the Conservative, Labour and Liberal parues made up
96,80 % of all votes cast. At the lower end of the spectrum lay France with only about 30.96% of the votes

cast. Since De Gauble had returned 1o power in 1958, Monnet had been no prophet in us own country, and
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the influence of Monnet's Committee in France remained relauvely low even after De Gaulle left power.
As for trade umons, 14 711 000 workers were represented through those umons which were members of
Monnet's Commitiee. =2

In creating his Action Committee, Monnet's intention had not been to ereate a pohiucal power that
would nval with that detained by governments but rather to spur influential democratic torces w convinee
these governments Lo create the United States ol Europe. For Monnet these intluential democratic lorces
were pohitical parties and trade unions. By the early 1980's when Max Kohnstamm revived the Commuitiee,
the influence of poliucal parties on government policy had markedly declined. This partly accounts for Max
Kohnstamm's decision not o ask members to sit on the new Commitlee as representatives of their
organizations. By that time Pascal Fontaine's conjecture that the Action Committee for the United States ol
Europe might one day become closer to u pressure group if parliamentary representation played a
dimimished role in decaslonvmubng3‘3hnd somewhat matenalized.

Among 1ts 34 founder delegates, Jean Monnet's Committee [or the United States of Europe could
boast such lamous names as Guy Mollet, Ench Ollenhauer, Amintore Fanfani, Kurt Kiesinger, Théo
Lefevre, Maurice Faure, Ugo la Malfa, René Pleven, Auguste Cool and Giulio Pastore. Presidents and
General Secretaries of parties or trade Unions, heads of parliamentary groups, such was the level of
representation on Monnet's Committee. Some of these personalities continued to participate in the reunions
of the Commuttee even when they held important governmental functions. For example, Willy Brandt and
Herbert Wehner, President and Vice-President of the SPD, stayed on the Committee when they respectively
became Vice-Chancellor Minister for Foreign Affairs and Minister for Pan-German Affairs in 1966, Alec
Douglas Home and Geoffrey Rippon, who represented the Bnitish Conservatives on the Commitlee,
similarly continued on the Commiltee when their party won the elections in 1970 and Mister Home
acceded o governmental office. Helmut Schmidt, then Minister of Finance and Leo Tindemans, then Vice-
president of the Belgian Council,>! both 100k part in the Committee's last board meeting in May 1973 and
later became key contnbutors to the new Action Committee. In fact whether they continued on the
Committee or not, quite a few Commitlee members were later called to high political office. Amintore
Fanlani and Aldo Moro both became Prime Minister ol Italy, Giuseppe Saragat became President of Italy,
and Théo Lefévre became Prime Mimster of Belgium. Although there was relauvely little tumover in the
membership of the Committee dunng the first vears ol the Committee, the change in membership
intensified 1n the 1960's. New names and organizations appeared on the Commiliee's roster, while some
members were promoled out of the Commitiee.

When Monnet let the members of his Action Committee Know in 1975 that he now thought the
task of the Commuttee had been accomplished, Fanfani's number two man, M.r Anloniozzl, Vice-Secretary
of the lahan Chnstian Democrats, insisted that the Committee must continue because the United States of

Europe had not set become a reality. The role of the Committee was to "insure a moral continuity.”

Antomoszi compared the Commitiee Lo the star of the Magi. Jacques Van Helmont, Secretary General off
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Monnet's Commitiee simply answered: “that star was backed by big resources.”32{n an aruicle in

International Organization Walier Yondor later descnibed the Committee as "one of the world's most
prestiious orgamzauons.”*¥ While the Committee frequently expenenced ditficuities in keeping arloat
hinancially . what made 1ts strength and allowed 1t to survive through various cnises, notably dunng De
Gaulle's presidency, was most of all the network of key [gures of which Monnet and his Acuon Commutiee
were the hub. Many of the personalities associated with Monnet's Commitiee indeed lelta sense ol mission.
« moral need w perpetuate the etfort o unite Europe, while at the same ume feeling a particularly strong
attachment 1o Monnet. At the tme ol Monnet's decision to end the Committee. one ol the most dedicated
members of the Committee, Herbert Wenner. desenbed 1t as a "a circle of fnends who did not consider one
another as political enemies but rather as Inends senving the same cause. . . Young people had not hived
through the ¢rises and tragedies of the past and Jean Monnet's thinking and the work of the Acuon
Commutiee were a treasure that could not be allowed 1o simply sink mto oblivion.”3* Within this aircle of
Iniends. Monnet was the epicenter. For Max Kohnstamm, "the Action Committee and the person of Monnet
{were] inseparable”. Accordingly vou could not really "talk about the Commuttee and its action without
talking at the same tme about Jean Monnet and his special place in Europe.” So intricate was the
connection between the two that vou could claim that it "to a large extent, the Action Commitiee was a
good excuse for Jean Monnet's Action on people. such action would have been much more difficult. partly
even impossible, without the Committee. "33

When Monnet had announced his resignanon as Head ol the ECSC's High Authonty, prospects for
European integrauon were rather bleak. A few months later in May 1955, Paul-Henn Spaak phoned Monnet
und proudly announced that the Benelux memorandum. partly Monnet's doing, would be submutted 1o the
Foreign Mimisters” Conference in Messina. With another European "relaunch”™ seemuingly on the move,
Monnet considered withdrawing hus resignanon. After all. mused Monnet, his position at the High
Authonty ol fered him not only an "official plaiform™ but aiso matenal resources, would 1t not be better to
conunue W exert intluence through this rather pnvileged conduit” Untortunately for Monnet's plans, by that
ume. the French govemnment was Jead set against his renewal at the Head of the High Authority. 3% Monnet
thus had 10 go back 1o hus onginal plan and to put us best energies in tnving to develop another power base
rrom which he could exert influence and which would have some poliucal legiumacy. In domng so, Monnet
had 10 forego the armay of “offices, advisers, secretanies, dnvers, lelephones and telex machines"3” from

which he had benefited at the High Authonty.

Monnet's core group

To an outsider. the Monnet Committee might be construed as a pretty small affair. [ts permanent
secretanat was physically located at 83 Avenue Foch 1n Pans in a rather inhospitable large apartment which
belonged to the brother of Monner's wife. Silvia Monnet could often be heard loudly conversing with her

brother in the adjoining rooms. which Jean Monnet's Acnon Commitiee graduaily invaded. The statutes of
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the Commitiee’s "Association de gestion admimstratve” were filed in Lausanne on March 15 1957, with
Prolessor Henn Rieben, a trusted associate of Jean Monnet, acting as 1ls admimistranve secretary. In
January 1956, during the Committee’s first session, its members adopted the statutes and elected Monnel as
thetr president. The Dutch man Max Kohnstamm was appointed as Secretary General ol the Committee
duning 11s third meeting 1n 1956, and later became the Committee's Vice-President, while the Frenchman
Jacques Van Helmont became Secretary General of the Committee. Richard Mayne and Frangois Duchéne,
both ctuzens of the United Kingdom, were also part of the team at Avenue Foch but lor shorter periods than
ctther Kohnstamm or Van Helmont. [ we add 1o this group two or three devoled secretanes and occasional
translators, we have the Commuttee's nervous center, {rom now on we shall call 1t Monnet's core group.
Jacques Van Helmont remained at Avenue Foch throughout the tife of the Actuon Commitiee, with
a hiatus of about five years rom June 1958 o January 1963, when he worked as Director at Euratom to set
up s control and security sysiem. He also assisted Euratom's president Euenne Hirsch as special counsel
for the project of a European University. While at Avenue Foch Van Helmont was responsible for the day
to day operation of the Commutiee, and worked very closely with Monnet. Yet Monnet does scem to have
somewhat underesumated him and 1o have relied mostly on Max Kohnstamm for advice on the kind of
policies to pursue, or on what people 1o see, how to approach them and what to say to them.?8 Monnet,
who did not speak much German. relied on Kohnstamm to maintain a strong political power base in
Germany for Key issues on the Committee's agenda such as the ratification of the Common Market and
Euratom treaties. German support was all the more important in light of Monnet's Action Committee
relative weak power basc in France.3¥ One of Monnet's foremost concerns in creating the Committee had
been 1o enlist the German socialists who had so far voted against European ventures such as the ECSC and
the Europcan Delense Community. As alwavs the practical man, Monnet first made sure that had the
backing of the DGB (Deutsche Gewerkschaftsbund) whose leaders entertained close personal and poliucal
links with the SPD and had long been supportive of European integration. Monnet then proceeded to
approach Erich Ollenhauer who had replaced Kurt Schumacher as President ol the SPD, and Herbert
Wehner, Vice-President of the SPD. Monnet emphasized the advantages to be denved {rom the creation of
a European atomic commumity, The German socialists were probably delighted at the prospect of thwarting
the ambitions of German industrialists for the creation of a private atomic industry, which would have
lurther consecrated the return of the golden days of German capitalism. After making sure that the Acuon
Committee would in no way be financially dependent on any outside group, Ollenhauer and Wehner
deesded to join the Committee. ¥ Max Kohnstamm often served as an intermediary between Monnet,
Ollenhauer and especially Wekner, who felta deep [mendstup for Monnet. Wehner's French was rather slim
and he found it difficuit to communicate his thoughts and feelings with sufficient subtlety and clanty to
Monnet. To compensate for this language barmer, Wehner occasionally asked Kohnsiamm to translate a
Jetter to Monnet Itom German inlo French or 1o call up Monnet 10 make sure that he understood that he

could count on s support and fnendship.
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Despite occasional bouts of discouragement with the Action Committee and & passing temptation
to be u cundidate [or the burgomastership of Amsterdam, Kohnstamm continued to assist Monnet as Vice-
President of the Acuon Commitlee unul its dissolution in 1975 Yet the immediate proximity o Monnel,
who was known o exhaust his collaborators, proved o much to Kohnstamm w ho telt the need w spend
more time with his wile and did not partcularly like Pans. Coming onto his own, he decided to move o
Brussels, where he was most usetul to Monnet as his Brussels antenna. Monnet's otfice at Ave Foch and
Max Kohnstamm's headquarters in Brussels operated in a sort of symbiosis. Kohnsiamm [requently

traveled o Pans to talk with Monnet and the other members of the team. There the Monnet team dratted

several versions of resolutions or declarations, which they submitted o the members of the Commuttee for

approval. This was a rather unng process since Monnet aimed at reaching a consensus.

There were 18 sessions of the Committee from its beginning until 11s end 1n 1975 With rare
excepuions, all resolutions and declarations discussed at the meetings or in between the meetngs, were
unanimously adopted by the Commutice. The Multilaeral Force 1s probably the 1ssue which caused the
most dissension within the Committee, with MM. Brutelle of (SFI10), Kloos (Duich Trade Union
Federation), Larock (Belgian Socialist Partyv), Major (Belgian General Federauon of Labour), Pilimhin
(French MRP), Rosenberg (DGB) and Brenner ( DGB), and Vondeling (Duich Labour Parhamentary
Group) voting against the part of the declaration on the "beginnings of a joint policy on nuclear questions.”
The declaration recognized that the MLF was only a transitional solution on the road to an "equal
partnership with the United States which would include a European organization in close association with
that of the United States of Amenca.” It epitomized the very dilemma between the desire for more control
by Europeans over their own defense and the need for integrating such defense with that of the United
States. While 1t insisted that "the defense of the free world” could "only be ensured in the framework of the
Atlanuc Alliance” 1t also suggested that the political unification of Europe would one dav make it possible
to "form an authonty capable of controlling and admimisienng the European contnbution to joint
defence."H!

Several processes were involved in prepanng the reunions of the Commtiee. Monnet's small team
made it necessary to divide up the work. This was done according to what Monnet thought were the most
useful qualities of his associates. Jacques Van Heimont wrote with relauve ease, which was definitely not
the case of Jean Monnet. It 1s mostly Van Helmont who drafted and redrafted the numerous versions of
resolutions and declarations of the Action Commiitee,- sometimes up to 37. Monnel made a first rough
dralt and discussed it with Kohnstamm, Van Helmoat or some other member of the team. who added their
comments, suggestions and corrections to the paper. Monnet added or removed sentences, again asked for
comments and relied on Van Helmont to rewrite the successive versions and to mold all of this into a
coherent whole at the end. Discussions ook place either at Avenue Foch, al Monnel's residence at
Houjarray 1n the French countryside, or wherever else Monnet happened to be dunng his vanous trips

throughout Europe or the United States. When Monnet was in the United States, he often tned and
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succeeded in reaching his collaborators wherever they were, be 1t by letter. phone or by telegram. Monnet
asked for information on latest developments in Europe and inquired about the reactions of the members of
the Commutiee 1o the resolunons. Monnet, Kohnstamm. Van Helmont, Mayne or Duchéne also exchanged
mlormation through detailed reports in which they recounted their meetings with members ol the
Commuttee. eurocrats, heads of state or government. palicy-makers. professors and journalists.

Whenever possible Monnet went to see members ol the Commiltee or other important
personahities on his agenda personally. It was mostly Kohnstamm who accompanied him on his visits
although there were no fast rules there. When Monnet could not personally meet someone, Kohnstamm or
another member of Lhe leam at Ave Foch served as his emissary or informant. Kohnstamm's theater or
operations was mostly located 1n West Germany and the Benelux countnes. while Van Heimont and
Monnet dealt more specifically with the [tlians and the French. Mayne and Duchéne went to see the
Brush, but again there were exceptions here. Finally, Monnet often relied on Kohnstamm to represent him
in the United States. [n 1957 and 1958, Kohnstamm made numerous tnps to the United States o negotiate
a Lnited Sttes-Euratom treaty. These trips were exhausling and nerve-wrecking, as he encountered many
obstacles, most of all in Congress. The US-Euratom negotiations offer a particularly interesting case study
ol the articutation of Monnet's and Kohnstamm's roles. Monnet prepared the ground for Kohnstamm's later
inps by secunng the support of Eisenhower, Secretary of State Dulles and Lewis Strauss, the Chairman of
the Atomic Energy Commttee, for Euratom. Almost exclusively responsible for the negouations,
Kohnstamm and his European collaborators worked with the State Department and the Atomic Energy
Commitiee in lobbying against the congressional Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, thus forming a
unigue pattemn of assocation.

Depending on the themes of the resolutions or declarations, the drafts were circulated not only to
members of the Committee but also to fnends of Monnet in the United States. to officials of the European
Communites or o policy-makers who did not belong o the Commuttee but were trusted fnends of Monnet.
In more than one instance, a resolution was actually circulated first to officials of the European
Communittes and then to all members of the Commutiee. For example, when Monnet considered backing
De Guulle's praject for European political cooperation, Robert Marjolin, who had worked for Monnet at the
Commussanat au Plan and was now Vice-President of the EEC Commussion, counseled Monnet not to show
the project o all members of the Committee at this stage. Marjolin judged it to be "too brutal vis-a-vis the
Commumities” and advised Monnet to first discuss it with Walter Hallstein and Etienne Hirsch, respecuvely
President of the EEC Commission and President of Euratom.*2 The flow of information went both ways:
from Monnel's [mends working at the Commumties, and Itom the Acuon Commuttee's core group o the
Communiues. In this parucular case Monnet's Committee [ulfilled one ol the essenuial gualities of all
lobbies: 1o provide information tn order to receive informauon. Here the flow of information was most
informal since Monnet counted many friends 1n the Communities, some of whom had worked {or him at an

carhier stage of their careers. Frangors Fonuine and Jacques Rabier, who had worked for Monnet when he
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headed the Commussanat au Plan, now held important positons in controlling ‘nformation. since one
became Director ol the Information Service of the Communities in Pans, while the other held the position
ol Director General of information 1n Brussels. Both of them were frequent visitors of Ave Foch and can be
counted among Monnet's core group of trusted friends.

When Kohnstamm, Duchéne or Mavne could not come to Parns, the comments reached Monnet via
letter, or by telephone. Van Helmont had a square wooden table right in Monnet's office and ook notes on

Monnet's phone conversations, including those with Kohnstamm in Brussels, or with members if the

Commutiee as a whole. Among the members ol the Committee, some were consulied more {requently than .

others and at an earlier stage of the discussion of the declaranons and resolutions. While working for a
common endeavor, {nendship tues were built between these members, Monnet and his core group of
assoctales. When Monnet and Kohnstamm embarked on their tours of European cities to prepare [or a
forthcoming sesston ol the commuitlee, 1t 1s these dedicated members of the commitiee whom they consulted
first. We shall only name a few here: Guy Mollet of the SFIO, Ugo La Malfa of the ltalian Republican
Party, Grovanm Malagodi of the [tahian Liberal Party, Herbert Wehner and Willy Brandt of the SPD,
Ludwig Rosenberg of the DGB, Kurt Birrenbach and Kurt Kiesinger of the CDU, Auguste Cool of the
confederaton of Belgian Chnstian trade unions, Maunce Faure of the French Radical Party. Among these,
some were active later in reviving the Commuittee in the early 1980s, and participated in the new "relaunch”
ol European integration. For example, Maurice Faure worked on the Dooge Committee.

The [irst meetings of the Committee took place in France, yet as Monnet's influence and that of his
Committee further declined in France, the Committee started meeting in Brussels, Bonn and Berlin. The
May 1965 meeting in Berlin 15 generally remembered by the Monnet team as a brilliantly organized
meelng, which contrasted with the amateurism of previous meetings notably at the Institute Branting in
Pans. where Monnet's staff did almost everviing. Willy Brandt had spared nothing for the occasion. The
dules for the meeting were particularly well chosen, since 15 vears had passed since the announcement of
the Schuman plan and 20 vears since Berlin had capitulated. Monnet wanted to use these dates as a svmbol
of the reconcihation ol West Germany with Europe through European unificaton, and looked forward to
the two halves of Germany to be brought together within the fold of the European Community.

It is not our purpose here lo describe the various meetings of the Committee, and the
circumstances surrounding them. this has been done elsewhere, neither can we attempt here to determine to
what extent the Committee's action was successful in suggesung or supporung certain policies. The very
nature of the Monnet's committee, which relied not only on 1ts members but also on the even larger network
of connections ol the members of the Committee and of Monnet's {nends, would necessiiate a detailed
account of both the overt and covert activities of the Committee. Whal we can do 1s 1o concentrale on the
anatomy ol the Committee, and on its less well publicized, behind the scenes activities. To give an idea of
the Commitiee’s patential zone of influence it 1s useful o mention that some members of the Commutiee

held many different hats besides represenung political parties or trade unions. On u national level some
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members were also members ol government or of national parliaments. On the European level, some
belonged to the European Parliament, the Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe, the EEC
Economic and Soctal Commitiee or the European Movement. ™+ Finally, on the internanonal level, lubor
leaders also held key positons in the Internanonal Confederanon of Free Trade Unions, or the Internauional
Contederation of Chnstian Trade Unions.

Al the Atlanuc level, some of the members ol the Monnet Commultee uppeared on the guest lists
ol the Bilderberg group. The Bilderberg meetings had started in the early fifties and brought together
leading tigures from industry, government, labor, polincal partues and umversities together o discuss
Atlantic problems. Not surpnsingly the European communities were Irequently discussed within that
framework. Although the Bilderberg meetings did not aim at making policy, the very informal atmosphere
of these meetngs which were off-the-record made 1t possible for members of the Committee 1o discuss kev
issues on the Commultee's ugenda with other disunguished guests. For example, Max Kohnstamm, who
later headed the Trilateral Commussion, Amintore Fanfani. Guy Mollet, Kurt Birrenbach, Ugo fa Maifa took
part 1n some of the meeungs. On the Amencan side George Ball, McGeorge Bundy , and David
Rockeleller, President of the Chase Manhatan Bank, all of whom had ties with Monnet and his Action
Commutice, were represented al the meetings in the early 19605 43

How then did the Committee compensate for its loose structure and its relative lack of insututional
base? It can be argued that it was this loose structure and the large and influential network ol which the
Committee was only the center that made uts strength. Yet the Committee could not have operated without a
mimmum ol organization, which Monnet's core team ol dedicated associates provided. Neither could it
have operated without financial means. Even though one generally claims that the Committee was
exclusively linanced by the annual contributions ol its members, representing their organizatuons, its
statutes make it extremely clear that the Committee could also accept "any other resources such as grants,
bequests, or subvenuons which [its] admimstrative Commission was empowered 10 accept or refuse” 40
The Committee did expenence difficulties in gathenng sufficient and tumely contnbutions from its
members dunng its lileime. Dunng the last years of the Committee, one ol Monnet's secretanes, Ms Zingg,
was so dedicated 10 Monnet that she worked for him for free from five o'clock onwards, after timshing her
work tor Baron Robert Rothschild. The Commussion of the European Communities also put one assistant
and one full-time secretary at the disposal of the Commuitiee.?Beyond that, Monnet's personal fortune,
{unds from industriahsts such as Giovanm Agnelli, Managing Director of FIAT, German industry, the Ford
Foundation, Shell, Unilever, Brtish Aircralt and British Steel. *8helped remedy the situation.

The Commuttee was an Action Commuttee, vet this action needed (o rest on reasoned knowledge
and expertise which Monnet and his staff did not always possess. To remedy the situation the Committee
relied on Monnet's friends at the Communities, on journalists and on university professors. The Committee
also outgrew several appendages, which were not officially part of the Committee. First, there was the

Commiuees Documentauon Center, ammated by Frangors Duchéne. The Center was [egally incorporated
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in Lausanne, but was physically located at Ave Foch. There was actually no distincuon between Monnet's
headguarters at Ave Foch and the Documentation Center, "evervihing was together. we weren't ven
theoreucal *. remembered one of Monnet's secretanes. ¥ The second appendage wus the Insutute of the
European Commumity of Untversity studies. Max Kohnstamm presided the Instituie, which  was
incorporated 1n Lausanne in 1958 and was physically located where 1ts president happened to have his main
center of acuviues. The Insutute's onginal aim was to use the sumulus of European universities and "other
mstitutions ol equivalent level, partucularly in Europe™ to study the "long-term problems posed by European
integraton” and 1o trin "persens competent in these matters. " One of the tasks of the [nsutute was also 1©
prepare the ground for the creation of a European University. The Instutute was onginaily financed by a
sizable grant from the Ford Foundauon, where Monnet counted a dedicated. long ume mend: Shepard
Stone. [n addinon, the University of Lausanne {founded a Chair ror European integration with the financial
assistance ol the Ford Foundanon. Professor Rieben was appainted to the Chair in Apnl 1957 and directed
the Centre de Recherches Européennes of the University of Lausanne. which wrote reports on vanous
European topics, some of which were ordered by Mounel, notably on the United Kingdom and Europe.
Finally, Monnet asked Professor Rieben 1o create an Institut de Recherches in Lausanne and asked him to
replace him there as president of the Institute. The Institute was created in 1963, with the task of assembling
Monnet's archives in Lausanne. !

Another way to remedy the Committee’s lack of technical expertise was 10 occasionally rely on the
advice of professors, European Communities officials or policy-makers to prepare reports for the
Commuttee, which were sometimes discussed dunng the meetings. Professor Tnffin , Professor Hallstein,
Robert Manolin were some of the contnbutors. On the Amencan side Robert Bowie also gave advice 10
Monnet especially on the constitutional aspects of European n'lle,l_lranon.-”2

To bnelly summanze the overt manifestations of the Committee, we can best try to extract a few
commaon Lhemes from its resoluuons and declarauons. While resoiutions bound the Committee members o
the realization of a specific action sometimes assorted with a deadline, common declarations voiced general
posttions of the Commaitiee on European integranon.  Resoluuons and declarauons were sent to a broad list
ol about & hundred government officiais, parhamentanans, journalists. EC officials, industnalists, and
Imends o Monnet. Some were also submutted for parliamentanan approval in each country. Such was the
case lor the Declarauon on the orgamzing pnnciples of Euratom (February 18 1956,) and also for the
resolutions on Briush entry in the European communiuescJune 15 1967). Resolutions and declarations, as
well as some reports presented durng the sessions, were then widely publicized in the press both in Europe
and in the United States.

One of the recurning themes of the Commutiee has been Lo encourage the development of the
European Communities. The Committee’s first meetings {ocused mostly on the creation of Euratom and the
rauficauon of the EEC und Euratom treaties. The Commuttee similarly encouraged the election of the

European Parliament by popuiar vote. the tusion of the three execuuives, the establishment of an economic
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and monetary union, the creation of & new Social Fund, technological development and EC aid o third
world countries. A second theme was the political umfication of Europe. There Monnet had 1o luce the
opposition ol some members ol the Commuttee, who wondered whether Monnet had not wmed "Gaullist”
since he appeared 1o endorse the plan for pohincal cooperation ol General De Gaulle. The importance of
political cooperation among the members of the European Communities was nevertheless mentioned in the
July 1961 Declaravon.  Alter the Paris Summit in 1972, Monnet presented a project lor a provisional
European government, which partly contnbuted to the creation of the European Council, and shared some
Teatures with the Fouchet plans. A third theme, which almost amounted 1o an obsession for Monnet, was the
entry of the United Kingdom in the European Communities. Another leitmouv was that of the
establishment of a partnership between equals between the United States and a united Europe. Finally, the
Commitiee favored the reunification of Germuny within a united Europe, the organization of economic
cooperation with the Soviet Union, and the establishment of official relaiions between the EEC and
China. >

The Committee and Jean Monnel, since the two were inscparable, seems to have been most
successful in supporting the ratification of the Rome treaties, and in general in influencing the proposals of
many European Communtty officials, some of whom also happened o be [riends of Monnet and his
coliaborators. As for member governments, we have seen that support [or the Committee's proposals varied
from country 1o country. French oppostition certainly sounded the death knell of many of the Committee's
initiatives, on the other hand it can be argued that other member countries tended to favor the positions of
the Commitlee even more as a way of voicing their opposition to De Gaulle. The Commitlee's activities
also had good press in the United States, where it was considered to be a friendly ally on the other side of
the Atlanuc.

The difficulty in assessing the range of influence of the Commuttee stems most of all from the fact
that the Commuttee's circle of influential f1gures does not stop with its own members, but extends far
beyond that circle 1o include Monnet's [mends and acquaintances, as well as fnends of the members or of
Monnet's core group at Avenue Foch. Not onlv did many of these key personalities hold several hats, but
they also used 1o meet in several forums besides the Commuttee, including the Bilderberg meetings. The
picture that emerges 15 that of an elite of important personalities who all favored a general commitment
towards European integration, although to varying degrees. Many of these peopie considered each other as
friends. When Monnet decided to wind up his Committee, it 1s this circle of [nends which some of the
members of the former Monnet Commitlee tned Lo perpetuate, unul the Commttiee was reborn from its

ashes in 985, with a new name: the Action Commuttee tor Europe.

The Action Committee as a fleet in being
The last European summit took place in December 1974 in Pans. From now on heads of siate and

government would meet three umes a vear as European Council. A few months earlier, two members of
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Monnet's Commuttee, Valéry Giscard d'Estaing and Helmut Schmidt, had decided to back Monnet's
proposal lor a "provisional European government,” where heads of state and government of the mine EC
countnes would meet at regular intervals to work towards the goal of a European union. which had been
announced at the Paris Summit in October 1972, The last European Summit appointed Belgian Prnime
Mimster Leo Tindemans, also a member of Monnet's Committee, (0 write a report on European Umion by
the end ol [975. Although Monnet wound up his Commuttee on 9 May 1975, faithful members of the
Commuttee continued 1o meet informaily to discuss European issues. Their intention was to perpetuate the
personal links'ol Monnet's Commuttee 1o further European umty. Since Léo Tindemans was a member of
the team, Max Kohnstamm, whom Monnet had once wld that he might be responsible lor continuing [h[;
Committee, lost no tme in asking Léo Tindemans 1f he would want to discuss his ideas about European
union with members of the ex-Committee, before he wrote the final version of his report. Tindemans
accepted and offered to be their host at Val Duchesse in Brussels. The meeting took place on Sawrday,
Cgtober 18 1975 and gathered those members of the Committee who, at the end of the Commuttee, had
cxpressed the wish (o mamtan contacts with other members. Besides Tindemans and Kohnstamm, the
gathering counted such well-known names as Edward Heath, Maurice Faure, André Bergeron (General
Secretary of the CGT-FO), Giovanni Malagodi, J.M. DenUyl (President of the Dutch Council of Ministers)
and Georges Debunne. West Germany was especially well represented with Herbert Wehner, Karl Carstens,
Kurt Birrenbach, Ludwig Rosenberg and Helmut Schmidt. Almost all participants agreed that the final goal
of political umfication should be mentioned in Tindemans' report, but without aiming at a Federal union at
least for the short term, and without expecting that economic union would automatically lead to political
unton. There was a consensus thal European institutions should be strengthened while most of the
discussion centered on economic development. The participants agreed (o meet again next spring in Bonn.
Aflter the meeting, Max Kohnstamm counseled Tindemans 1o consult with Helmut Schmidt and to keep his
report short: "the intluence ol your report”, he said, "will be inversely proporuonal 1o 1ts Icng[h.'f" Yet
Tindemans did not follow this particular piece of advice. Van Helmont, who also helped to insure the
conuinuation ol the circle of old members of the Monnet Committee, later commented on the final report,
which he judged to be "an important and useful study, bul oo vast 1o be defended as such.”33 Not only was
the report 75 pages long, but it was all oo vague on many important points, including on the means to
strengthen the institutions of the European Communities.

Meanwhile Max Kohnstamm, who had just taken up his new post as first President of the
European University Insutute 1n Florence, found less and less time and energy (o devote to anything else
but the creation of the new institution, The meeting in Bonn, which should have been organized by Helmut
Schmidt never happened, yet Kohnstamm penodically mulled over the plus and cons of reviving the
Committee. Maybe the new Commuttee could help bring in Greece, Spain and Portugal in a way that would
strengthen the Community”? [n a ime of economic ¢nsis, the Commuttee might also prevent the Community

from breaking apart. But how should the new Committee be put together” Kohnstamm reached the

21

s amer
- gy

—



conciusion that no attempt should be made 1o bring in political parties and trade unicas as such but only to
a3k key figures from these parties und trade unions o become pan of the Commitiee. ndustnalists should
diso be asked w join, as well as representatnes from luture membpers of the Communities. Fnally, Max
Kohnstamm thought of bnnging in Young parhamentanans, aithough this might have the disadvantage that
they would not be sutficiently influential vet to defend the posinons of the Commitiee efficiently. But were
would the money come from., especially if polincal parues and trade umons did not parucipate n the

Committee us such? What would the Committee's name be? Who would preside i1, admimster 11? Max

Kohnstamm was willing to start 1t from Florence, where he benetited from an eflicient secretanat, but he

needed u small team to assist him, as had been the case lor the Monnet Commuttee. Under no circumstances
was the Commitiee to amount 1o just another discussion circle of which there were already Far (0o many
Atany rute, would the Committee be useful since heads of state and governments now met regularly in the
Council of Europe? Circumstances had changed: with a directly elected European Parliament and the
creaton of European political parties, would the commitiee sull have a mandate? Emilio Colombo
answered ves: Keyv political forces would not be found in the European Parliament , where you also would
not 1ind leaders of trade unions or of important {irms, netther would politicai parties at the European level
hold the power; the real power was at home and not in Brussels or StraBburg. Accordingly, a new
commitlee could play an important role in bringing together leaders of the European Parliament with key
policy-makers at the nanonal level. All very well. thought Kohnstamm, but this was to ignore a simple [act:
Monnet was Monnet, Yet Kohnstamm did wnite to Helmut Schmidt suggesting that 1f he and other members
were interested. he might want 10 revive the Commuttee after his job in Florence ended. A good starting
point Jor the committee might then be monetary umon. At any rate, Schmidt and Kohnstamm agreed that it
would be best to wait until the Fall of 1979 for a new meeting s¢ as not o mix up the revival ol the
Commuitee with the (irst direct election of the European Parliament in June 1979.56

About one vear alter the European elections, Tindemans asked several members ol the European
Parliament to take part in an informal discussion in Strasbourg. Also present that day were Max
Kohnstamm and Jucques Delors.5” In February 1981, Kohnstamm then embarked on a feasibility study
under the auspices of the European Cultural Foundation to examine the possibility of bnnging together
powerful personaiities from the political, industrial, trade union and university spheres and to encourage
them to work together and develop concrete proposals to relaunch European integration. 38 [n October 1981,
Kohnstamm retired from his posiuon as President of the European Umiversity Insttule and was thus {ree 1o
devote his ime to ponder over the future of European integraton and the desirability of creating a new
committee. He consulted with Helmut Schmidt, Emile Noel, Secretary General of the European
Commission, other top-level oflicials both at the Commission, President Wisse Dekker of Philips, the
Governor of the Bank of Belgium. University prolessors at the Umiversité de Louvain la Neuve. and
aradually reached the conclusion that the only way 1o relaunch European integration was through a rather

limited but coherent program to be presented as a Franco-German imtiaive. The best ime to implement
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such a program would be, according to Kohnstamm, from January 1983 to June 1984, a period which
would coincide with the German and French EC presidencies, ¥

On October 1 1982, Helmut Kohl replaced Helmut Schmidt as Chancellor of the German Federal
Republic. A& former member of Monnet's Committee, Kohl soon declared that the CDU and his government
would give a "high priority” to European affairs and "European political union.” Encouraged by such a
move, Kohnstamm lost no time in contacting Richard von Weizsacker, Burgermeister of Berlin, with whom

he shared his thoughts for a German proposal to relaunch Europe, which would be discussed with the

French and then submitted to the other members of the European Communities. By February 1983,

Kohnstamm reached the conclusion that only a "package including the 'parachévement'of the internal
Market, measures in commercial and industnal policy and probably an increased use of the European
Investment Bank and the so-called N.I.C. (Ortoli facility) for investment purposes” would have "a chance o
be accepted” and to help relaunch the Community. Around the same time Edward Heath considered the
possibility of "gathering together a group of influential figures in order to persuade those in power” 1o take
a bold common action.” S®With the Council of Stuttgart approaching, Kohnstamm wrote Foreign Minister
Emilio Colombo and Gaston Thorn, President of the European Commussion, proposing a "crists scenarnio”
0 make sure that the Council would be the starting point of the revitalizanon of the Community and not the
beginning of its unraveling. Kohnstamm proposed that Kohl receive a special mandate from the Council to
prepare a report which would then be submitted 1o a special European Council in early 1984.51

Meanwhile Kohnstamm again thought of reviving the Monnet Committee, especially if Stutigart
did not have any real results. The Stuttgart Council of June 1983 was no real success but neither did it
sound the death knell of the Community. In late August Kohnstamm wrote w0 Wisse Dekker for help. The
only way (o rescue a stagnating Community, he insisted, was to start with the creation of a European market
for clectro-technical and communication industry, where there did seem to be some impulse 10 move on.52
Kohnstamm soon became involved in the efforts of UNICE (Umon des Confédérations de |'Indusine et des
Emploveurs d'Europe), the Kangoroo Group of the European parliament and the Roundtable of
Industrialists®3 1o promote the completion of the internal market. In early 1984, some informal meetings
took place at Kohnstamm's home in the Ardennes with representatives from Philips, the Kangaroo Group
und key industrialists. J.C. Ramaer, the Philips representative in Brussels, anticipated great benefits from
the revival of the Monnet Commitiee to obtain political support from a wide group of influential
personalities [or Dekker's proposals. In the fall of 1984 and in early 1985 Dekker presented his Agenda for
Acton or "Europe 1990" pl:;m for market liberalization in speeches and in letiers 1o heads of state and

government, the European Commission and the President of the European Parliament, &

Preliminary meetings
In paratlel with Kohnstamm's efforts, Schmidt and Tindemans wrote to former members of the

Monnet Committee who had 1aken part in the Val Duchesse meetng and "who remained active in the
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political and trade umons activiues of the member states” asking them 1f they would be willing 10 get
logether 1n the near future to discuss wayvs to "ensure that the thoughts and methods of Jean Monnet
continue Lo serve u4s a guide on the road towards European Umon.” As had been the case with the Monnet
Commuitiee, Max Kohnstamm prepared the reumon in late 1983 and carly 1984 by paying personal visits o
all parucipants. In hght of the disappointing results of the European Council meeting in Athens, everyone
felt a sense ol urgency. A draft statement ol the group'’s wims was circulated to all of the participants before
the meeting 10 serve as a sort of charter for the group.®S The meeting look place at Stuyvenberg Castle in
Brussels on March 13 und 14, 1984, just before the European Council in Brussels which was vel another
lailure. Léo Tindemans, Max Kohnstamm, Helmut Schmidt, Emilio Colombo, Joop Den U, George
Debunne (Leader of the European Trade Union Congress), Maunce Faure, Ted Heath, J. Houthuys (Leader
ol the Belgian Trade Unions) all 0ok part in the meeting. Rainer Barzel, André Bergeron, and Jean-
Frangois Deniau could not fit the meetings into their schedules, while Karl Carstens indicated that he would
participate in the work of the group at the end of his term as President of the Federal Republic. Participants
agreed to revive the Monnel Commitiee but o adapt 1t to modemn circumstances. There was no point in
inving 1o sccure the participation of polincal parties on a representative basis since they were already
“involved in the 1ssues and workings of the Community.” Maunice Faure agreed with Helmut Schmidt and
Joop Den Uyl that the main task of the Committee would be o "define a grand strategy in order to wake up
a decadent Europe.” There was 1o be no publicity until the Commitiee was set up. In the meanume, again
lollowing in the [ootsteps of Monnet's Commutlee, with this difference that its was mainly outside experts
who then prepared the reports, several group members were asked o prepare a number of papers for the
next preparatory meeting. Mr Colombo on the purpose and goal of the European Community, Mr Schmidt
on the EMS, Mr Deniau on a unilied home market, Maunce Faure on Secunty and Delense, and Ted Heath
on the entry of Spain and Portugal and Internatonal Relations. Finally, Helmut Schmidt insisted that it was
“important Lo realize that Europe was not at the centre of thinking in the French Socialist party, although it
was at the centre of Mitterand's thinking,” hence the importance of enhisting a French Socialist on the
Commuttee, "somebody who impressed Mitterand, and whose parucipation in the Committee had s tacit
approval,”®

Soon aflterwards Max Kohnstamm and Simon May, who was detached from the European
Commussion [or the occaston, set out to do just that, while they also examined concrete wayvs Lo organize a
new Committee. Under no circumstances was the Commitiee to be composed only of "has beens”, one must
"look for younger people, either in office, or in position of de facto influence, or close to those in power.”
There would be no pcrmu.nen; Chairman [or the group, since a major figure might always be "controversial
n some wav", instead, there would be a rotating chairmanship or the presidency would be handed to the
host al each meeung. In the short run it was all nght for the work of the Commitiee to be financed [rom

olhenal sources such us the Commussion; the money could be channeled through a pnivate insutute such as



the Centre for European Policy Studies. In the long-run. however. it was best o seek [unds from private
sources.®”

Max Kohnstamm had first met Jacques Delors at a dinner in Florence in 1976, and had kept in
touch ever since. By June 1984, shortly belore the European Council ol Fontunebleau. Delors informed
Kohnstamm that Mitterand agreed 1o let him join the new Commuttee. Kohnstamm immediately wrote him
back telling um how elated he was that he would be part of the Commttee. He also suggested that the
Fontainebleau Council appoint 4 sort of new Comité Spaak to establish a coherent crash program with
iimited objectives to relaunch European integration. Kohnstamm also made the same suggestion o Léo.
Tindemans and Maunce Faure. Two such Commitiees were created as a result of the Fonwinebleau
Council: the ad-hoc Commuttee on a People's Europe and the ad-hoc Commuttee on Insttutional Affairs.
The second cne or Dooge Commutlee, was by lar the most imponant. The two commuitiees were composed
of representatives of heads of slate and government of the member states. Significantly, Mitterand chose
Maunce Fuure, one ol the signatones of the Treaty of Rome and an active member of the Monnet group, 10
represent France in the Dooge Commuttee. Maurnice Faure plaved a significant role since the general plan of
the Dooge report very much followed a report which he had presented dunng the first reumions of the
Commuttee. The Dooge report put the realizauon of a homogeneous internal economic space at the head of
the list of pnonues, then the creation ol a technological community and the strengthening of the EMU. It
also emphasized the need for a Common external policy and for the improvement of the decision-making
structures of European insututions. These pnonues were very much those of the Monnet group.

Meanwhile, Max Kohnstamm and Simon May were busv gathering their flock for the next
preparatory meeting ol the new Commutiee. Using Jean Frangois Demiau as hus emissary, Kohnstamm asked
Jucques Chaban-Delmas, President of the French National Assembly, if he would join the new Commuiee.
Monnet had always held him in high esteem. and Kohnstamm thought he would be a good pohiucal asset for
the Commiltee. Kohnstamm also wrote 1o M, Boiteux. President of the EDF. When Jacques Delors was
chosen as the next President of the Commission of the European Communities, Max Kohnstamm was
overjoved and sent lim a telegram: "Y our nomination 1s the best thing that happened to Europe since very
muny vears stop Best wishes tor the success ot the mission you .\c;.‘x:plcai."68 I1 Delors’s nomination was the
best thing that happened to Europe, 1t posed problems for the Committee since Delors would now have to
be replaced by another French Socialist. The difficulty was iemporanly surmounted by asking Delors to
come to the next preparatory meeting of the Commuttee's as a guest. Kohnstamm continued to exchange
letters and phone calls with Delors and 10 meet with lim when Delors ook on his headquarters at the
Commussion 1n Brussels. In the interval Kohnstamm suggested possible appointees for the Delors team.

Ted Heath hosted the second preparatory meeting on September 11 and (2 at Leeds Castle. About
ten members of the lormer Monnet Commitiee, their assistants and Delors atiended the meeung. They
decided 10 nume the Commutiee " Action Committce for Europe.” Some of the discussion focused on ways

1w enhance the Commuttee’s influence. Heath made the important point that “today-unhike in the fifties
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when Monnet's committee was established, public pressures were needed for governments to act”". The
Committee should therefore have "as its major objective o act on pubhic opimon and the media.” This
advice was not really followed in practice, since the Committee has so lar remained a largely pnvate,
behind-the-scenes attur; its initiatives are generally not mentioned in the press, with rare excepuons. Yet at
the ume, members of the Committee considered publishing the Committee's program in major new spapers
or peniodicals with a full hist of signatones, and making public speeches to contnbute (o public education on
European issues. As [or the behind-the-scenes activities, those who had subscribed w the Commitee's
progrum were (0 be encouraged to "lobby for it in the organization they belonged to and/or in other
constituencies in which they had influence. Members could also put pressure on "parliamentanans in
member stiles to ble resolutions requesting their governments 1o act on the proposals contained in the
group's program.” The [inancial question raised some difficulties. While most members agreed that trade
untons and industrnialists should be approached, some dissented on the 1dea that the European Commission
and Parhament should also contnibute to the Commuttee. Most of all, al though the Commitiee would not
and could not be a "research department” it must at least have u program, a "package” with clear objectives
and a ume table. The Committee would have two main tasks 1) to develop proposals and 2) to lobby for
them. To rulfill the second task and 1o be more representative ol the varnous poliuical forces, the commiliee
must be enlarged to about one hundred members in the spring of 1985.

A few weeks after the Leeds Castle meeting, Jacques Delors informed Kohnstamm that President
Mitterand offered Rambouillet for the next and last preparatory meeting ol the Committee. Several
meetings took place with key officials from the Commission in Brussels to improve the techmecal
background ol the Committee in preparation for Rambouillet. The topics covered included the EMS, the
internal market and new technologies, and institutional questions. Duning one of these reumons Kohnstamm
delined the Commutlee as a "poliucal pressure group at the service of a vigorous revival of European
construction.” The Commuttee, he said, proposes a mobilizing slogan: "no frontiers between Europeans in
1995!" Just befure the meeting, participants received a dossier which contained a few "programme papers”.
one on the EMS, another entitied: "No barners by 1992: a proposal and a method for the abolition of
barners between the Community's member states over the next decade,” sull another on a community-wide
telecommunicatons policy, and finally a note on the raison d'éire of the Committee. The nole reaffirmed
the objecuve of the Preambles of the Treaties of Pans and Rome: To strengthen peace and liberty in the
world through the establishment of an ever closer union among the people of Europe and to improve their
living and working conditions. Even though the imtial program of the new commitiee focused on the
complenon of the internal JT;Jl'kel and the development of a common currency, it did not fose sight of the
pohucal objectives of European umity, but considered that these could best be attained by "unifying and
revitalizing our economies.” The note concluded: "In lus memoirs, Jean Monnet, describing the dissolution

ol his Commuttee, wrnies: 'If we were to luce [resh cnses like those which have made the Committee
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necessary, there would stll be ime to form a new political force.” A decade ¢: so ol near stagnation
consututes such a cnsis. Therefore the ume to act 18 now!”

In addinon to the onginal core Monnet group, Frangois-Xavier Ortoh ol TOTAL and Giovanm
Agnelh of FIAT, were present at the Rambouillet meeting on December 20 and 21 1984, Jucques Delors
ok part ex officio while Frangots Mitterand presided over lunch during the last duy of the meeung. The
Communique at the end ol the meeting menhioned that the lirst pnonity of the Committee would be 1o
promote un integrated common market and to encourage major progress owards a tull European Monetary
system. The committee would also "promote Western European interests in foreign policy and security” and
“tuke 1nto account the recent inttiatives of the European Parliament, as well as the final report ol the Dooge
Committee.” Key "European pohiticians, trade unionists and industrialists in Community member states”
would be invited to join. What was not said in the commumqué 1s that Kohnstamm had been invited to
serve as Secretary-General of the Committee, with Simon May as his deputy. They were put in charge of
contacung potential members of the Committee, including from Spain and Portugal. Since the Committee
might ulumately consutute a very large group, the participants considered creating a steenng group. They

agreed that the next meeting would take place in Bonn on June 6 and 7 1985.5%

The Action Committee for Europe

On January 14 1985, in his first speech before the European Parliament, Delors proposed to
complete the internal market by 1992. Just after Chnistmas, Kohnstamm had wntten him a long letter in
which he made a few suggestons for the speech. A few months later the Council endorsed the goal of a
single market by 1992 and asked the Commission 10 wnte a detailed program with a timetable. Soon
Internal Market Commussioner Lord Cockfield drafted his famous White paper which he completed by June
14 As onginally planned, the founding meeung of the Action Committee for Europe took place on June 6
and 7 1985, that 15 a lew weeks before the Milan European Council, which decided that an
intergovernmental conference should be convened under article 236 of the EEC Treaty and thus became the
starung point for the Single European Act.7%0n June 6 Karl Carstens opened the meeung, Max Kohnstamm
then presented a project of declaration. Vicomte Etienne Davignon, now a member ol the Commiltee, later
discussed ways of (inancing the Commiuee. Davignon proposed that pohitical parties, trade unions and
industnalists each assume responsibility for ruising one third of the Committee's financial needs. The next
day, President Delors gave a presentation. Right atterwards, a declaration followed by a resolution were
unammously adopted. Asg.'ummg that unemplovment could only successfully be tackled by restoring
cconomic dyvnamism, the declaration focused on three main points where action was urgently needed: the
completion of an internal market without fronters by 1992, progress in advanced technology and the
strengthening ol the EMS, along with the encouragement ol solidanty between poor and nch regions in the
EC. The Committee also made a direct appeal (o the Milan European Council, which again stressed these

three points, while also insisting that the European Council must reinforee the decision-making structure ol
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the Council of Mimsters. Participants then gathered at the Schaumburg Palace for lunch. Federal
Chancellor Helmut Kohl gave a speech which he conciuded by saving that the most important task of the
Committee was o "comvey to the voung generation the histoncal necessity ol the process of European
umfication. Oniy 1l we succeed n transmitting this hentage will we be able to make this process
imeversible.” | The meeting was followed by a press conlerence at the Hotel Steinberger.

Dunng the next months Davignon worked on gathenng financial contnbutions for the Commuttee,
while Kohnstamm and his Assistant were busy enlisting new members from Greece. Spain and Portugal
and espectally from the Bntish Conservauve Party. Since most of the trouble at the forthcoming
Luxembourg European Council on December 2 and 3 was hikely to come from Margaret Thatcher, the
offensive on this (ront was reinforced by a direct intervenuon of Karl Carstens, who sent her a letter right
before the European Council in which he reminded her of the prionues of the Committee. Another prionity
(or the Commuttee was 10 get another member from the Sociahist Party, On this score, Mitterand and Jospin
both asked Henn Nallet 1o represent the French Socialists on the Commuittee. Nallet had been A gnculture
and Commumity Advisor to Mitterand and later on Minister of Agnculture. He was also a close fnend of
Delors. =

In 1986 and bevond, the close associaiion between the Commitiee and the European Commussion
continued. Delors and Kohnstamm were 1n frequent touch with one another and whenever possible the
Commission made experts available to the Commitiee to prepare reports for the Committee's meetings,
especially on economic and monetary issues. The Commission also provided interpreters lor the
Commuttee’s meetings. In addition, the Commussion made a 22,000 ECL subsidy available to the
Commuttee for 1986, as had been the case for 1985. When Kohnstamm's assistant decided to take on an
important position in a large telecommunications company, Delors quickly replaced him with Kevin
Walsh.”® The Commitiee also received the occasional help of the Belmont European Community Law
Office.”* The Amencan connection continued to be relied upon on occasion. In October 1986, Kohnstarnm
wrote 10 George Vest of the Department of State, asking him whether 1t would be possible to try to form an
Amencan counlerpart (o the Action Committee [or Europe in the United States, a sort of "Commutiee for
L.S./Europe cqual partnershup™”3Y et Kohnstamm [ound 1t increasingly tiring o work for the Commitiee.
Al the end of 1988, he would be close 10 75, and now wanted to prepare for his departure as Secretary
General of the Commutiee to spend ume with his children and to work on his memoirs. He felt largely
frustrated for having to take care of some of the [inances of the Committee and would have been very
grateful to have a {ullyv-equipped multi-language secretanal at his disposal. Finally, Kohnstamm wondered
whether he had sufficient authonty and connections to reaily bnng the Commuttee 10 life. Yet, as in the
past. when he worked tor Monnet's Committee, Kohnstamm continued to travel to see the different
members of the commutice in preparation [or its next plenary meeting. As in the past, he kept on wnting

long reports on the vanous discussions he hud with the members of the Commitiee.
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A Bilderberg meeting came in handy to discuss the organizatuon of the next meeting of the
Committee 1n [aly with members who happened to be present at Bilderberg. including Max Kohnstamm,
Giovanm Agnell, Euenne Davignon, Helmut Schmidt, Patnck Sheehy (Chairman of Bnush and Amencan
Tobaceo Industnes Ine.) and David Steel (Leader of the Brnush Liberul P:.\rl)‘J." The next pienary meeting
ok place 1n Rome in March 1987, Thirty vears had passed since the signing of the treaties of Rome.
Emilio Colombo agreed 1o chair the meeting. In order to better prepare for it. members had dratted long
reports on topies to be discussed in Rome. On the first day, participants examined the state of the
Community and its future perspectives, as well as defense and secunty 1ssues. President Francesco Cossiga
received members of the Committee in the evening. On the second day the discussion, introduced by
Delors, focused on how Lo translate the expectatons of the SEA into reality. As always, the meeung was
followed by a press conference. The result was a short declaration which emphasized the necessity of
creating a European pillar within the Atlanuc Alliance and ol making further progress in growth and
economic and social cohesion Lo fight unemployment. [n an effort 1o enhance the Committee's work and Lo
2o beyond general statements, the Committee decided on the creation of two working groups, one on the
development of the Community, another on the establishment of a European Pillar within the Alliance,
chaired by Chaban-Delmas.

It 1s as President of the Assemblée Nationale that Chaban-Delmas welcomed the Commiuee in
Paris for its third meeting on January 18 and 19 1988. There were two main sessions, Chaban-Delmas
chaired the first one on the establishment of a European pillar in the Atlantic Alliance, Delors chaired the
second one on the development of the Commumity. At the end of the meeting, Frangos Mitterand received
the members ol the Committee at the Elysée Palace. The meeting produced no resolution but a declaration
which exhorted the Community to complete the Internal market, and, beyond that, to achieve monetary
union and to create a European Pillar in the Atantc Alliance. The Committee proposed to member states of
the Western European Union to draft a report which would "form the basis ol an Intergovernmental
Conference to dralt the necessary changes in the W.E.U Treaty to specify the nghts and obligations of the
European Member States who desire to create together the European Pillar.”™®

At this point we leave the Action Committee for Europe, which is now presided by Chaban-
Delmas, with René Foch, a close Associate of Monnet since the creation of Euratom, acting as the new
Secretary General of the Committee. Recently, after meeting in Brussels in October 1992, the Commitiee
adopted live resolutions. Not surprisingly. the top of the agenda was occupied by the ratificanon of the
Muastnicht Treaty. But the Committee insisted that the "ratificaion debates must nol paralyze the
Commumty.” "Fuced with Ir:e threat of an economic crisis, the Action Committee ask[ed] the Commussion
Lo prepare a plan for an economic recovery which would meet the problems of the hour and the
cxpectations of public opinion.” Again, not surpnisingly, the Commuttee asked for a "strategy for the
countnes of Eastern and Central Europe and the present CIS. The Committee also stressed the urgency of

cxamining the insututional consequences of enlargement. Last bul not least, the Committee again stressed
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the need for the WEU 1o become the "defense component of the European Political Union and the
European Pillar of the Atlantic Alliance. "79

In September 1988, the Committee counted 92 members from government. political parties, trade
unions, banking, business, the European Parliament and the European Movement. Out of these 92 members,
which included members [rom Denmark, Greece, Spawn, Ireland, and Portugal, 13 were [ormer members of
Monnet's Commuttee for the United States of Europe. Resolutions and declarations from the Commiuee are
being sent w a broad list of wp European officials including Frangors Mitterand, Reland Dumas, Helmut
Kohl, Elisabeth Guigou, R. Lubbers, Jean-Luc Dehaene and Jacques Delors.

The main difference between the Action Commitiee for Europe and the former Action Commitiee
for the United States of Europe, is, of course that Monnet does not chair it. Neither Kohnstamm nor
Chaban-Delmas or René Foch can claim the same connections and degree of influence and Monnet
possessed, although, as we have seen, Monnel's power base was very weak in his own country, France.
Neither, perhaps, can they claim the same amount of energy and power of persuasion. Beyond that, the new
Committee counts many more members than the Monnet Commitiee. This is both a plus and a minus:
although the Committee needs a large group to lobby for its views, it might also be argued that it is hard to
agree on anything with such a large group. The Commuttee has tried to remedy this in a number of ways, A
core group of members of about 15 1o 20 people occasionally write reports and insure the "suivi” of the
Committee. Former members of the Monnet group play a relatvely significant role within this group,
although their importance should not be overestimated. In addition, footnotes, stating the dissenting views
of some members of the Committee, have now crept into the Commitiee's last resolutions. As we have seen,
another difference 1s that members now not only come {rom new EC countnes but also from industry or
banking. The fact that some members of the Committee belong to important firms or banks, poses the
question of the "désintéressement” of the Commuttee and blurs the disunction between the Action
Committee as an epistemic community dedicated to the goal of European umon, and the Action Committee
as an interest group which promotes a certain type of Europe by focusing mainly on the economic and
monetary aspects of European integration. The financing of the Commuttee, which relies not only on
contnbutions from its members but also on funding from major firms as well as from the Commission,
further confuses the issue. Is the Commitiee acting as a pawn ol lhe European Commission? Here one
should not condemn the new commiitee too quickly: only about one tenth of i1ts wide membership, which
inciudes members of the European Parliament, is made out of industrialists or bankers. [n addition,
although the Commitiee maintains a continuous exchange ol views with the European Commission and
supports some of its initiatives, it also evolves ils own proposals, even if 1t sometimes does so with
technical help from the European Commission. There is thus no major difference here with the Monnet
Committee which also made use of the experuse of {riends of Monnet who happened to work for the
European Communities. Yet what 1s mainly lacking in the new Committee 1s a core group ol close

associates working around a well-connected, energetic president. In other words: a team. But perhaps the
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main disappointment of the Committee 1s that 1t has not succeeded 1n fulfilling what Ted Heath and Helmut
Kohl thought would be 115 most important task: to "act on public opinion and the media”, and o "convey to :
the voung generauon the historical necessity of the process of European unitication. ™ The Committee has

so far remained a largely elite, behind-the-scenes atfar.
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