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PREFACE

Post-war Britain witnessedvtwo important political deve-
lopméntsg Externally, she suffered decline in her status as a
world power. And internally the Labour Party came to power with
an overwhelming majority. The Labour assumed the reigns of
Gove:nﬁent Qith the declared objective of a ‘break in the conti-
nuity' of the traditional British foreign policy and effecting
in its place a 'sociallst foreign policy‘. Added to these two
important developments, Britain was also to face a rapidly
gathering momentum of the movement for "European Unity" on the
continent. Partly because of the traditional British role in
Europé and partly because of the soclalist outlook of the Labour,
European unity movement was not enthusiastically supported by
the new government. The first two chapters of this dissertation
will discuss the nature of the movement for "European Unity" and
the opposition of the Labour Government to such a mévemént; with
particular referehce to thé issue of British entry into the EEC.'

The Labour Party was back in power in 1964 and held it
till 1970. Almost two years after coming into power the Labour
shifted from "anti-marketism" to "pfo-marketiSm?. Several factors,
of which the economic factors such as the decline in Britain's
trade with the Commonwealth, the EFTA, and the impressive strides
made by the EEC compelled the Wilson Government to modify its
stand on the EEC issue. The.subject matter of the third chapter

would be to analyse these economic factors snd also the signifi-

cant role playéd by Wilson.
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Wilson playéd a major role not only in rallying his
Party's support to his’"pro-market" policy, but also in pro-
'pdsing the cr‘eation of a "European Technological Commnnity"
which;added asnéw'dimensioh'tq‘"European Unity". The ¢all for
_pooling'together the scientific and technological resources.of_
HEst European countries to’coantef-thé.American domination
constitute a major part of his continental caﬁpaign for Bri-
tain's membership. The fourth_chapter'will analyse the relatife
scientificiénd téchnologicai capabilities of America and Europe,
Britain's own possible contribution to this field, and the dip-
lomatie significance of wWilson's concept. |

After completing his continental tour, wxlson, baoked
by a massive,?arty and Parliamentany support, applied anew
for Britaln's membership to the EEC. But de Gaulle's veto
blocked once again Britaln'S»entny.intb.the BEC. 'Ihe reaction
of'iabour Government to the French vetb, and its post-veto
policy will be dealt in detail under the fifth chapter.

In working for this dissertation I depended largely on
| tbe ava11ab1e_seconﬁary sources. Owing to the inadequacy of o
time, .I poﬁld not draw much upon primaiy sources. Yet I endea-
vourédvto-make an analytical expogition of the topic of this
dissertation. | )

"1 feel morally obliged to express my thanks to Dr‘ H.S.
Chépra but for whose guidance and kind copperation this disser-
tation.wquld have had neither an enthusiastic béginning-hor a
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successful completion. By confining myself t'o these few words,
I express my gratitude the most, not the least.

FD‘ V- 3?1\\_";§b<>-

Pate 23 December 1975
New Delhi-57



Chapter I
BRITAIN AN THE POST-WAR EUROPEAN UNITY MOVEMENT

Britain's role in post-war Europe could be well under-
'stood by examining the traditionsl British approach to the per-
ception of world realities. The long diplomatic history of
Britain and her role as a'wofld poﬁef enabled her to evolve
certain notions that guide her practical role in world.politics.
These notions may be logical or illogical but that is not the
serious concern of the student of British foreign policy. The
facf'that they igfluenca the foreign poliéy formulations of the’
British policy-makers itself is of utmost importance.

' Then vhat is the nature of these notions, or to put it,
the permanent bases of Britaln's wofld policy. TI'istaste for
dogma and doctrinaire concepts, a sceptical attitude at distant
objectives and even systematic thought are deeply iﬁgrained in
the mind of Englishman. "The British are not as a rule attracted
by abstract ;deas.v Their pragmatic spproach to any problem
makes them distrustful of'gengral concepts and distant objec-
tives."1 It is‘this‘dislike for systematic planning and readi-
ness to viéw"énd.tackle things as they‘are that makes the
British to find pragmatic solutions to practical world problems.
But pragmatism and logic'are not good friends. Logic, with its
definable purpose of 'sclentific thinking' clashes with pragmatism

1 A.H. Robertson, European JIngtitutions, Co-operation:
Integration: Unification (London, 1989), p. 14.



that demands conclusions and results not from scientific pfinci-
ples but from experience of men, their true nature and stark
realities. Given this cdnflicting relgtionship between logic
and pragmatism, the British, in dealing with international prob-
lems are too oriented towards the latter than the former. '
'He (Englishman) distrusts logic at all times
and most of all in the government of men, for

instinct and experlence alike teach him that
men are not governed by logic, that it is un-

l and that‘wisddm more often&lies in
refraining from pressing sound arguments to
thelir logical conclusion and in aggggg;gg_g

.(Emphasis added)2
. It 1s this pragmatic disposition that underlies the whole

course of British foreign policy. 1In fact, it 1s a mental |
attitudé, a'tradition, deeply rooted in the centuries of British
diplomatic history;. And this tradition is still carried right
down into ‘the twentieth century by the British statesmen. On
16 August 1950, Harold Macmillan, then an opéosition leader,
' commenting on the Schuman plan énd contrasting between the Bri-
tish and the continental tempsraments, expressed the Anglo-Saxon
praguatic tradition as below: -

The differenge is temperamental and intellec-

tual. It is based on a long divergence of

two states of mind and methods of argumenta-

‘tion. The continental tradition likes to
reason g _priori frqm the top downwards, fraom

2 Sir Austen Chamberlain, "The Penmanent Bases of British

Foreign Policy", Forelgn Affairs (New Yorl), vol. 9, no. 4,
p. 537. ’ )
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- the general principles to the practical
application. It is the tradition of St.
Thomas of Aquinasy of the schoolizen, and
of the great continental scholars and

thinkers. Ihe . nglg-Saxons like to arpue
a_ngﬁtgz;gxz_gxnm_.ns_ng119m_nanamia;_£nma

S et (Emphasis‘uﬂdeﬂ)u3 -

This tradition, as it would be seen in the ensuing discuésiong
lurked behird the post-war British Furopean policy. ’nd one -
cannot understand this aspect of 3ritish policy unless»one makes
a brief survey of Britain's»role in Eﬁrope atleast since the |
nineteenth century.

" The three~greét British interests in wodern times have
been: the socurity of the British isles from attack by the
external forces; the maintenance of the all-important British
foreign trade; end the developuent ald security of the oversens
possessions.4 The wethod of weeting all these three needs had
been the possession of predoninant sea power. Once this-maJor
interesf is recognized, it is not difficult to widerstend Bri-
tain's role in Europé.

Taring the later half of the nineteenth century Britain
vdid not feel herself a part of Europé. She pursued a policy of
balance of power, vhich meant that, dépending upon her own

interests, she could keep out of, or intervene in, military

3 suoted in lora Beloff, The (eneral Savs Ro (London,
1963), p. 60.

4 Ex&;iﬁn_gggnzizx, A 3eport by a Chatham House Study
group {(London, 1946), p. 26.
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conflicts or to intervene on either of the two sides 1f a war
broke out in Furope. Her aim was to prevent the emergence of
a dominant power that might threaten her security in Europe and
hence her world possessions. It is in this sense that her policy
was interpreted to be "defensive'. _

«+sthe chief spectre of British diplomacy in

modern times has been the domination of

Europe by one power. This has rightly been

regarded as intolerable from the point of
view of British security.... Her real aim

hope always remalned that a state of equili-
briumn would continue, for that was an essen-
tial condition to be fulfilled before she
~could devote her main energies to the develop-
ment of her overseas possessions and foreign
trade. (Emphasis added) 5

Thus with few exceptions, that too mostly connected with the
safeguarding of her oceanic communications, as in the case of
Alliance with Portugal, Britaln never formed permanent tiles with
other powers. Her friendships and Alliances within Europe were
ad _hoc, governed by her larger interest: protection to maritime,
transoceanic and conn_nercial interests. |

The continuity of this British Buropean policy, however,
received a jolt around the early years of twentieth century.
She was overlaid by fear of Austria-Hungary's expansionist policy

that was supported by Germany. The British vere becoming aware

& Ibid., PP 28-29,
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of the threat from the young, prosperous and militarily strong
Germmany, determined to outbid Britain both inside and outside
Europe. "The Britisﬁ were uncertain in their reactions to this
new phencmenon in Burope; they were seriously worried; they were
admiring; they were reluctant to regard war against Germans as
necessary or 1nev1table,"6 So, in spite of the Entente Cordiale
with France from 1904 onwards, Britain hesitated to take a ¢lear-
cut stand when, in 1914, Germany decided to back Austro-Hungary's
expansionist policy in South-East Europe with armed force. It

is a contentious 1ssue as to how much blame Britain should carry
for the outbreak of the First World War.

After 1918, the British, however, found it difficult to
keep up the war-time vendgeful feelings towards the Germans. Nor
did they give whole-hearted sympathy to the French demands for
repression of the German people and for tight security against
renewed German aggression.

Moreover, the rise of the two dictators in Europe, Musso-~
linl and then Hitler, produced confused and gmbiguous reactions
in Britain. Some politicians advocated conciliation because they
thought Bfitain needed time to rearm. This was a defensible
policy, and it was the defence frequently put forwérd for the
1938 Munich Agreement. The Munich Agreement could only lead to
the quick destruction of Czechoslovakia, and left Hitler

6 Elisabeth Barker, Britain in a Divided Europe, 1945-70
(London, 1971), p. 12.



undeterred in carrying the offensive further. Instead the Agree=-
ment badly damaged the credibility of British warnings to Hitler,
and even made many British people doubt the kind of policy their
country was pursuing.

«sethe whole Munich business left many

people in Britain with a sense of guilt,

or at the very least, a feeling that the

kind of dlplomacy which Britain practised

in the 1930s was feeble and inadequate.

Scmething firmer and clearer would be

needed in the future. 7
The second wvorld war was fought and won. But the victory was
only a Pyrrhic victory. The war left the British Eupire with
many wounds and set the process of her decline. The Royal kavy
vas no more unchallenged with the rise of new sea~powers. There
was the rise of new world povers, changing the very nature of
global polities. The British economy itself was severely
shattered leaving Britain incapable of sustaining her Empire.
In short, Britain ceased to be a world power. Yet the British
people were not ready to accept the truth. They still enter-
talned the myth that their nation was a world power.

In the early years after the war most of

the British believed that they could still

go home agailn to the world of 1939.... The

ecoromic belt-tightening at hame, it was

thought, was only temporary.... In 1945 the

Empire seemed more powerful than all of

Yiestern Europe - and the British believed
it wvas. Thus vhen Britaln could have had -

7 Ibid., p. 13.



the leadership of Europe for the asking,
she saw no reason to ask. 8

In fact, the pést-war Britain was facing a dichotomy - a dicho-
tomy between her reluctance to accept'the changed status and
the inability to sustain the old position, if at all she belleved
it still existed.

The contrast between her (Britain) accepted

position and the power she could coummand

injected ambiguity into British foreign

policy. Every post-war government from

Attlee to Harold Wilson's has been unsure

of England's real place in the world. What

was Great Britain in the mid-twentieth

century? 9

This was the question that faced every Englishman. And

this was the questioh that failed to recelve an unequivocal
answer for a considerable time after the Second World War. Was
Britain the third industrial 'Great Pover'? Or the leader of
the Commonwealth? Or a major European nation? Or America's
'*special partner'? Or was she the “est's 'honest broker' with
Russia? Some of these roles were mutually contradictory and to
none of them Britain seemed to express her full commitment.
‘ "Out of the many options before her, she evolved, as ex~-
pounded by Winston Churchill, a tripod relationship of over-
lapping cireles: Britailn and the Commonwealth, Britain and the

United States, and Britain and Europe. But what was Europe's

8 | Geogge We Ball, The Discipline of Power (Boston, 1968),
Pe . '

9 - Ibid., p. 72,



position in theso three circles?

All British Governments, Labour and Con-
servative alike, looked at their European
relationship as one of a set of three
relationshipse.... (But) in the first post-
war decade most people would have said that

(mphasisaaded) 20

 'If Europe ranked least in the tripod relationship, it
remains to substantiate such a view by examining the post-var
British-European policy. But such an examination should neces-
sarily be preceded by a discussion of another rost important
development in Europe after the war - the European Unity Hovement.
The immediate aftermath of the Second VWorld “ar wltnessed

the spurt of an emotional ﬁovement for the 'Unity of Europe' or
'United Europe'. The movenent took its inspiration and gathered
nomentum as a result of the consequences or legacies left behind
by the war. The war severely crippled the economies of the lest
European states, disrupted their political life and institutions,
posed a led danger from the East. Iu fact post-war Western
Europeu befaced four important questions: (1) physical and
economic devastations bordering in souwe countries on social
collapse; and what to do about it, how to start reconstruction;

(2) political wveakness; how to build a strong government and how

10 hiriam Camps, Brit
(London, 1964), p. 4

11 Henceforvard ’Europe' would be used in the sense of
'Jestorn Europe'.



to wrest hard decisions from fragile coalitions in a milieu
wvithout strong national parties or leaders; (3) what to do about
Germany; and (4) how to conduct in the cold war and resist the
~ threat from the East.12

This crisis - political, social and economic - and its
necessity of finding satisfactory solutions to its problems
left the Europeans with one conviction: that the present system
of 'nation-state! was no more relevant in the context of changed
circumétances. However strongly nationalist movements may have
contributed to the liberation of Europe, the era in wvhich poli-
tics could be dominated by nation-states on the scale of Euro-
pean ones was drawing to an end. "It became increasingly
obvious that the nation-state was from many points of view an
obsolete form of political organization, incapable of guaran-
teeing to its citizens either fheir military defence or the
prospect of a rising standard of living."13

This conviction led the European states (except Britain),
particularly France, Italy and the three Benelhix countries to
think and act in 'European' terms. The main source of inspira-
tion in these countries were the resistance movements against

var~time oppressors.

The Movement, however, carried greater weight and faith

12 George Bally n. 8, p. 47.

13 keriam Camps, Europe and the FEuropeans (London, 1957),
p. 154.
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in Buropc as a result of the inspiring leadership that it
roceived at the hands of some of the most important of European
siatesmen - Jean ionnet, tington Churchill, followed.by Robert
Schuman of France, Karl Adensuer of Yest Gernany ond De Gasperi
of Italy. |

Perhaps the greatest coutridbution to Luropean movement
- was by Jecan kouuet of France, rightly called 'iir. Europe'.
‘Honnet was deeply convinced that Frenchuen and other Europeans
hed priceless energles and ideas to contribute to the world, but
they would be able to make their proper contribution only if
they were unified. He believed that all nation-states, including
Prance, had had thelr day, and that modern soeicty should develop
a videf, "supranational” framework. He sought an internationsal
order in which national or supranational groups dominating the
other groups would not arise. This is the conviction of a man
vho is at the samo time, both practical and philosophic, a con-
vietion springing froa a deep desire to creato the conditions
in which Europe can fulfil itself:

A great part of vhat has been dano to
- build unity in Burope today - and the
‘eommon liarket alone i1s a wmonuwental

achievement - rosults frox the genius
and persuasive qualitics of this one

mdividual (i.onnet). Yhat exigts in

extent, a“uonnot'tourwde force. iﬁ'i

FKonnet, however, was a back~roon operator. ilot being a politi-

cian himself, he carried his indofatigiblo efforts behind the

14 feorge Ball, n. 8, p. 40.
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scenes. But the most eloquent political leader rallying Western
Europe was winston Churchill. It was in speaking to the masses,
instilling the faith of "European unity" in them, and inspiring
them to support enthusiastically that cause, that Churchill made
his significant contribution,to the movement for European unity.
In a broadcast to the world on ?9 March 1243, Churchill outlined
his conception of 'United Europe'.

One can imagine that under a vorld insti-
tution embodying or representing the United
Nations there should come intc being a
Council of Europe. Ye nust try to make this
Council of Europe into a really effective
league, with all the strongest forces woven
into 1its texture, with a High Court to
ad just disputes, and with armed forces,
national or internatlional or both, held
ready to enforce these decisicns and to
prevent renewed aggression and the prepara-
tion of future wars. This Council, when
created, must eventually embrace the whole
of Europe, and all the mgin branches of the
Ifurggeatisfamily wust some day be partners
n .

The reaction to this speech was unenthusiastic, coming as it
was in the midst of war. It was not until his Zurich speech
that he was able to obtain any real attention for his proposal.
Speaking on 19 September 1246 at Zurich University, Churchill,

nov in opposition, said:

Je must build a %ind of lnited States of

+sse 1 am now going to say some-
- thing that will astonish you. The first
step in the recreation of the European
family must be a partnership betveen

156 quocted in Buropenn lovemenut and the gﬂﬂgg:l Qg Europe
(London, 1950), p. 80.
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France and Germany. In this way only can

France recover the moral leadership of

Europe. There can be no revival of Europe

wvithout 2 spiritually great France and a

spiritually great Germany. (Emphasis

added) 16 -
But what role did Churchill assign to Britain in his concept
of.iunited Europe'.' This would be undertaken at a later stage
when Britain's reéciion as a whole to 3European unity'is exa-
mined. Meanwhile, what exactly is meant by 'European Unity'
and what are the different approaches to its realization would
be discussed.

Though the movement for 'united Europe' or 'European
Unity' received an emoticnal vent in the early post-war years, the
protagonists of the cause were hardly unanimous over its meaning
and realization. Some regarded 'United Europe' as an entity
transcending natlional sovereignitiles and-fihding its institu-
tionalized expansion in common European legislative and executive
wings. For some it meant a gradual phase-wise realization
through effective politico-economic integration. These two domi-
nant themeé find thelr expression in two different schools:
'Federalists' and the 'Functionallsts'®.
In post-war European politics, there were those who be~

lieved that ilnstant federation of Europe was possible. Although
they differed widely in their origins, ideology and social bases,

all the post~war federalist groups shared an abhorrence of

16 Quoted in H.S. Chopra, De Gaulle and Eurovean Wnity
(New Pelhi, 1974), p. 169.
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nationalism and determination to construdt, as quickly as possi-
bley a "United States of Europe". Thelr wain concern was to
direct the ﬁnity movement toward a definite, wellearticulated
ideal -~ a supranational European syétem with speciflic charac-
teristics. "Their proposal was that a constituent assembly
shoilld be summoned to work out a constitution for a new politi-
cal framework, together with the other measures necessary to
arrive at an advanced form of political and eeonomic union."17
Moreover they wanted construction of democratic 'European poli-
tical institutions! derlving their legitimacy "from the consent

directly expressed by European citizens and would exercise their

the member states." (Ezphasis edded)

But the federalist theory, with its revolutionary character
demanding supranational ilnstitutions, lost its eumotional geal
once it came to face hard realities. "there European federalist
theory has developed,...it has done so iu splendid academic iso-
lation, as rggefied conceptual analysis or as normative political
philosophy." Pespite the fact that the doyen of the Europaan

movement, Jean Monnet, happened to be a federallst, most of the

17 Roy Pryce, The Poll 3
(Lonﬂony 1973)’ po 46.

18 Altigro Spinelli, Ehg_ggxggzaza (Baltimore, 1966),
' P .

.19 Charles Pentlend, Jnte iona 3
Integration (London, 1973 y PP 175-76.
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leading political figures were to be found in other groups. The
federalist efforts to build the Council of Europe, the European
Pefence Community (EDC) and the Buropean Political Community
(BEPC) into fedéral organizations'remained hardly realized. Thus,
whereas federal1st ideas had galned a wide currency, federalist
groups themselves had little direct influence on, or participa-~
tion in the major decisions of the early post-war integration

movement..

Thus despite an abundance of the conven-
tionally favourable conditions for federa-
tion - a strong external threat, recent
experience of internal war, a decline in
nationalism and national capabilities,
evident need for common efforts at economic
and social reconstruction...and numerous
organizations with high-level contacts and
propaganda skills capable of spreading the
federal gospel - despite all these condi-
tions, the 'federal revolution somehov
slopped away.

-
-

governments, too, there was considerable
?gmm_anm_mmm@mm- 20
Emphasis added)

On the other hand, there is the functionalist school of European
unity. According to this school, progress towards European
unity could be attained by dealing with 'particular aspects' of
the governmental function, primarily in the economic field, one
by one, institutions appropriate for each function would be
derived without suggesting that thelr 'Europeanization' neces-
sitated an immediate loss of political authority by the existing
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national governments. In the end it is hoped'that sovereignty
vould find itself whittled away by this relatively painless
process. The functionalist approach thus advocates:

sesethe establishuent of a nuuber of inter-
national functional agencies to perform
specific velfare tasks, and conceived of a -
future world order - if only in rather
general terms - as one characterized by a
series of such agencles with overlapping
_membership and hence a diffusion on the

'(Bmphasis'added):“f _

"~ The two European Organizations of a supranational kind to which
the functional analysis applies in its strict sense are the Euro-
pean Coal and Steel cohmunity (BECSC) and the Euratom. And Paul-
Henry Spaak and Robert Schuman, are the most important of the

,functionalists. | ' -

The main difference thus between the functionalists and
the federalists is that the functlonalists are concerned with
eliminating the nation-state system in the gradual process of
bullding a welfare-oriented European society; un the other hand,
federalists see integration as superimposing a new state, either
global or regional, to keep order among the old ones, and after

scme time, perhaps to replace thew entirely.

A different variation of the Functionalist school is what
has come to be known as "Keofunctionalism", whose most eloquent

~advocate is Stanely Hoffmann. The "Neofunctionalists" tend to

21 Roy Pryce, n. 17, p. 47.
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accept the supranational state as the goal of integration, but
they are generally less concerned with the goal than with the
process. They believe that‘“én offective community can be
built on a confederal basis with power remaining essentially in
the hands of national governments...."J‘ On pragmatic or ideo-
logical grounds many "neofunctionalists" are willing to contend
with non-fedéral forms of political systems as the end-product.
Lot until the Treaty of Rome setting up European Economic
community in 1958 did there exist a framework in which the
"keofunctionalist™ method could find extensive application.23
The last of the approaches remains to be considered 1s
the "pluralist approach™. Strictly speaking, the pluralist
approach does not fall within the ambit of European integration.
But since the post-war pluralist orgsnizations contributed one
way or other to Buropean integration, and more importantly since
the pluralist approach closely corresponded to the British
approach to European unity, it does_demand.some attention.
Pluralists see integration as essentially the formation
of a 'community of states' defined by a high and self-sustaining
level of diplgmatic, economic, social and cultural exchange bet-
ween 1ts members. The states are engaged in a continuous process

of ad justuent to each other's actions, and in bargaining.

22 Ibidn’ Pe 406,
23 Charles Pentland’ Le 19’ po 1310
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From the pluralist perspective...an

international organization has no real

will of its own and no power to create

a new political entity apart from the

wishes of its members. It is merely the

structural manifestation of more or less

concerted national policies and interests

where cooperation for certain specified

purposes has seemed desirable. Neverthe-

less, as such it may serve to enhance

international communication and thus lay

the groundwork for more supranational

forms of 1ntegration in future. 24

LTS N A0,
The influence of pluralist approach has been consistently
strong in the recent history of attempts to unify Europe and
can be seen in a number of organizations which have formed part
of this effort. The most outsténding organizations of pluralist
type in the post-war era are: Organization of European Economic
Cooperation (OEEC), North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO),
Council of Burope, and %“estern European Union (WEU).
~ So far the most 1mportant post-war historical phenomenon,

the European Uhity HMovement, and the varying approaches to its
realization have been examined. The remaining portion of this
chapter would be devoted to an analysis of the vafious post-war
European organizations and the British response to each of them.
It would also be, inter alia, task of the ensuing discussion to
demonstrate at reievant places, how the early post-war British
position differed from that of the continentals, and how it

reflected on her response to the Buropean unity movement.

24 Ibid obg PPe 52-53.



18

Lever iu history have so many international organizations
been set up, converging on a world scale, practically every
branch of human activity, as in the ten years immediately after
the var. This growth was followed within the limited framework
of Europe by a similar development of European institutions, many
of which had special characteristics of their own. These insti-
tutions have been both military and politico-economic. While
the outgrowth of the military organizations were largely due to
the British initiative, that of the politico-cconomic organiga-
tions was largely the result of continental initiative.

To begin with the military organizations and the British
role in regard to them would be undertaken.

une of the major post-var problems Britaln, or rather
Vestern Europe, faced was defence. The British Government,.uith
the Labour Foreign Secretary Er?st Bevin, largely devoted to
ensure the gecurity of Europe, in view of any possible German
rearmament and the Soviot threat from the East. Horeover, Bevin
believed that an effective defence system was not possible with-
out the help of Americans. He was convinced that Vestern Europe
was too weak to meet any threat, elther German or Russian, on
her own self. "Bevin, therefore, set out to organize the defence
of Western Europe with the long-term priﬁate aim of bringing in
the United States vhen the American opinion was ripe."25

In March 1246, after de Gaulle had withdrawn from power,

25 Elisabeth Barker, n. 6, p. 65.
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the newv French Prime linister, il Gouin, urzed the conclusion
of an Anglo-~French Treaty of alliance on the lines of the Franco-
Soviet Treaty, Bevin immediately welcomed the French movee.

Kegotiations on the proposed alliance were started in
April 1946, and on 4 March 1947 the Treaty of Lunkirk between
Britain and France was signed. It vas a treaty of alliance and
mutﬁal assistance in which each party undertook to come to the
assistance of the other in the case of renewal by Germany of a
policy of aggression. The parties also undertook to cooperate
with each other in the general interests of their propensity and
economic security.

Thus the Tunkirk Treaty was only bilateral and it was
largely aimed against Germany. But the importance of the treaty
lies in the fact that it served as a groundwork for the future
multilateral treaties - Brussels Treaty and “estern Eurbpean
Union.

The Tunkirk Treaty.was followsd by certain cold var deve-
lopments. In September 1947, the Cominform was set up. oOn 24
December 1947, the Provisional Pemocratic Government of "Freel
Greece" proclaimed its existence. Against the background of
these developments, Bevin's conviction of strengthening the
defence of Western Europe by drawing more nations together was
strengthened. Hence the need for widening the scope of the bi-
lateral Dunkirk Treaty was felt.

Uvertures to the Benelux countries by the Dunkirk parties

for the conclusion of a political and military alliance received
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a favourable respanse. The result was that on 17 Karch 1948
the Brussels Treaty between_the five states was signed. The
treaty was primarily a treaty of collective defence. If any
one of the~pait1es vas attacked others would afford it all the
miliféry aid and other assistance in their power. It was éx-
pressly stated that such action would be taken "in accordance
with the provisiong of Article 51 of the Charter of United
Nations."_6 | | _

Importanée of the Brussels Treaty in terms of European
'Unity wvags that it extended from military and economic questions
to cultural questions and was the first in which the powers
talked of "making every offort in commonjto lead their peoples
towards a better understanding of the principles which form the
basis of thelr ccumon civilization."27 |

However it should be noted that Bevin conceived the
Brussels Treaty fundamentaliy as céllective defence alliance.
Cooperation in this econamic, social and»cultﬁral fields was
ouly a necessary adjunct. ",..the Brusséls Treaty was never
regérded by Bevin as more than a demonstration of European soli-
darity to induce the United States to‘enter into a military

28
comiiitment to Europe.”

26 wuoted in Robertson,; n. 1, ps 9. . -
27 Quoted in Mériam Camps, n. 13, p. 159.
: ] )

28 G. St. J. Barclay, . e (Queensland,

1970), p. 8.
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In February 1948, Czechoslovakia sufféred theo Communist
coup and came under the "Red rule". The goup was soon followed
by Russian walk out from the Allied Contrél‘Commission in Ger-
many, and then the "Borlin Blockade". Against these develop-

" ments, the US Senate passed on 11 June 1948 a resolution autho-
.rizing the United States to partlcipate in such regional arrange-
ments "as are based on continuous anggeffective se;f-help and
mutual aid and affect its security.”

. Bevin, vho always regarded umerican guarantee for test
European securlity as essential, and was waiting for the right
moment to ccmiit the US Government to such cause, acted quickly
in mobilizing other European states to enter into a military
‘alliance with the US. The Lorth Atlantic Treaty was finally
signed on 4 April 1949, thus bringing into existence a major
collective defence organization - Lorth Atlantic Treaty urgani-
zation (NATO).

In June 19850, North Korea invaded South Korea. Though
the incident was actually outside Burope, its international
importance made defence a topic of the day in VWest Europe, which
had only handful of divisions against huge Soviet army deployéd
in the eastern half of the continent. Against this situation a
proposal was made by Churchill and Paul Reynand on 11 August
1950 for the creation of a "Unified European Army" under the

29 ’uoted in R.G. Hawtrey, .

Western European Unity. Jmplicp- .
€ ngdow (London, 1349), pe 31. _ pice
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30
command of a European Minister of Tefence. The proposal was

made before the Assembly of the Council of Europe, but since its
statute excluded national defence from the Couwncil's competence,
it wvas Aot considered. However, on 24 Uctober 1950, the French
Government once again took initiative and proposed the setting
up of the "Buropean Lefence Comuunity" (EDC), popularly known
~as the "Pleven plan".

The hopes arocused by this new plan had, hovever, an un-
enthusiastic response from Britain. un 28 Kovember 1951, Sir
Pavid Maxwell Fyte, as the representative of the newly elected
Conservative Government stated at Strasbourg that Britain could
never envisage participation in a Buropecn federation on account
of its vital 1ntérests in other parts of the world. On Pleven
plan he said: |

I cannot promise that our eventual asso-
ciation with the European Defence commu- ,
nity will amount to full and unconditicnal
participation, because this...is & matter
. which wust, in our view be left to ;ngn
governmental decision elsewhere. 31
(kmphasis added)
‘Here Fyte was perhaps referring to the NATU negotiations pro-
- ceeding simultaneously at Rouee.
The same day, i.e. 28 Iovember 19861, Anthony Eden, the

British Foreign Secretary stated that no British military

- 30 Robertson, n. 1, Pe 19.
31 quoted in Britain in Western Rurope, A Report by Chatham

House Study Group (London, 1956), p. 15.
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formations would be made available to the EDC.

 The EIC Treaty signed by the Six ECSC Governments on 27
 May 1952, envisaged setting up of a permenent European structure
- of a "federsl® or "confederal® natﬁra. The British Government
sent only an observer, but did not sign the treaty.

The EDC Treaty, however, cduld not be 1mpleﬁentedvas it
falled to recelve ratification by French Parlisment in August
1954. _Buf, wvhether successful or not, vhat emerged from the ENC
negotiations vas that the British Government was not prepared
to go beyond closer intérgovernmental relationship with her
continental neighbours. | B

_After the rejection of the EDC by French Parliament the
need for an organized Western defence with German participation,
hovever remained. 71he Governments\were(gggce;533\§till committed
to the "European Political Comuwuuity" spirit. This time the
British Government took initiative by puttiug new life into the
Brussels Treaty, by widening 1tsvmembership and exténding its
povers. ‘ | |

At.a hine-poﬂer conference 1in London in September 1954,
attended by thelintenﬁed membérs of EIC, plus‘Britaing UsA aﬁd
- Canada; 1t vas agreed to invite Italy and Germany to a&here
td the Brussels Treaty, to restore German sovereignty énd to
allow‘the controlled rearmament of Germany in the Seven-Power
defence organization to be created. This would be accompanied

by the'British,commitment to maintain aried forces on continent
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of Furope, and Germany would then become a IATO member.
_ The treaty creating the ‘“estern Luropean Union (WEU) was
“signed in Paris on 23 Uctober 1954. Its object was to promote
: the unity and eﬁcourage the progressive intesration of;Europo.
It included a provision for closer cooperation with the NATU.
~ Thus the former Brussels Treaty orgaulzation "had thus been
transfozmed,»élmost overn1ght ihtoagne of the more important and
dynamic of European institutions." A
. However, the significant purpose behind the WkU was to
solve the problem of test Germany, by restoring her sovereignty,
thereby bringing her effectively into the fold of Western Lurope.
The ¥Western European Unlon was an etpe-
dient, rapidly elaborated at the initia-
tive of Eden to deal with the German
problen .that the EPC was supposed to
- solve, that 1s, restoration of sovere-
- ignty to Germany and the bringing of
Germany into the Collective defence
arrangements of the West. 33
~ So far the military aspect of the post-var developments
in Europe and Britain's role or contribution has been considered.
But the_ above account d'oes pot provide one with clear-cut idea
about Britain's attitude to European unity, unless the other most
important political and economic organizations and the British
response to them are also cousidered. But before such discussion

is taken up 1t 1s necessary to examine the condition and

32 Robertson, n. 1, p. 26,
. 33 ﬂer.i?ln CMPSQ Le lO, pe 5.
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commitment of Britain and the West European states in the early
post-war years. |
Politically, Britain had not suffered the same disillu-

sionment and political convulsions before and during the war
as the states of continental Europe. War not only destroyed
the economic life, but the whole process of political life on
the continent. The institutions of the continental states had
been found wanting a stable power. Their soil was, therefore,
ready for the growth of new insgtitutions and loyalties in a way
vhich did not obtain in Britain.

After the war many of the continental

countries and particularly France, Italy

and the three Benelux countries were

ready to think and act in European terms.

The war had been different for the British

and it had left them not with a sense of

national failure and a sense of national

inadequacy but with a sense of national

achievement and cohesion and an illusion

of power. The emotional support for

European unity, which was strong on the

continent, was almost entirely lacking

in the United Kingdam. 34
Moreover, the belief was entertained in Britain that her
interests lay in Commonwealth and not in Europe. It was thought
that British participation in a formal federation of Europe
would be inconsistent with the continued existence of relation-
ship with the Commonwealth. No doubt, there was Winston Churchill,

vho eloquently pleaded for a 'united Europe' and who was...the

A Ibi(,c’ P 3.
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most important of champidns'of Buropean unity movement. But

how far was he willing to bring Britain within the perimetef of
his conception of United Europe. Here was the crux of the
problem. Por Churchill was always equivocal over the position
that he ﬁoulﬂ attribute to Britain in thé ‘Uhited Burope' and
her commitments to Commonwealth. Even in his Zurich speech also,
wvhich undoubtedly was the most pronounced declaration of his
intent of a 'united Europe' Churchill did not fail to emphasize
Britain's Coumonwealth comnitments.

We in Britain have our own Commonwealth

of hations. These do not weaken, on the
contrary they strengthen the United hations.
Why then should there not be a European
group, which could give a sense of enlarged
patriotism and common clitizenship to the
downhearted people of this turbulent and
mighty continent.... Great Britain, the
British Commonwealth, mighty America, and,
I trust, Soviet Russia - for then, indeed,
all would be well - must be the friends

and sponsors of the new Europe. 35

Three yeérs later in 1949 Churchill, spesking on his "United
Europe" theme once again emphasized the British commitment to
the CQmmonwealth and 1its consistency with the "United Europe”.

I cannot think...that the policy of United

Europe as we conservatives conceive it can

be the slightest injury to our British

Empire and Commonwealth or to the principle
of Imperial preference....

g_gn;jgg;gnzggg;‘ Both"are vitally urgently

necessary to our Commonwealth, to Europe and

:gdtg? free world as a whole. 36 (Emphasis
e

35 ' quoted in Kora Beloff, n. 3, pp. 46-47.
36 ' Qubted in Barclay, n. 28, pp.'13-14.
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The tfouble here is that it is difficult to say what exactly
Churchill meant by "United LEurope" and by "United Empire™. It
wvasy, 0f course, clear that he did want to keep the preferential
system intact. But this would have presented difficulties if
the question arose of the United Kingdom's joining a European
customs union. The difficulty seems to have been there how to
f£ind a formula to bound a "European Union® with Britain's parti-
cipation without upsgetting her role in either of the other tvwo
circles - "Commonwealth" and "special relationship™ with the
United States - to which he envisagéﬂ her cuoncurrent role:

(But) he was ready to do with characteris-

tic zeal to offer his oratorical talents to

‘the European cause, vithout bothering too

much about the contradiction involved in

presenting Britain both as an integral part

of the United States of Europe, and wvith

its Commonwealth, as & separate pillar of

world power. 37
From the emphasis that he lald on the Comiionwealth and "special
relationship”, and the later conservative Government's policy,
it appears that Churchill, despite his emotional comnitment to
a "United Europe' was not in fact willing to commit Britain.
| Lord Gladwyn, one of the most reputad British diplomats, records
the same view in his memoirs:

esesChurchill was himself clearly not a

'European' at all.... Why the LCuropesn

federalists should have apparently thought

at one time that he was thinking of Bri-
. tish membership of a Federal Europe I have

37 Noi'a BelOff’ Ile 3’ P 47.
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never understood. He always made it quite

clear that Britain, if he had anything to

do with it, would stand aloof. 38
A different factor that drew divergence between the British and
the continental approach to the European movement was certain.
amount of psychological distrust on the part of the British.
Many of the plans for European integration were advocated by
pcliticians vho were in opposition. In fact, Churchill himself
was in«obpositicn'when he made his Zurich speech in 1946, Morév
over, "forelgn ministers and expert advisers looked askance at
the 1ntfusion into the field of 1ntérnationa1 relations persons
who had neither the responsibility for their conduct nor training
for Job."39 |

In terms of economy, relstively speaking, the British

econamy had quite an impressive upperhand over the economies
of the continentals in the'eérly post-wvar years. No doubt Bri-
tain had her own economic probdblems. The abrupt end to the "Lend-
Lease" grants put by the United States, the heavy burden on her
balance of payments position as a result of her overseas commit-
ments, and the consequent devaluation of the pound etc. did exert
severe strain on the British economy. But these problems, the
British thought were only transitory effects of the War. Their
confidence to get out of the economic crisis, and comparatively

better economic position over the continentals, made the British

38 Jhe Memolprs of Lord Gladwyn (London, 1972), p. 218.
39 ROertsm’ Lle l’ Pe 15.
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look unenthusiastically at the economic pationale of European
integration. The fact that the Labour Party was in power during
late 1940's with its "soclalist" objectives, added suspicion

to her unenthusiasm.

Moreover, the British industrial production had suffered
less and recovered more quickly than that of any other Western

European states except the Letherlands, as the table below shows:

Industrial Production (% Rate of Increase)4o
Country 1937 1946 1947 1948 1949 1950
U.K. 100 90 98 109 116 127
France 100 79 95 111 122 123
Belglun 100 80 95 02 104 109
Netherland s 100 95 965 @ - . = 140
Italy (1938) 100 85 95 99 105 119

This great industrial development made possible an export drive
that enabled Britain to have a better balance of payments posi-
tion over the continental nelghbours. Thus in 1938 British
reserves of gold.and forelgn exchange amounted to about 32,877
million. Those of the West European "Six" amounted to £4,865
million. In 1960, the corresponding figures were £3,300 and

- 83,195 million.él '

40 Reproduced from Barclay, n. 28, p. 156.
41 Ibido’ P 16.
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_ At the same time, British traﬁe with the Commonwéalth,
betwecn 1938'ahd 1960 increased. In contrast during the seome
period her trade with Western Europe declined. While trade with
Commonwealth in 1938 amounted foAroughly 20 per cent of total
British trade,; with vestern Europe, the figure was only 12.4.
By 1950 the trade figure for Commonwealth amounted to sbout 40
per cent, vhile that of western Europe declined from 12.4 per
cent to 12 per centg4? This is a factor that cannot be taken
lightly. Improvement in trade with the Commonvealth, even when
the Empire was well on its road to liquidation, made the British
to see every reason in having further closer eéonomic relation-
shib with'the'Commcnwaalth than with an "inward looking" Europe.
‘_And it was this factor that dominated iargely the policy of
. successive British Governments towards Europeaﬁ 1nteg:a£iqn.
| Thus Britain dominated the other Western Europeans
materially even after the Second World War. As Barclay says:
| The British could thus well feel possessed

of a capacity for a world power role simply

not available to the continentals. No other

Vestern European state seemed to have such

a destiny outside Europe, nor such resources

- with which to pursue it. 43
With the known political position and the economicaliy

stronger status over the other west'Europpan states, it would

not be difficult nov to foresee the British response to the post-

war unity movement;in Europe. Hehce, the ensuing discussion

42 - Ibid., p. 14,
43 Ibidn, ptlﬁo .
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would concentrate on the emergence of the most important poli-
tical and economic organizations in post-war Europe and analyze
the British reaction to them.

The most important and earliest economic organization to
come into eiistence after the war was the Organization of Euro-
pean Economic Co-operation (OEEC) vhich was the institutional
response to the Marshall Plan. Of all the European statesmen,
"Ernst Bevin was probﬁply the first to see how General Marsha{&g}_ﬂ_
Harvard speech of & Jﬁne 1947 could be used to bring American
economic strength to take a long-terss share in a recovery pro-
graume upon a European bas:l_s."44 Within two days after larshall's
speech Bevin rushed to Paris to discuss with the French Foreign
kinister, Georges Bidault the possibilities opened by Marshall's
speech., On 4 July 1947 both Foreign Ministers Jjointly invited
all European states (except USSR, Germany and Spain) to partici-
pate in a conference for Joint plen on Marshall's proposal.
¥hile the USSR had declined to participate in this venture,

Spain and Germany were deliberately excluded. ‘

The result was that on 16 April 1248 the Convention on
European Economic.Co-operation was signed in Paris by sixteen
European states, establishing the OEEC. Ibe parties to the
convention agreed "to develop, in mutual co-operation the maximum

possible inter-exchange of goods aud services", to achleve "a

44 Mériam Camwps, n. 13, p. 167.

¢
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multilateral system of Payments among themselves”, to promote
"eustoms Union" and to facilitate the movement of people in 45
order to relieve "local shortages of labour and unemployment.”

The OEEC's major_task was to draft a four-year co-ordinated
recovery programme based on natiohal recovery programmes of
member states. It should then make recommendations for the
allocation oflAmerican éid among participating countries.

The Labour Prime Minister, Attlee, however, tried to ally
the impression that acéepting the convention had meant committing
the United Kingdom to any economic or federal union with Euro-
peans. He stated on & May 1948 in the House of Commons debate on
the OEEC that he was disturbed by the suggestion that

we might somehow get closer to Europe than

- to the Commonwealth. The Commonwealth
nations are our closest friends. While I
want to get as close as we can with other
nations, we have to bear in mind that we
are not solely a European power but a
member of a Great Commonwealth and Empire. 46

Attlee's opposition to a European federal or customs
" unlon soon reflected in the UBEC deliberations on the political
set-up and the closer economic union among its members.

Vhen the French wanted a strong executive board working
full time, and a transnational Buropean secretariat with a
Secretary-General with the power to take initiatives in matters,

the British, on the other hand, vwanted to keep decisions firmly

45 Micggel T. Florinsky, Jntesrated FEurope? (New York, 1955),
Pe .

46 UK, Commons, Parlipmentary Debates, vol. 250, cols: 1316-19.
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under the control of the member governments. The British
Government proposed a Council of Minlsters working on the prin-
ciple of 'unanimity', with most of the work being done by Com-

- mittees of_Expérts provided by the member Governments.

| There vas & prolonged debate, ofteh heated,,betgeen those
vho supported the French view and those of the British view,
which received the support of Seandinavian countries like Penmark,
Norwvay and Sweden. Finally the compromise solution reached
provided for the OEEC which was not strictly supranational in
character. Decigicns were to be taken by mutual agreement of

all member'states5 but should avoid paralysis through lack of
unanimity. The compromise solution was, however, in accord with
the British view. _

. Same was the British position on the economic integration
within the uEEC.. tWhen the American Administrator of the Euro-
pean Recovery Programme, Paul G. Hoffuan suggested a customs
union in 1949, Bevin's immediate reply was that the British
Goveinment would not yield any degree of economic sovereignty.
"we are willing to consult, get advice, hear views and get
opinions, but beyond that we cannot go."47

British opposition to a further American proposal to
create a "Europcan Payments Union" for the multiiateral settle-

ments of accounts led to scenes of unprecedenterd ill-temper

47 Quoted in Barclay, n. 28, p. 17.



within the OEEC.

Cripps insisted that the new agency
‘'should have no power to intervene in
- the economic policies of Governments;
that existing bilateral arrangements
should remain in force; and that
agency have nNno qaeclsi 8

v . 48
(Emphaslis added)

What emerges from the above account is that the British Govern-
ment was, whatever may be the extent of opposition, not willing
to shed any amount of decision-making power to a European
organization.

The 'Congress of Europe' was attended by delegates from
sixteen states, at The Hague; from 8 to 10 May 1948. The British
Labour Government refused to send official delegates to the
Congress. However, one significant factor was that Churchill was
chosen as the "President of Honour". |

But wheh it came to the constitution of the "Council of
Europe", once again there was a rift between the British position
and that of other member states. The Franco-Belgian proposal
 suggested a Parliamentary 'European Assembly', elected by the
national parliamegts of the member states. Voting would not
take on the instructions. of the réépect1Ve governments. The
British proposal was that there should be é European Council of
Ministers that should meet periodically, and a 'conference' of
delegations 'appointed' by the national governments'voting as a

48 Ibid., p. 17.
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" 'national bloc'.
~ Continental states were much disappointed at the British
 attitude. At onc point the talks broke doun altogether and the
- possibility of creating a European Assgsembly without British

. 49
participation was debated on the continent.

The matter was taken up agein in the Consultative‘Assémbly
of the Brussels Powers in Jesnuary 1949. This time it was agreed
- to set up a "Council of Europe" consisting'of a 'Ministerial
Committee' meeting in private and a Consultative Assembly whose
members were the appointees of respective member states.

The compromise formula evolved was, however, a gain for
the Rritish line only.

At the Congress, the divergence of vieys
particularly between the more radical
federalists and the cautious, predcminantly
British, pluralists was striking.... The
latter argued for the umore traditional
forms of cooperation among European states,
perhaps leading in tiue to closer ties, and
for an Assembly drawn from national parlia-
ments. In the end, it vas this view which

- prevalled. 50 ' ' .

Un 9 May 1980, the French sforeign inister, Robert'Schu-
‘man, made an importent announcement, calling for the creation
of a common Buropean Coal and Steel market. The idea itself

vas first mooted by Jean Honnet who was then the head of the

. 49 3 (London), 1949-50,

50 Charles Pentland, n. 19, p. 178.
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French Planning Commission.

The alm of the "Schuman Plen" was to set up among “the
S8ix" a single coal and steel market, planning for the abolition
of trade barriers. It was also the alm of the Plan to encourage
fair competition so that steel and coal sectors of European
economy might modernize and grow. The Schuman Plan waé an
attempt at functionalism on a grand sca;e for it vas clear that
it would not only be of considerable economic importénce in
creating a single market for the two key commodities of the
industrial enterprise. DBut it wouid also so interlock the heavy
industries of the participating countries as to.make it almost
impossible for France and Germany to arm against each other.
"As a method of integration and more important, in the European
continent as 1t developed in the L9503 and after, the ECSC
gradually assumed an unambiguous functionalist charaﬁter.“sl

The draft treaty of the Schuman Plan was sent by France
to Britain, Italy and the Beneiux countries, after it obtained
the federal Chancellor Adenauer's approval. The draft ireaty
was accompanied by an invitation to participate in the ireaty

negotiations,

Except Britain, all the other
invitees accepted the invitation to take part in the ECSC nego-

tiations on the above'ccndition. The 'Six' Governments -~ France,

81 ' Ibido, Pe 94.
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the Federal Republic, Italy and tho three Benelux countries -
proceeded, despite the British refusal, with their negotiations
on the Plan. And in April 1951, the treaty establishirng the
European Coal and Steel community was signed by "the Six".

lwow the British opposition to the ECSC could be explained
" on two grounds: political and econocmic,

Politically, the British argument was similar to ger
arguuents on the constitution of the Council of Europe. She |
wvanted a closer inter-governmental co-operation, through formal
institutions. But she refused to participate in an organization
that requlired the abdication of decision-making power on the
part of the companent member states. Hers was, in short, a
fpluralist™ argument.

Explaining his Government's position on the Schuman Plan,
and malking implicit opposition to a 'federal’ attempt, Hugh
lalton, the Labour Party spokesman sald at Strasbourg:

Vwing to the initial conditions 1mposed;
the British Government regretfully, very
regretfully, felt themselves unable to
take part in the talks at this stag€esse
Let those who wish to tread the federal
road go ahead ang good luck to them. &2

then the Conservative Government succeeded the Labour
in 1980, 1its policy towards the Schuman Plan was not very mﬁch
different from the previous Govermment's policy. The only dif-

ference wvas that Hacmillan, aon bchalf of his Government, proposed

52 Guoted 1in liora Beloff, n. 3, p. 58.
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at the Strasbourg Assembly, a plan for Jjoint intergovernmental
cammitiees, to concert their production and development plan.
The idea was to eliminate the supranétional powet which the
Europeans wanted to give to a European Executive. Macmillan's
plan, however, was rejected by the 'Six'.

Economically speaking, the Labour Government expressed
its opposition to the Schuman Plen on socialist grounds. The
Labour Government expressed the fear that accepting the Schuman
Plan would mean subordinating the British soclalist policles to
more general requirements and it would mean “placing British
socialism in a minority in a Buropean Community whose political
and social tone wouid be set by the frankly capitalist.economies
of, say, Western Germany, in the early stages of recovery."53

The Conservatives were also alarmed by tha'danger that
the continental steel and coal producers inight gang up into a
cartel. They were equally reluctant to put the British coal and
steel economies at the disposal of a supranational High Authority.
In the words of Macmillan:

vne thing is certain and we may as well
face it. Our people are not going to
hand to any supranational authority the
right to close down our pits or steel~
works. We will allov no supranational
authority to put large masses of our
people out of work in Turham, in the

Midlands, in South vales, or in Scot-
land. 54

63 Meriam Camps, n. 13’ p. 171.
54 Quoted in Nora Beloff, n. 3, pp. 58-59,
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Meanwhile, as the EDC Treaty was under examination of the member
Governments, the Forelgn Ministers of "the Six" created an ad
hoe Assembly. This bcdy, after much deliberation and study |
produced in March 19853 A draft treaty for a European Political
Community (EPC). This was perhaps the closest European plan for
a federal community. The EPC, which was to incorporate the
Eurépean Coal and Steel cgmmunity (ECSC), and the EDC, was to
have as its main organs a bicameral legislatire, an Eiecuﬁiva
Council, an Advisory Counecil of Hinisters, a Federal Court, and
an Economic and Social Council.

- As noted earlier,the British, at the very outset stated
that they would not participate in any deliberations for the
creation of a European federal organization. Thelr decline to
participate in the EI'C negotiaticns applied to the EPC also.

" Encouraged by the successful outcome of the ECSC Treaty
and its working the continental 'Six' moved with a further plan
to create a European economic community, commonly called the
economic pelance. The Foreign Ministers~of the Six appointed a
Committee under the chairmanship of Paul-Henry Spaak to plan the
ecohomic relance, in June 1955. The British Goﬁarnment sent as
obgerver, an official of the Board of Trade, Mr Bretherton to
the Spaak Committee.

The Spaak Committee submitted its report on 21 April
19566, KNeanwhile the Bfitish Government suggested that all'the
eighteen countries of the OEEC should examine a plan for a free

trade area. The community countries, howevet, delayed its
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congideration so that the plan would not interfere with the delil-
berations on the Spaak Committee Report. On 25 March 1967 in
Rome, “the Six" signed on the basis of the Spaak rebort, a Treaty
gsetting up the European Econocmic Community and Euratom.

By the Rome Treaty, "the Six" agreed to undertake the
creation of a 'customs union' that would remove the artificial
barriers and forms of trade discrimination; and an 'economic
union' that would establish common economic policles by gredually
coordinating the national economic policies. The Treaty also
expressed the political objective of closer union among the
EBuropean peoples.

The institutional structufe of EEC is not as 'supra-
national' as that of the ECSC. There should be a Commisgsion
charged not only with the execution of Community polioy and the
safeguarding of the Treaty's requirements but also with the ini-
tiation of policy. oun the other hand, the Council_of Ministers
represents the national viewpoints in which majority voting was
to emerge, even on major issues‘55

The uniqueness of this institutional structure has been
described variocously. But at least there 1s the common agreement

that it was not federal in nature. "The European Community is

thus unique in being neither a classic intergovernmental

556 The Luxembourg Agreement of January 1966, however,
embodies the French view that decisions concerning
the 'very important'interests of one or more members
must be "unanimous”.
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| | 56
organization nor a monofunctional body nor a federal systemeees”

Yet the British Government once agaln expressed its poli-
tical opposition to the EEC on grounds of 1ts 'federal' character.
Explaining the Government's political reasons for opposition to
EEC membership, the Conservative Paymaster General Reginald
Maudling, told the House of Commons on 18 February 19868:

' | +seoWle must recognize that the aim of the
main proponents of the community 1s poli-
tical integration.... This is a fine aspl-
‘ration, but we must recognize that to sign
the Treaty of Rome would be to accept as
the ultimate goal, political federation
in Burope, including ourselves. &7

The Treaty of Rome, in fact, did not contain a commitment
to ultimate federation like the ECSC Treaty. The British objec-
tion was groundless. Nowhere in the Rome Treaty does the word
'federation' appear.

The economic objections to membership centred around two
points: 'Customs Union' and 'Commonwealth'. If the British were
to join the EEC, it amounts to acceptance of its customs union.
And the customs union with its common external tardiff necessarlily
ends the individual British tariff. Moreover the common external
tariff applies equally to Britain's Commonwealth partners, which
means that Britain had to forego the "Commonwealth Preferential
system™., As Macmillan, as Chancellor of_Exchequer, explained

to the House of Commons on 26 November.1956:

56  Charles Pentland, n. 19, p. 134.
57 wuoted in BarCla,y, e 28’ P 108.
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" The countries wvhich together will form a
customs union will not only abolish tariffs
against all gocds within the union, but
they will also abolish their separate
national tariffs against the oytside world
and will replace them by a sing®d common
tariff. If the U.K. were to join such a
custons union.... (we) could not expect
the countries of the Commonwealth to conti-
nue to give preferential treatment to our
exports to them if we had to chinge them
full duty on their exports to us«eee 8o
this objection, even if there were no
other, would be quite fatal to any propo-
sal that the U.K. should seek to take
part in a Europeen Common :jarket by Jjoin-
ing a Customs Union. 58

This wvas s clear-cut statement of Govornment's positioh. What
Macmillan, in short, making clear was that a customs union was
not combatible vith a preferential system and that between the
LEC and Commonwoalth, the British would opt for the Commonwealth.
| Haéing stated the Government's stand, lacmillan outlineq
the Government's éroposal for a vider free-traﬂéfarea in vhich
each member countnj ucuiﬂ preserve its own oxternal tariffs..
"Foodstuffs, whether for men or boast, whether in the raw ménu-
factured, or processed state"sg were to remain outside such new
~ agreement. This meant that access of Commonwealth prodhcts to
the markets of Britain would be gecured by limiting the scopé
of the froo trade area to industrial products only. |
The task of,negotiations on the proposal for Free Trade
Area propo;al with the OUEEC members was assighed to a ministerial

58 Cuoted in lora Boloff, n. 3, pe. 78.
50 Ibid., p. 79.
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committee headed by Reginald iMaudling. These talks, however,
had a tough going. Maudling'stalks with the OBEC came to an end,
when, on 14 November 1957, Jacques Soustelle, de Gaulle's
Minister of information said that it was not possible to create
a free trade area, as wished by the Britigh.

The British Government did not give up her attempt.
Maudling continued negotlations with the other six Scandinavian
states - Austria, Denmark, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, and Swit-
zerland. On 21 July 1960, the Foreign Ministers of "the Seven"
affirmed at Stockholm their intention to establish a "European
Free Trade Association” (BFTA) . |

The EFTA was a mid-way between the extreme demands (from
British point of view) of the EiC and the Commonwealth commit-
ments. It allowyed each country to have its own tariff system,
but also be a member of a (limited) free trade area. Moreover,
the EFTA did not involve what the British feared the 'federal’
or 'supranational' element.

Certain developments, however, both inside and ocutslde
Europe were taking place, which were to convince the Conserva-
tive Government of Macmillan of making an attempt to enter the
EEC.

The Six" of the EEC were witnessing an economic upswing
with an lmpressive trade figure. In 1950, Britain had a GNP
equal to about 48 per cent of the West European "S8ix". In 1955
it vas 41 per cent. By 1960 the figure was down to 39.5 per cent.
Figures of world trade showed similar decline in British economic
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power relative to "the Six". In 1950, Britnin accounted for
11.7 per cent of world trade, in 1955 for 11.2 per cent and in
1960 for 8.5 per cent. In the same years, "the Six" accountedso
for 17.6 per cent, 22 per cent and 22.6 per cent respectively.

It vas also ovident that Britain was becoming 1ncreés-
ingly dependent upon trade with the 'Six' and less so upon trade
with the Commonwealthe. Thus in 1950, 44.7 per cent of British
trade had been transacted with the Commonwealth and only 12 per'
cent with the Six; in 1965, 46.7 per cent}and 12.6 peglcent and
in 1960 34.2 per cent aud 18.3 per cent respectively.

This economic trend had convinced the British industrial-
ists that entry into the EEC would be a ‘shot in the arm' of
British industry. Thoy argued that entry would also enable the
British industry to participate in mergers and alliances that
would be necessary to match the American and Japanese competition.

Addecd to this economic aspect the political argument was
that Britain would be able to regain her blg powor status by
Joining "the Six". This argument seemed to carry much weight,
agalnst the background of the Suez debacle in 1956.

Entry into the Common Market i1s seen as
a recognition of Britain's changed posi-
tion in the vworld, adoption to reduced

circumstances, abandonment of grandiose
self-delusions and a realistic attempt to

60 Barclw'g De 28’ Pe 128.
61 Ibid.



45

come to terms with the nations of
Britain's size. 62

The fmerlican desire that Britain should Jjoin the EEC also had

greaf effect on Macmillan's decision. Recalling how Macmillan

reacted to Kennedy's advice that Britaln should join the EEC,

during the former's visit tostvin liay 1961, George Ball records

in his book thus:

The Prime Minister then made it clear that
Britain would try 'very soon to go into
Europe'.s.«s Twice during the evening Mac-
millan drew me aslde to repeat that he was
determined to sign the Rome Treaty. ‘'Ue
are going to need some help from you in
getting but we aro going in. Yesterday

"was one of the greatest days of my life'. 63

There was thus no wonder wvhen Macmillan announced on

31 July 1961, in the Parliament that:

ssesHer lajesty's Government have came to
the conclusion that it would be right for

" Britain to make a formal application under.

Article 237 of the Treaty (Treaty of Rome)
for negotiations with a view to joining
the Community if satisfactory arrangements

could be made to meet the special needs of

the United Ringdom, of the Commonwealth and
of the European rfree Trade Association. 64

un 9 August 1961, the British Government made a formal applica-

tion to the BEC for entry. Entry negotiations started on

62

2 8

Uwe Kitzinger, "Britain and the Common Market: The
State of Iebate”, Yorld Today (London), June 1961,

p. 58.
Ball, n. 8, p. 81.

UK, House of Commons, Parlismentary Debateg, vol. 628,
cols, 1121-92. :
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10 Gctober 1961 and made some progress. The talks, however,
after October 1962 followed a slow course until on 14 January
1963, the French President, de Gaulle at a press conference made
it clear that he no longer regarded Britaln as a candidate for
admission.

Britain...is insular and maritime, linked

by her trade, her markets, and her supply

routes to very varied and often very re-
mote countries.s«. ' .

The question today 1s whether they
(British) can accept coming inside a
single tariff wall, renouncing all pre-
ferences for the Commonwealth, abandoning
any privileges for their own farmers, and
repudiating the pledges they made to their
EFTA partners. Thig is the real question.
It cannot be said that at present time
Britain is ready to do these things. 65
The French President then added that if Britain came in,
the Community would lose its cohesion and fall prey to an Atlan=-
tic grouping, under American control which would soon swallow
it uwp. On 29 January 1963, France vetoed the continuation of
negotiations with the British.
The British reaction to the French veto was not heostile.
But they looked confidently to the future, reaffirming their
determination to enter the EEC. On 30 January 1963, Macmillan
stated in the House of Commons that the negotiatlons were broken
not because they were going to fail but because they were going

to succeed. The stalemate, he sald, was an end of a chapter,

65 Jquoted in Lora Beloff, n. 3, p, 163.
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66
but not the end of a volume.

Macmillan was quite correct in describing the General's
veto as the end of a chapter - a chapter»in the history of the
British European policy. 'European Unity', whatever it in
reality meant, had never enjoyed that kind of emotional backing
in Britain as it had on the continent. This was so despite the
fact that the most vehement champion of European unity movement
was not a continental, but an Englishman. "The continentals
believed that the nation-state had lost its relevance, but the
British were not quick enough to accept it. Continentals were
willing to forge thelr notions togzether even bypassing their
national sovereignties. But the British still regarded thelir
'sovereignty' as uncompromising. The continentals believed that
thelir interests wera strongly linked to their own continent.

But the Britlsh believed that their interests lie outside the
continent.

It was this divergence from her neighbours that charac-
terized the British response to Buropean unity. Pragmatic as
they are, the British adopted e cautious, often suspicious,
éttitude towards the post-war unity movement. But by expressing
their desire to enter the EEC, almost fifteen years after the
movement had started, the British had realized that their
destiny lies with the continent, not outside it. It was in this

66 UK, House of Commons, Parlismentary Tebates, vol. 662,
cols. 1319-20.
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sense, Macmillan's application and its rejection by France was
not only an end of a chapter, but the beginning of & new chapter
in the diplomatic history of Britain.



Chapter 11
THE BRITISH LABUUR AND "EURUPEAN URITY"

The end of the Second World Var also witnessed the end
of the Conservative rule in Britaln, and 1its replacement by the
Labour Party on & July 1948. The Labour's coming into power,
it was widely believed, would entall a radicsl change in the
- traditional British forelgn policy. The traditional British
policy, as already seen in the pravious chapter, was generally
characterized by the promotion of national interests, defence
of the imperial and commercial network, and the management of
a European balance as a condition of British security. This
policy was aeverely assalled by the Labour Party.

The Labour attacked the traditional foreign policy on
grounds of its class-character. It was nothing but a reflection
of the intqrests of one dominant economic-class - the capitalist
class. It was this class which, in pursult of its interests,
pursued an aggressive and imperial policy. Such a poliey was
not based, therefore, on morality but on selfish class politics.

+ssLabour partisans dencunced traditional
policy as something shot through with im-
moral power politics and arrogant imper-
ialism, wvhich was calculated to further,
not the well-being of the entire British
people - still less peace and cooperation
among the nations of the world - but rather

the selfigh interests and privileges of
capitalist ruling classes. 1

1 Michael Gordon,
O
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In contrast to the class-character of such foreign policy,
the Labour offered an entirely different system of a policy
based on socialist principles such as internationalism, interna-
tional working-class solidarity, anti-capitalism and anti-
imperialism, and anti-militarism. Socialist foreign policy was
conceived as 1nternational equivalent.of fhe Party's commitment
to socialism at home. Noting the divergence between the Labour
and the Capitalist foreign policies, and the identity between

the domestic and foreign policy of the Labour Party, Attlee
sald in 1937:

There is a deep difference of opinion between
the Labour Party and the Capitalist Parties
on foreign as well as on home policy, because
the two cannot be separated. The foreign
policy of a Government is the reflection of
its internal policy.... Particular instances
of action which can be approved by Socislists
do not effect the proposition that there is

, no agreement on foreign policy between a

- Labgurzopposltion and a capitalist govern-
nents. #

that the Labqur,,in fact, envisaged was a completely different

| system of international relations. Based on the extended appli-
cation of the domestic socialist principles at international
1eve1, the new system was the one that seemed opposed to
'Realpolitik' They vere not 1nterested in coming to grips with
the realities of the international politics, but to change such’
realities and uproot the systen itself.

2 Clement Attlee, MQWW (London,
1937), Pps 226=27. .
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_ ....30¢1alist foreign policy animed at re-

forming the international system in such

a way that it wvould come to cmbody those

socialist objectives - econouic organiza-

tion, social jJjustice, fraternity, and co-

operation - that Labour stood for in Bri-

tain itself. Socliallst foreign policy

rested, in the last resort, oL a powaerful

and inspiring vision of how relations

among nations ought be couducted. 3

(kuphasis in the original)

vnce the Labour’svforeign.policy vas considered within

this theoretical framework, there iz no wonder that it meant
the complete rejection of the traditional Britlish policy. It
meant what the Labour preferred to call 'broak in continuity'.
Speaking on the eve of the 1945 general election, Harold Laski,
Chairman of the Party said:

Labour does not propose to accept the

Tory doctrine of the continuity of

forelgn poliey because we have no

interest in the continuity of Conser-

vative policy. 4 _

- But vas there a real break in the continuity of tradi-
tional British foreign policy: TIid the Labour Party, once in
powér, effect a reverssl of the treditional policy or roversal
of 1ts own doctrinaire formulations?

Theoretical formulations or doctrineire dispositions
undergo considerable transformations faced with realities. Poli-~
tical partiés; once in power, gonerally find 1t'haxﬁ'to sustain

the arguments thoy put forward while in opposition. It bececmes

3 : Gordon, ne 1, pe. G.
4 Cuoted in Ibid., p. 100.
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all the more a difficult tésk vhon promises envisaging a comp-
lote bresk with a woll-established system end tradition are
mefies liore often than not such promises are either signifi-
cantly sltered or reversed after coming into power. This had
vhat precisely happened in the case of the Labour Party. Unable
" to break itself from alwell-established tradition the Labour
Party had to revise its "socialist foreign policy®. |

The Labou? was a partner in the coalition government of
Churchill formed during thevwat period. The cbalit;on'incluﬂed
same of the ﬁost important Laboﬁr leeders who were to play a
very significant role in the post-war Labourite Government.
- Attleoe, lecading the party, was Churchill's eputy Prime tinister.
Ernst Bevin was the iinister of Labour and Herbert ijorrison
Home Secretary. Hugh Dalton and Cripps wore other important
leaders who actively participated in the affairs of the var-
time Goverament. .

Participation in the affairs.of a gcverﬁment that vas
'téo preoccupied vith the brdsecution of a vorld warvbrought thenm
into contact with the stark realities of international politics.
- "The eongtraints of the world war not only compelled them‘to
take a complacent note of their socialist foreign policy but
even forced them to take a fresh viev of the_validity bf such
a policy at all. They werc forced to rethink the premises of
accepted soclalist beliefs and values. The Labour Coalition
Ministers had to adjﬁst their visions to the brufe realities
of the exiéting international system. How great was the impact
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of the Coalition Government on the Labour leaders was expressed
by Herbert Norrison: "Muring the Coalition the Labour members
had learnt a great deal from the Conservatives how to govenn.“s
That the linking of the Party's ldeoclogy to nation!s forelgn
policy was no more a practicable propositien was evident from
Bevin's statement when he pleaded in April 1945 "for foreign
and defence poligy to be put on a different footing outside the
party conflict,”

It was wvith this bent of mind and profound change in
their conviction that the Labour leaders went to'polls in July |
1945. The Party's election manifesto, "Let ustéce the Puture”,
said very litfle»about forelgn policy, énd vhatever it sald was
in végue generalities. vhile reaffirming the socialist princi-
pPles, the manifesto made no promises. On the other hand, thle
50 per cent of Conservative candidates linked fofelgn poliey to
natters of defence and armed forces, the corresponding figure
for the Labour candidates was only 12 per cent.7

The reversal of the Party's socialist foreign policy
became obvious and counspicuous once it entered the:gavernment.
While it is not possible here to prove this contention in a'
global perspective, it would, howe#ér, be shown how radically

& Lwuoted in Ibido’ Pe 82.

Alan Bullock, M&Wz&w, vol. II'
(LOndon, 1960), P 349.

7 Gordony n. 1, p. 100.
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the Party's policy had undergone within the context of Europe,
particularly its approach toﬁards Anglo-Soviet relationship.

The Labour Party before it entered the government fre-
quently attacked the Conservatives for their suspicious outlook
at the Soviets. It committed itself to developing close Anglo-
Soviet amity. This sentiment was expressed 1n the catchphrase
"Left alone understands Left", very frequently assocliated with
the Labour Party.

This sentiment, however, did not last long once the
Labour came to power. It was at Potsdam Conference in August
1945 that the official Labour approach to Anglo-Soviet relation-
ship became very clear. On two lmportant issues, German repara-
tions and the Polish western frontier, Soviet and British views
clashed clearly. Bevin took so militant a view in defence of
the British interests that the general expectation that a
soclalist government would easily be able to reach a common
accord with another sociallist govgrnment was completely shattered.

The differences became much more glaring at the Council
of Foreign Ministers held in London in September 1945. Soviet
demands for enormous German reparations, the Soviet-imposed
regimes in Bulgaria, Hungary and Rumania deepened the differences
further. that particularly alarmed and irritated Bevin and his
Government at this Conference was the disclosure of Soviet
interests in Southern Europe and Mediterranean. The Soviet

Forelgn Minister Molotov's insistence for the large British
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evacuation from the above area, the Soviet control of the Tur-
‘kish Straits, and Soviet acquisition of the former Italian
colonies, enraged Bevin so much that at one point he likened
Molotov with Hitler.a ,
snother important event indicative of growing chasm bet-
ween Britain and Soviet Union was Bevin's stand on Churchill's
Fulton speech of 1946, 'Churchill's speech was a detailed expo-
sition of the British fears of the Russian designs in Europe
and the consequent threat to the 'Free torld'. Wwhen in larch,
more than hundred Labour members moved in the Hoﬁse of Commons
a censure motion against Churchill's speoch, the Labour govern-
ment, despite its loud outc:y, refused to renounce the statement.
vhat underscores the point here is that the Soviet poliey
of the Labour Government was running very much against thé.
spirit of its commitment to '1nternatiohaiismf and 'anti-
capitaelism?. In fact,'they would have demanded that the British
Government made concessions to the Soviet Union.
with thelr denigration of national interests
and their insistence that conflict between
nations was the result of easlly surmounted
zisunderstanding, the principles would pre-
sunably have dictated unilateral British
- concessions - to the point where the Soviets

- would be convinced of British goodwill and
begin to reciprocate. 9

8 fitzsimons, l" ). B ;
mm (South Bend’ 1953), pn 310

] Gordon, Iie 1, po 104,
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Discontent ﬁithin the Labour Party was growing rapidly agalnst
the Government's Soviet policy. The rank and file of the Party
vere entertaining a strong feeliug that the Government, parti-
~cularly the Forelgn lMinister Bevin had let down the soclalist
foreign policy. | .

In face of the mounting criticism of the Government's
foreign policy by the Party members, the Labour Government in
1947 issued a pamphlet, Caxds on the Table, which was a detailed
pronouncement of Labour's approach to international affairs.

The pamphlet came close to almost repudiating everything the
party had held sacrosaﬁct for decadess Ridiculing those vho
equated anti-communism with fascism, i1t argued how ill~founded,
even'during.war,'the pfo—Soviet sentiment had been. It emphati-
cally stated that Britaln was too weak to take inﬂependent
action. ggzﬂg,gg_gggnzg_;g,put the "attainment of a united
independent Europe in the forefront of its almg and declared to
prevent the crystallization of the wartime divisions in Europe
into spheres of 1nfluence."lo This should not, however, be
construed here that the pamphlet was favouring a 'United Europe’.
that all it weant was the normalization of relations.between the
two parts of the divided Europe.'

From what has been said above, it can now fairly be

contended that in the lmmediate post-war yearsy; the British

10 Eline tindrich, British
(California, 1952), p.-27.
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Government viewed Soviet Union as the major threat to her
security. The later British approach to the lMarshall Ald, end
the NATO could be understood against this background.

As already noted in the earller chepter, Bevin was the
earliest statesman to recognize the significance of the Marshall
speech and play an active role in the formation of the OEEC.
Bevin, in fact, invifed Molotov with a view to arranging for
joint action on behalf of all the countries. Molotov accepted
the initlative.

Bevin's blographer records the surprise and excitement
with which Bevin received the news of Molotov's écceptance,
hoping that it meant a change of Kremlin's policy.ll The three
Foreign Miristers of Britaln, Soviet Union and France, met from
27 June to 3 July 1846 in Paris. No agreement could be reached
as Molotov preferred bilateral negotiations between United States
and each Buropean country. The Soviet Union retaliated to the
Marshall Aid by forming the Cominform. Moreover, it encouraged
the communist parties in Western Europe to sabotage the Marshall
Ald Programme 2

When it became clear that Soviet Union intended to wreck
the European recovery programme and that the four-powef agreement
on Germany had failed to materlialize at the meetings of the
Allied Council of Foreign Ministers in Moscow in March-April 1947,

11  Francis williams, Ernst Bevin (London, 1952), p. 265.
12 Gordon, n. 1, p. 124. A
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Bevin came out with proposal for a “estern European union.
Speaking in Parliament on 22 January 1948, Bevin said:

All these developments, point to the con-
clusion that the fres countries of Vest
Europe must drawv closely together... 1
believe the time is ripe for the consoli-
dation of Yestern Europe. First in this
context we think of the people of France...
Ve are not now preparing a formal political
union with France.... The time has come to
find vays and means of developing our rela-
tions with the Benelux countries... I hope
that treaties will be signed with our near
neighbours, the Benelux countries, making
our treaty with France an important nucleus
in vestern Lurope. Ve have then to go be-
yond the circle of our immediate neighbours
esse (to) Italy. 13

The speech, hovever, falled to impress the European enthusiasts
in Britain, especially those who supported the Churchillian
'United Burope Movement'. A close reading of the speech shows
that vhat Bevin meant was no more than c¢lose intergovernmental
cooperation. He was not obviously calling for a common "Euro-
pean political union" or federation. "tWhat Bevin evidently had
in mind was a number of bilateral defensive pacts with the
West Buropean countries gseverally, on the model of the Dunkirk
Treaty, rather than a single political and economic complex."14
The immwediate result of the Foreign Secretary's speech

was the signing of the Brussels Treaty on 17 iarch 1948. Also

13 uoted in F.S. liorthedge, Bxngﬁg_kgxglgn_ggligx
(London, 1962), pp. 46-47.

14 Ibido, pe 47.
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called Vestern Union the Treaty was actually a multilateral
arrangement uniting Britain with France, Italy and the Benelux
countries, It aimed at g¢ooperation in economic, cuitural,
social and defence fields. The Brussels Treaty, therefore,
should be understood only within the meaning of the British
Government's stand on the gquestion of European unity - a kind
of close inter-governmental cooperation.

When the Brussels Treaty was announced by Attlee in the
House of Commons on 17 March 1948, a motion supported by about
hundred members was moved in. The motion called for a long
termm policy "to create a democratic federation of Europe with
a constitution based on principles of common citizenship, poli-
‘tical freedon andvrepresentative govermment, including the
charter of human fights.” It went on to propose the convocation
of "a constituent assembly composed of representatives chosen
by the parliaments of the participating states to frame a
constitution for such a federation."l5

The motion reflected the ideas of the United Europe
Committee which was then engaged iu preparations for the (ong-
regs of The Hague to be held next year. The Government declined
to glve time for the motion to be debated. A few days later on
28 March 1948, Bevin said in the Parliasment that the "solid work
of Buropean unity should proceed strictly by way of inter~

15  GQuoted in A.H. Robertson, Enmm&_h(lmugaw-
gperation: Inteepation: Unification (London, 1959), p. 10.
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16
governmental cooperation in economic and defenca." At about

the same time, the NEC of Labour Party officially warned its
members against participation in The Hague Congress, arguing
that the question of European unification was a matter to be
dealt with s_olely by governments.l7 . |

 The Statute of the Council of Europe was signed in London
on § May 1949. As already said in the previous chapter, the
British Government was firmly opposed to setting up institutions
that would act independent of'governmeht control. Finally the

Statute "bore insevery.Sense the marks of the British resistance
1
to federalism."

The belief that Britain was not strong enough to offer
security to Vest Eurépean countries in face of a Russlian danger,
also left Bevin with the strong conviction that without American
support any defensive pact or mechanism would not serve the
purpose. In fact, the Brussels pact was ﬁvalued in London mainly
as another device by which to lure American pover back to Europe.
- The Treaty had scarcely been élgned before thé Labour government
petitioned the Truman Administration-for negotiation on an
‘dnlantic-vwide alliance.19 As if to underscore this objective

the Labour Government entered into more bilateral arrangements

16 UK, Parliamentary Debates, vol. 473, col. 320.
17 Gordon, n. 1, p. 144.
18 Northedge, n. 15, p. 141l.

19 Gordon, n. 1, p. 126.
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with the United States even vhile the Brussels negotiations vere
going on. une such arrangement was Anglo-American agreement to
station the American bombers on British soil.
Thus vhen the horth Atlsntic Treaty was signed on 4 April

1249, the Labour Government ngturally welcomed and defended it
wholeheartedly. It, therefore, appears that the Labour Govern=
ment's major objective was to link American military might to the
defence of testern Eurcope. lMoreover it was to this objective
that the Government pald more attention than to the question
of European Unity.

For some years after the war, most of Europe

was in no gshape to undertake Jjoint action

with Britain for common purposes. Although

the organization of post-war defence began

with the purely European treaties of NMunkirk

and Brussels, the essential objective for

Britain was always to involve the United

- 8tates in European defence, and when this was

effected through KATO, 1t was the British-

American link to which Britain continued to

give priority. 20

The general conclusion that could be drawn from the

Labour Government's approach either to the OUEEC or the military
arrangements like the bunkirk, Brussels, and LATU, is that
beyond intergovernmental cooperation and consultation, it was
willing to concede nothing.

Beyond intergovernmental cooperation of the

sort represented by NATU and OEEC, the Labour

Government would not venture. Cooperation

was fine, consultation was splendid, inter-
national secretariats vere desirable; but as

20 Kenneth Younger, Chanzing

Foreign Policy (London, 1964), p. 5. .
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soon as the issue of supranational authority

arose...the Labour Government quickly boggled

and refused to contemplate the slightest

surrender of formal British sovereignty. 21
That the Government was unwilling to shed any amount of her
sovereignty was once again made clear by its stand on the
Pleven Plan. VYhen the French Prime Minister Rene Pleven, called
for the creation of a Europeanvﬂefence Community (ENC) in
October 1950, the British Government's attitude was reserved and
non-committal, because the plan proposed creation of a single
unified army under the responsibility of a "European lefence
Hinister". | | |

| In the early fiftles, vhen the 3chuman Plan for the plac-

_ing of European coal and stéel production under a Common High
Authority, was belng seriously discussed by the French ahd'west
German leaders, the Labour Government, vhile welcoming close
friendly relations'between France and Vest Germany, refused to
accept the principles of pooling resources and placing them
under a "High Authority", at the outset. The French insisted
that Britain should accept the principles underlying the proposed
European scheme before she participated in the negotiations on
the "Schuman Plen". The British Government, on the other hand,
true to the British traditions of diplomatic caution and prag-
matism, demanded that the negotiations must precede the adherence

to principles. How can, the British argued,'a government place

21 Gordon, n. 1; pp. 142=43,
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its iegal power under a federal authority, without first nego-
tiating in depth the full political and economic lmplications.
of the Plan? Reiterating the Government's position on the
Schuman Plan, Stafford Cripps stated in Parliament that
essedt was impossible for His Majesty s
Government to take part in the interna-
tional consideration of his (Schuman)
proposals on terms which committed them
in advance of such consideration to pool
the production of coal and steel and to
~institute a new high authority whose de-~
cisions would bind the Governments
| concerneds«s 22 )

The Labour Government's opposition to the Schunan Plan
had'already been explained in the previous chapter. However,
speaking strictly from the party point of view, this much could
be sald here that the Party largely opposed it on grounds of
theiplan's 'supranational’ éharactér and sociaiist principles.
Moreover, the predominantly Catholic supported Schuman Plan
also was a,significant-factor in rousing .the Lébour'é‘suspiciohs
about the Plan. The Labour felt

+ssthere was something suspect, something
popish and reactionary, about 'Christian
Democracy'y with its subtle shadings of the
black and the reds.+.» Preoccupled at home
vith nationalizing transport and fuel and
steel, a Labour.Government was not apt to
risk a haZandous venture with Europe... 23

Moreover, the rate of the British steel and coal production was

22 gg, Commons, Eammggmma, vol. 680, cols. 147-

23 Geogge W. Ball, IQ2~21§£LE_1££_Q£.EQEQL (Boston, 1968),
p- L]
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in a relatively far better condition oﬁer that of the West Euro-
pean states at this time. The crude steel production in Britain
in 1947 was 12.7 million tons vhile Continental UEEC countries
produced only 17.6 million tons.24 In 1949, Britain produced
61 per cent of the coazl in the whole OEEC.zs This economic
strength definitely must have given the Labour Government, which
only recently nationalized steel, some confidence to go alone
outside the ECSC.

Expressing 1ts opposition to any European political union
and the incompatability of such union with her world-wide commit-
ments, Bevin said: |

A political federation limited fo West
Europe is not compatible either with our
Commonwealth ties, our obligations as
Mity, or as a Worid Povers 56 CommuT

uf all her objections to the Schumsn Plan, it is quite
evident that her opposition was basically grounded on the ques-
tion of 'supranational principle'. It was so with her approach
to the UEKC and the Council of Europe and it was equally so in
the case of the Schuman Plan.

_/ihe Labour's stand on the question of European Unity was

made abundantly clear in a Foreign Policy Statement entitled

24 ileriam Camps, B al ;. g
63 (London, 1964)’ p. 5.

25 G. St. J. Barclay, ngmgnngaldh_gx_Euxgaa (Cueensland,
1970), p. 15.

26 Quoted in Ball, n. 23, p. 75.
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"European Unity" issued by the NEC of the party on 12 July 1950.
It was one of the important documents that in unéduivocal terms
stated the Labour Governmént's policy tovards Schuman Plan speci-
fically and "European Unity™ in general.

Arguing its opposition to any federal union on economic
grounds the document said that "no British government, vhatever
its political opinions, could save Britain from bankruptcy with-
out retaining the general framework of ccntrol."27 This pre-
¢cisely meant that Britain could not abandon her economic
sovereignty.

The document was more vehement on the importance of
soclalist principles. Arguing that a continental supranational
authority would be incompatible with a socialist government, it
sald:

Ko Socialist Government in Europe would
submit to the authority of a body whose
policies were decided by an anti-social~-
i1st majority... No Soclalist Party with
the prospect of forming a Government

could accept a system by which important
fields of national policy were surrendered
to a supranational European representative

authority. 28
The logical conclusion that could be drawn from the
aforesald pamphlet "Buropean Unity" is that the Labour Government
wﬁs opposed to Britaln's participation in any continental poli-

tical or econcmic union that would compromise 1ts soclalist

27 Europeapn Unitv (London; Labour Party, 1950), p. 165.
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commitments and/or British sovereignty itself. oOn the other
hand, in tune with her preference for a loose intergovernmental
association the document preferred "an international machinery
to carry out agreements which are reached vithout compulsion,®
Obviously the document meant the OEEC or the Council of Europe
type of organlzationse

In 1957, when the EBuropean econcmic community came into
exlstence the Labour's opposition remained undiminished. How-
every, one point of major significance on the EEC question was
that the Party experienced an unprecedented division within 1its
.ranks. The pro-marketeers and anti-marketeers, as they came to
be called, were so severely dividgd on the issue with their
respective arguments and counter-arguments that at one time an
open break-up of the party seemed imminent. In fact, the EEC
controversy was a test of the solidarity within the British
political parties - both the Labour and the Conservative.

The anti-marketeer group within thé Labour Party enjoyed
the support of a majority of members. They expressed grave
concern for the Commonwealth and EFTA preferences and argued
that the provisions of the Treaty of Rome were directly in con-
flict with the Commonwealth and EFTA arrangements. The main
objection of this group to Britain's entry was that the common
tariff-vall of "the Six" discriminated agalnst the Commonwealth
imports into Britain, and in return, the possibility of Britain
losing hor tradé concesgions in thelr two markets could not be

ruled out. The markets of both Commonwealth and EFTA were
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larger in size and more profitable to the British than the EEC
market. In the words of John Stonehouse, an anti-marketeer,
++sall Commonwealth preferences will have
to go, which will mean that the vast Common-
wealth market, probably the biggest in the
vorld, will be open, not only to Italy,
Germany and France, but open to Japan, and
the United States to exploit. ‘e will lose
an immense amount of trade unless we safe-
guard our Commonwealth connections. 29 _

The second argument against entry was that the EEC was
rogarded or rather branded as a "richmen's club". It is a capi-
talist bloc, so ran the argument, whose free trade and flow of
capital would ultimately result in the emergence of a few mono-
polies and cartels. Free competition, and monopoly capitalism
are inconsistent with soclalism and planned'economy.

The third argunent of the anti-marketeers was that the
BEC was an "inwarﬁ~looking" body, whose character and structure
went much against the spirit of European wnity and not in its
promotion. The "Six" were'rather.accentuating the post-war
divisions in EBurope instead of bridging them up.

Lastly, if Britain' this "invard-looking" blbc‘; she
would be betraying her world résponsibilities.' Both freedom of
action and independence in foréign policy may be at stake.
Entry would 1éave on Britain the stamp of being darrow&y

"European” vithout a global outloock.

29

- Beport ol the Sixtieth Annua.
m (Londm’ 1961), Pe 212,
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If Britain joinéd and became closely
identified with the foreign policles
- of some of the governments, within
the Common Market, we might not have
the necessary freedom for mangeuvre at
a critical time in seeking to build a
bridge between the Soviet Union and the
United States and between China and the
United States. 30
| If there were the anti-marketeer arguments the arguments
in favour of entry by the pro-marketeers were equally Qowerful.
 Firstly, the pro-marketeers argued that entry would improve the
domestic economic conditions. It wouid be a 'shot in the arm'
of the British industry, for free competition would force the
1imping industries either to close down or adapt themselves to
the continental standards. It was further argued that the Rome
Treaty was not necessarily opposed'to_planning and public owner-
ship. In fact, in Italy and France some sectors were under
pudblic control.
4 second pro-marketeer argument was that Britain must
realize the loss of her global power and should be pragmatic
. enough to play a greater 'European' role on the continent.
Failure to join the EEC would leave Britaln with diminished
international status. Moreover, the long-term value of Common-
wealth relatlonship was uncertain since these nations were
increasingly assertive of their independence and freedom of

action in global affairs.

30
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Lastly, the pro-marketeers vehemently argued that if
Britain chose to remain outside the EEC, there might emerge a
West European bloc under tlest German leadership which could
deprive Britain of a role in European affairs. Thus in the
words of Shirley Williams, a Labour pro-marketeer:

If we stay outside the Common Market, we
shall leave Vest Gerinany, leading a Euro-
pean block as powerful economically as the
Soviet Union or United States... That 1s
why I feel that this country has an obli-
gation to go in and help to lead the
third great bloc, as it will be, in the
wvorld. 31

. These were, thus, the divergent and contrasting posi-
tions taken by the opposing groups within the Labour Party on
the issue of Britain's entry into the EEC. These differences
were so great that, as pointed out earller, they threatened an
open split in the party. To avold one such a situation and to
reconcile the opposing groups, Gaitskell, the leader of the
Parlismentary Labour Party, proposed the well-known "Five
Conditions®™ as a compromise solution. The same five conditions
were laid down in "Labour and the Common Harket*, a policy docu-
ment on the EEC issue, which Gaitskell himself presented on
29 September 1962 to the National Executive Committee of the
Labour Party at its 1967 Annual Conference. These five condi-
tions were as follows: |

1l. st:ongvand binding safeguards for the trade and other

31

Report of the Sixtio AnDn
m (Lﬁndon, 1961), Pe 219.
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interests of Britain's friends and partners in the Commonwealthj

2. Froedon to pursue Britain's own foreign poliecy;

3. Fulfilment of government's pledge to Britain's
agsociates in the EFTA;

4. The right to plan British economy by herself;

5. Guarantee to safeguard the British agricultural
position.82

These conditions were to a large extent an admixture of
vague political phrases and underlying suspicibns that the EEC
wvas a capitalist club. Une can avoid the impression from the
"Five Conditions” that they would obstruct Britain'ts entry into
the EEC. Though they were listed as a compromise gesture to
the pro—mafketeers, they were both in fact and spirit speaking
very much the language of anti-marketeers.

The Party's anti-market orientation became more pronounced
in Gaitskell's marathon speech at the Labour Party's Annusl
Conference in October 1962.

But before discussing about Galtskell's speech, a fevw
words may be said about Gaitskell's attachment to Commonwealth.
Galtskell had a sentimental attachment to the Commbnwealth: His
father had served in India. He believed that the Commonwealth
nations played an historically important role in building the
British pmpire. He felt Britain had a duty to protect the

32

Report of the Sixty-first Annual 1t e
Labour Party (London, 1962), p. 87.
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interests - largely econamic - of the underdeveloped Common-
waalth countries. Britain, once she joined the EEC would not
be able to do Justice to her Commonwealth partners. MNoreover,
1t.would be a betrayal of her Commcnwealth commitments. Bri-
tain's role as "mother country™ of the Commonwealth would be
completely lost once she joined the kiC. It was this attachment
to the Commonwealth that iufluenced him to a large extent in
adopting an anti-EEC posture at the Brighton ConferanceQ
Strongly disapproving any arrsngement that would undere
 mine Britain's traditfonal relationship with the Commonvealth,
Gaitskell argued that if "Britain enters the Common HMarket the
barriers will go down between us and thga'SIx', but they will
'80 up between us and the Commonwealth.” Presenting the con=-
trast of economic advantages between the Commonwealth and the
EEC, Galtskell maintainéd that while in 1961 the exports by
Britaln to the Comuonwealth vers 43 per cent of the total Bri-
tish exports, the share of the ELC in British exports was only
16.7 per cent. Launching a blistering attack against the idea .
of suprenationallism, the Labour leader warned that political
federation would mean "the end of Britain as an independent

nation-gtate...it

34 Ibidu, P 1560
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That the prevelling mood of the conference was anti-
marketlisa vas demonstrated by tho.stanﬂing ovation that Gaite
skell's speech received. Harold 'ilson proposed that "this
historic speech..ybe immedintely sent to be printed and mede
available to every party member {n this country and to the wvider
aroas beyond."35 Giving anvemotionallvent to the Burkehean
hyperbole of Gaitskell, Vedgewood Benn said: "I belleve that
the historic¢ speech that 1auneheq the historic debate atsghis'
historic conference will carry us into historic battle.”

It cannot, however; be contended that the party gathering
vas massively carried auéy by the anti-market wave of Gaitskell's
grandiloquence. Tho pro-marketeers did not fail to argue theii
case. ravouring Britain's entry iuto KEC one of the staunch
Pro-marketeors, Roy Jenkins said:

I em not going to pretend that there are

not those of us vho belicve - and I am

still as convinced as ever of this -~ that

Britain's destiny lies vith Europe and

that unleoss we go in ve shall be both

poorer end weaker than we need be. 37
In facty the rift betvcen the pro and anti-maritet groups became
more explicit, pronounced and even hostile. Both the opposing
groups tried to convince the British public as logiecally as

possible with thelr respective argunents.

36 Ibidg ey Po 188.
36 Ibidey p. 160.
37 Ibig. 3 Po 173,
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Thesenideological differences within the Labour Party
not only remained what they were before the 1962 annual confe-
rence but they were further aggravated. In fact, while Gait-
_skell's "Five Conditions™ vhen they were first declared were
expected to reconcile the opposing groups, his speech at the
Annual Conforence'instéad wvlidened the existing schism within
~ the Labour Party between the anti and pro-marketeers mﬁoh |
deeper. Now the contending groups which were already having
their associations even before Gaitskell's speech, mounted up
their respective campaigh. Thus the "Labour Common-Matke§
Committee", set up by the pro-marketeers, with the membership
of both party members and some trade unionists, started a brisk
campaign for Britaln's entry into the Common Market.

o It set up training sessions for persons
to speak for EEC entry to locals and trade
unionists in constituencles. It despatched
gpeakers to various parts of the country to
propagate, particularly to trade unionists,
of entry into the Common Market. 38
The Committee propagated that continental states were as advanced
and serious about social security measures and spent as much
pér'oapita on itg as Britain.

n the other hand, the 'victory for socialism group'
representing the anti-marketeers intensified equally its campalgn
agalnst entry into the Common Market. "It argued that entry

into EEC would restrict government'svpolicy.to nationalize

38 Robert L. Pfaltzgraft, Jre, Bnitglg Eagoa Enngpg
. (London, 1968), pe 243,
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1ndustry and engage in economic planning., The group condemggd
the Common larket as an instrument of US policy in Europe."”

The rift was continuing to grow further and by the time
" of the 1964 general election, the chasm between the two oppos=
ing groups went much deeper.

Bere, a few vords may be‘said about the Labour view of
'European Unity': 'Buropean Unity', vhatever the continentals
understood by that term, had never enjoyed a favourable response
emong the Labour circles. The Labour, as also the majority of
thé British poople did, was esgsentially unwilling to adhere to
‘and participate in any kind of European organization - be 1t
- federal or functional or neofunctional - that restricted a.
nation's soiereignty. that all the Labour Government was willing
to accept ﬁas a loose association that did not make any demands
on the sovereign power df Britain. This was amply evidenced in
her policy towards the OEEC and the Council of Burope.

Being a socialist party as it was, the Labour Party
viewed the continentél unity movement with some suspicion,
particularly in the immediate poste-war years, when the European
movement was largely led by Christian Temocrat leaders. The
woakness of the Left in the lest European states and the role
played by the Christian Democratic Partics raised the fears
that the European ecbnomic institutions would merely be tools

in the hands of big business. The Labour viewed the economic

39 Ibidc, Pe 245.
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integration on the cohtinent as a kind of capltalist coalition,
participation in which would certainly undermine soclalist
principles. |

| It was thus largely on these two grounds -~ supranational-
vism and anti-socialist fears - that the Labour Party opposed the

European unity movement.



Chapter III

SHIFT IN LABOUR'S ATTITUDE TOWARDS "EUROPEAN
UNITY"

In October 1964 the British electorate went to polls.
The result of the General Election was that the thirteen-year
old Conservative rule was replaced by that of the Labour. How~
ever, it is no exaggeration to say that the Common Market 1ssue
was virtually absent from consideration in the General Election.
What had been the most controversial political issue of 1962,
recelved attention in the election address of only 1l per cent
of the Conservative and 8 per cent of the Labour candidates.l

Labour's election manifesto condemned the Conservative
Governments of Macmillan and Home for their readinesgs to nego-
tiate entry under highly unfavourable terms. The manifesto
accused the Torles of having allowed the Commonwealth share of
Britain's trade to drop from 44 per cent to 30 per cent, and
stated that while seeking "closer links with our European
neighbours, the Labour Party 1ls convinced that the first res-
ponsibility of a British Government 1s still to the Common-
wealth."a The Labour, once in power, would make a drive to
step up exports to the Commonwealth. The manifesto did not

suggest that a Labour Government would try again for Britain's
entry into the EEC.

1 Robert J. Leliber, British Poli
(California) 1970)’ P 242.

2 Labour Party, lex asto fo
General Election (London. 1964), P- 19.
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Even aftor forming the government, the European igsue
mattered 1ittle in the deliberations of the Labourite Cabinet.
The new cabinet, which was by no means pro-European, was absor-
bed with other matters. Its priorities were with domestic
problems, the promotion of detente, and the development of
Commonwealth relations§3 Its dnitial policy statements, there~
fore, offered little prospecﬁ of a resunption of the Européan
venturc. Speaking to the British Chamdber of Commerce in Brusg-
selé the Foreign Secretary Michacl Stewart reiterated on 11
February 1965 Britain's desire for "closer cooperation between
- the BFTA and the Common Market”, and peaffirmed her role of
Commonweslth leadership, and observed that '"no choice was neces-
sary between Atlantic and Europecan orientations."4 A clearer
statement by.Harold tiilson followed a few days later when he
told the Parliament that the Government would be prepared to
negotiate "only if the necessary conditions relating to essen~
tial British and Commonwealth interests could be f'ulf.llled."5

In coutrast to the above position, the Common HMarket
 issue began to receive increasing attention of the Government
during the spring and summer of 1965 and henceforvard on 2
August 1965, walter Pedley, Minister of State for Forelgn Affairs

3 Keriom Camps, LEuropean Unification i
(Nevw York, 1966), Pe 141-
4 Quoted 1n Robert J. Leiber, n. 1, p. 2486,

UK, Commons, Parlismentary Tebates, vol. 706,
3010 1003.
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stated in the Parliament thag the "Five Conditions" of 1962
were not "Ten Commandments". Towards the end of 1966, a change
in the tone of the Foreign Secretary on the rigldity of the
'Five Conditions' was becoming increasingly clear.

By the autumn, the Foreign Secretary showed

signs of softening the Five Conditions, which

remained Labour's official policy. At the

party's Annual Conference, he criticized

those reservations involving the Commonwealth

and the problem of retaining independent

foreign policy and econocmic capabilities, and

in Parliasment he described some of the condi-
| tions as easier to meet than previously. 7
The above statements, hovever, were not indicative of a major
shift in party's formel position on the Common Market issues
For, even duriﬁg the election campaigns of 1966 General
Electlions, the Common Market issue recelved less attention than
compared to the other opposition parties. While 50 per cent
of the Conservative and 67 per cent of Liberal candidates
referred to the subject in their electoral speeches the'share

' : 8 ,

-of the Labour candidates vas only 9 per cent. Speaking at
Bristol on 18 March 1966, Wilson . said.

Ve must be free to go on buyling food and
ray-materials, as we have for 100 years,

6 Juoted in Cynthia V. Frey, "Meaning Business: The Bri-
tish Application to Join the Common Market", Journal of

Common lLiarket Studies (London), 1967-638, p. 194.
quoted in Robert J. lieber, e 1, pe 244.

_ 8 Ibidt, p.o 2%0
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m the cheapest warkets - in Canada,

Australia, Ilow Zealand, and other

Commonwealth countries -~ and not have

this trade vreclted by the levies that

the Tories are so keen to impose. 9

The party's eleetionv manifesto also expressed about the
same viewe It gtated that Britain would be 'ready in consule
tation withe..EFTA 'pa.rtneré...to enter the EEC, provided esson=~
tial British and Cosmonwoalth hxtere-sts aro safeguarded .“10 ,
Upon: the opening of Parlissent in April 1966, the sueen's speech
agaln emphasized Britain's readiness to join the Counon lLarket
‘provided her "essential conditions® vere met. These conditions,
hovever, "remalmed unspecified, and tho Prime Linister observed
that certain of the obstacles to the entry had diminished."n
It was from the surmer of 1966, that a change in the

Labour Government's position om the Common If:a;-ket became not
only perceptible bﬁt marketi. Row the Cabinet largely being pro-
European in composition, increasingly concerned itself with the
Common iarket issuc. On 6 May 1966, Goorge Brown, Minister in
charge of the nevly created Departzh'ont of Economic Affalrs, ang
a staunch pro-marketeer himself, stated that "the question is
not uheger Britain should joln the KEC but vhen and on what

terms." Roughly within a yoar after thc Labour Party formed

9 Guoted in The Guardian (lianchester), 19 hLarch 1966.

10 Labour Party, Time X fasnt _
memm (London, 1966), p‘ 21-

11 Robert J. Lieber, n. 1, pe. 246.

12 “uoted in The Times (London), 17 lay 1966,



the govarnmeht for the second time, the EEC issue galned momen-
tum. The Labour Government entered a new phase, that of whole-
hearted assertion of "Europeanism", finally culminating in
‘ilson's announcement on 2 May 1967, that the Government had
decided to make formal application for membership of the EEC.
thet were the factors or rather the forces that brought about
a shift in the Labour's attitude towards the EEC? tVhy should
the Labour Government, which even on the eve of 1966 General
Election remained unaltered over its emphasis on the Commonwealth
and EFTA preferences, decide to enter the Common Market, within
lésa than a year after the Election?

The answers to the above queries could be sought only
by examining the change in Wilson's own attitude towards the
EEC issue. For to analyza Wilson's mind over this issue is to
analyze the mind of British Labour P@rty over the Lkuropean issue
during the period under discussion. There is no exaggeration
here, nor is there any hero-worshipping. "For the last eight
years (l.e., 1963-71) the history of Labour Party has been
interlocked with the-ﬁistory of Harold w1lson."13 It was as
the party leader, as an effective manager of its affairs, by
evolving a consensus out of conflicting commitments that Wilson
retaliied a firm grip on the Labour Party affairs.

It was Wilson who must take the credit or
blame for converting the party into a

13 Anthony Sampson,
1971) s Pe 43.

ain (London,
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consensus party, vhose task was - and gtill
is « to recepture the 'middle ground' from
the Conservatives. He is a consummate polie
tical manager and his career thus reflects
the balances of the Party. Yhile Galtskell
believed in passionate comitment and in
meeting arguments head-=on...liilson believed
in keeping the party together at all
costs.«s He attacked from the left, but he
vas alvays seeking the point of balance. 14

It vas vith such consunmate handling of party afféirs,
that ability to mould the party opinion in accordance with his
understanding of the changing situation and his own opinion
that tilson was able to head off any massive party opposition
to bis decislion to apply to the EEC membership. Perhaps Vil
son‘s greateét contribution to the cause of Britain's entry
into Comion lMarket finds its bdest summarization in the words
of UuavKitzinger:

- Herold 'ilson is almost certainly one of
those few men but for whom Britain could
not hnve entered the Community. He ren=
dered a double service. Strateglically it
vas he who committed the Labour Party to
the principle of entry against strong
reservations on the part of some of his
¢colleagues. By so doing he ensured that
the question of enlargement d4id not vanish
from the community's agenda in the sixties;
and he made the task of whatever governuent
might be in power in the early seventles
a very much less daunting one at home as-
well as abroad. 156

It is because of such leading role and contribution to Britain's

14 Ibid., Pe 44,

16 Dwe Ritzinger, Di
Do 276.

asion (Londcng 1973),
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final entry into the Common Market, it becomes necessary to
examine Wilson's own position oh the BEC 1ssue; Henceforvard
it would be the task of this chapter to analyze Wilson's ori-
ginal stand on Common Market, the factors that compelled him
to turn seriously towards Europe, and finally his decision to
undertake a trip to the continent. |

Harold Wilson started originally with a highly negative
attitude tovards the Common Harket. His attituds was largelys
as could be expected, shaped bﬁ/@he usual Labour suspicion of
free trade, private ownefship, enphasis on sociaiist planning,
etc., In 1962, he denounced the community as incompatible with
the substance of purposive public owneréhip. He categggized the
Common Market as 'anti-planning'! in its wvhole outlooke. He
expressed a grave fear of "the domination of Western Europe by
a Paris—Bonn axis, dedicated to an intransigent line in East-
West affalrs, right-wihg‘yosSIbly semi-neutralist and before
long, nuclear powered.ﬁl7 ' |

Wilson's antagonism tovards the Common Market persisted
not only until 1964 when tho Laboqr came into power butvéven
until the early months of 1266,

A form of integration which encourages
a narrovw 'Little Europe' nationalism, -

an invard-looking mentality, wvhether in
economic or in political terms would be

16 Ibid., p. 279.

17 Quoted in Uwe Kitzinger, ed., The Second Try (Oxford,
| 1968), p. 85.
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a danger... We believe that Britain has
a distinctive and unique contribution to
make as a result of our historic role as
a world power. 18

One recurring theme that occurs in most of Wilson's
speeches on the EEC issue was his deep attachment to the pro-
tection of Commonwealth interests. Making a virulent attack
on the Conservative Government for its alleged neglect of the
Commonwealth trade, Wilson on 6 February 1964, in Parliament
 sald:

We made it clear all along that our view
1s that preferences as such are a much
less important asset in inter-Commonwealth
trade nows, but we were not prepared to
sacrifice trade with the Commonwealth in
order to get intc the Common Market. That
was our position and it is our position.

Ending his speech on Commonwealth with a perovation Wilson
posed a challenge to the Government.

Conscious that perhaps no one has yet told
him (the Prime Minister) what my question
wasy I will repeat it now, across the
Table: 'Will he give a pledge that no
Government of which he 1s the head will
consider entry into the Common Market

on any terms which would reduce Britain's
existing freedom to trade with the Common-
wealth'?

19
on behalf of my party, I give that pledge.
This concern for the Commonwealth interests remained with

Wilson even after 1966 when he stated, as already pointed out,

18 Harold wilson,
P 94.

19 Ibido’ Pe 124,

ain (Mlddlesex, 1964),
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that essential conditions safeguarding Commouwealth and EFTA
intorests should be fulfilled before entry into the Common
Harket.

On Gaitskell's 'Five Conditions' Wilson had this to say
in 1964: "te said then, énd ve say now, that we are prepared
to resumo negotiations for entry into the Common Market if, nnd

. That position stands." (Emphasis added) And this position

Viilson maintained almost unchanged till the Labour resumed power
in 1966, Maﬁing a scathing attack on 18 liarch 1266, on Edward
Heath, the Congervative leader, Wilson sald: "...some of my best
friends are Spaniels, but I would not put them 1n charge of
negotiations into tho Common HMarket." 4 much more clear state-
ent occurs in the same gpeech when he sald:

We are reedy to Join if sultable safeguards
for Britain's interests, and our Coumon-
wealth interests, can be negotiated... Ve
shall continue and intensify these prob-
ingseess Given a fair wind, we will nego-
tiate our way into the Couman Market, head
held high, not cravl in. And we shall go
in if the conditions are right. 21

On the other hand, Wilson maintained that it was Britein's fall-
ing production rate under the Consérvative Government that low-
ered her status in the world. He argued that the Congervative
Government, in its overenthusiasm to enter the Common Harket

lost sizht of the real economic implications of such entry, and

20 Ibid., p. 120,
21 quoted in The Guaprdisn, 19 March 1966.



85

denied Britaln of a purposive economic plan. "Never has our
influence been weaker than in the period when a Conservative
Government, bankrupt of any ldeas for regenerating ocur economy,
looked to the Common Market to solve all our economic problems.”
Moreover Vilson firmly believed that it was the economic crisis
created by the Conservative rule that was the prime reason to
Britain's failure to enter the Market first time. He held the
Conservative Government, and not de Gaulle, as largely responsi-
ble in losing her case in her first attempt to enter the EEC:

t'ilson never belleved - at least not while

he was in opposition - that de Gaulle hsad

sabotaged Britain's first attempt to join

in 1963 but he always has been of the mind

that an economically sick Britaln would

never have a chance - eilther to be accepted

by the Six or wmore important to hold her

head above water inside. 23

The only solution to get Britain ocut of this economic
mess to enable her play a meaningful and influential role in
the world, ltillson believed, was to strengthen her economic
position. "Britain's standing in the world. This will never
be assured until we have fortified our economic strength at
24

homesess” But how could economically strong Britain be crea-
ted? By creating a 'New Britain'. who should create such
'*Nev Britain', and what would be its foundations? The Labour

Party would create it, given the political power, based on

22 Harold vilson, n. 18, p. 23,
23 Cynthia V. Frey, n. 6, p. 198.
24 Harold wWilson, n. 18, p. 21,
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entirely new economic grounds, so argued Wilson. He concelved

of a "New Britain' before the 1964 General Elections, which

he described as below:

Labour wants to mobilize the entire nation
in the nation's business. It vants to
create government of the whole peogle by
the vhole people. Labour will replace the
closed and exclusive soclety, by an open
soclety in which all have an opportunity

to work and servey in vhich brains will
take precedence over blueblood, and crafts-
manship will be more important than caste.
Labour wants to streamline our institutions,
modernize methods of government, bring the
entire nation into a working partiership
with the state. 25

In short Labour would create a new society. Such a

soclety would also take up a better planning and utilization

of scientific and technological skills. This point needs a

little more attention, for 1t gains a political and diplomatic

significance in Vilson's handsg in his efforts to enter the

Common Market., Wilson's emphasis on the importance of scienti~-

fic and technological skills could be explained in his own words:

«sswe belleve that the regeneration of Bri-
tish identity means...the positive applica-
tion of science to British industry. VWe .

need more scientists. Ve need more techno-

‘logists, we need more englneers, we need

much greater encouragement to those among

us who are capable of innovation, of techni-
cal skill for scientific research - and the
applicatlion of all these things to industry. 26

tilson also promised to cpreate a Miuistry of Technology which

25
26

Ibide, pp. 9=10.
Ibiday pe 80.
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in fact came into existence under the Labour Government. It
is better to leave this subject at this Juncture, since it
would_bénreceiving'an_éxhaustive consideration in the next
chéptef. |

| The new soclety or the 'Nevy Britain' wvhich Wilson so
enthusiastically talked aboui before he enteréd the Government,
however, proved to be too ideal to realize after he entered
office. Under the stress of the interplay of several for;es,
the concept of 'New Britain' received the least'considerafion.
If so, what were these forces that compelled Harold w11spn'to
move fromvhis énti-marketism to pro-market;sm, to seek member-
ship of the Common Market, which once he himself denounced as
| 'invard-looking' and 'anti-planning'? The answer is that a net
work of manifold factors - economic, political, domestic, and
externélv- effected an upswing in Wilson's stand on the Common
Market, ultimately forcing him to announce on 10 November 1966,
to undértakg a trip to the continent.to explore the possibili-
ties of entrﬁ'into-the Common Market. Henceforth, an analysis
of these forces would be undertaken.

Thé outgoing Conservative Government in 1964 léft behind

a costly economic legacy - the severe deficit in the balance
of payments position of Britaln. It was quite a heavy burden
that cost and influenced the Labour Government's policies
- largely. Recording that the forecast of thé'economic situation

presented by the Treasuxy to the'incoming Government in October
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1964 showed a defiecit of about £800 million on her overseas
payments for 1964, wWilson states that "it was this inheritance

which wvas to dominate g for

five years of the five years, eight months we were in office"
(emphasis added)527 Moreover, this deficit not only remained
periodic, bﬁt it continued until the Labour Government devalued
the pound in November 1967. Thus the deflcit was £776 million
in 1964, £342 million in 1965, £133 million in 1966, and £540
million in 1967.28 wilson had to take the decision of devalua=
tion, though he rejected firmly one such proposition in July
1966, hardly six months before devaluation. without making a
digression this much could be said here that it was this de-
valuation that offered de Gaulle a diplomatic stick in his re-
Jection of British application in 1967.

Another equally constraining factor was the low ratio
of industrial production when compared to the other leading |
powers. Between 1964 and 1966, while Britain's industrial
index rose only by 6 points, that of Japan's rose by 49 points,
Italy's by 32 points, France's by 12 points, USA's by 26 points
and West Germany's by 11 points'.a9

With the economic crisis reaching its peak in July 1966,

27 Harold Wilson, Ihe Labour Government 1964-70 (London,
1971) ) po 5.

28 Donald Maclean, ] £
lgé @ (London, 1970), Pe 97.

29 Ibld. y PP 102-3.
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with severe fall in industrial production, unemployment, conti-
nuing deficit in balance of payments, the Labour's programme
of 'New Britain' faced a crucial test. The Government was

forced to take certain steps that ran counter to the 'New

Britain' conception.

The July 1966 crisis and the fateful decision
not to devalue entalled a decisive switch in
priorities from growth to stability - from
investment for future productivity to retren-
chment in the interests of the balance of

payments and short-run world confidence in
the pound. 30

Faced with such crisis-ridden economy, the Government not only

had to withdraw its earlier promises,vbut even started develop-

ing cold-feet.

By July 1966 their (the Cabinet members')
self-confidence had been shattered. They
were subjected to a fallure nearly as
shocking as the Suez fiasco was for a
Conservative Government. Less than four
months after the electorate had given him
(wilson) a comfortable majority, Mr wWilson
found himself facing economic catastrophe,
the National Plan in tatter®s and the
Treasury Coffers nearly empty. 31

After the July economic crisis, Wilson reshuffled his Cabinet,
which was already pro-market 1in character, and shifted George
Brown, from the bepartment of Economic Affairs to Foreign Office.
Moreover, as Wilson himself admits, he turned his attention

30 Uve Kitzinger, n. 15, p. 280,

31 Richard Crossman, "Britain and Europe - A Personal

History", The Round Table (London), October 1971,
p. 591.



20

seriously towards Europe. Stating reason for appointing George
Brown as Foreign Secretary, Wilson notes: "We seemed to be
drawing nearer to the point where we would have to take a deci~-
sion sbout Europe, and George Brown seemed to me the appropriate
32
leader for the task which might be ahead." And it was from
this date, that Brown played a very remarkable role in the
Labour's European policy.

Secondly, the Commonwealth trade, to which Wilson attached
so great an importance, started dwindling. So far the British
policy towards the Commonwealth was based on this notion that
they}could lead the Commonwealth as a political and economic
group, while there was never any prospect that independent
Commonwealth countries would choose to act together or to follow
the British lead as they had been compelled to do under the
Empire.

It was absurd to expeét that a country comp-
rising one twentieth of the industrialized
vorld would continue to be the main economic
partner for countries which comprise one-half
of the less-developed world... Yet this is
what the conception of the Commonwealth as
an economic system in itself amounted to: one
more illusion based on the tacit assumption
that Britain had the resources of a very
great power. 33

With the development around 1960 of the Commonwealth

countries' relation with the rest of the industrislized world,

32 HarOId wj.lson, N 27’ P 272 .

33 John Pinder and Roypryce, Europe After De Gaulle
(Middlesex, 1969), pp. 149-50.
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the process of decline in their trade with Britain began. The

trend of decline 1is demonstrated below:

34
United Kingdom's Commonwealth Trade
(in percentage)

Year ‘ Exports to Commonwealth  Imports from Common=-
wealth

1961 36.5 35.56

1965 28.4 29.8

1966 25.9 27.6

It may be noted that the absolute level of exports to Britain

. by the Commonwealth countries had not very much declined, but
the whole of the increment had gone elsewhere, i.e. United States,
Japan, the EEC, Russla and the rest of the world. Nigeria, for
example, entered into an 1ndividual trade agreement with the EEC
in May 1966, The United States, which supplied 33 per cent of
the import need of the Commonwealth countries replaced Britain
as the chief provider. The result was that the share of British
exports going to the Commonwealth fell from 35.5 per cent in
1961 to 24 per cent in 1967. During the same period British
exports tgsthe Un{ted States, and Western Europe rose by 83

per cent. The Commonwealth, therefore, lost its traditional

importance as a valuable trading partner of Britain. It was

34 Reproduced from Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Britain Faces
Burope (London, 1973), p. 190.

35 John Pinder and Roy Pryce, n. 33, p. 160.
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this development that convinéed many Labour members that the
ldea of Commonwealth as an effective alternative to the EEC
was(@ﬁi})groundless.

Politically too, Britain lost, particularly in 1960s
considerably her diplomatic role and initiative in Commonwealth.
When the Inéo-?akistan’war broke in 1965, Wilson hastily dec-
lared that India was the aggressor, though he withdrew this’
remark at a later stage. Moreover, since both the warring
parties wore members of the Commonwealth it would have been
appropriaté for Britain to bring the parties to the negotiating
‘table. On the contrary, this diplomatic 1nit1ative was taken
by Russla, instead of Britain. The Tashkent Agreement of 1966
not only indicated the diplamatic skill and strength of Russia,
but also the declining political role of Britain in the Common=-
wealth. "Britain's inability to deal with it (Indo~Pak war)
damaged her standing greatly'in the eyes of the rest of the
vorlde In the end...Russia succeeded where Britain and Common-
wealth had failed."36

Similarly the Labour Government's decision only to apply
économic'measures against Rhodesia and on its unilateral dec-
laration of independence on 11 ﬁbvember 1965 led to a severe
breach betueen the African Comm?nuealth members and Britain.

Britain's refusal to use force ?gainst the illegal regime of

36 Mary Proudfoot, British i
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South Africa as demanded by the African states made the African
states and other non~African Commonwealth states to doubt the
Labour Party's bona fides as the champion of Commonwealth
interests. Bven some of them 11ke§7Ghana and Tanzania broke
diplomatic relations with Britain.  The net effect of these
developments was that VWilson had to have a second look at the
continued advantage of strong relationship with the Commonwealth.

Wilson was profoundly unhappy at the way

he was treated by his Comuonwealth cole

leagues in 1965 and 1966 over the issue

of Rhodesia and one has only to read his

own account of the September 1966 con-

ference, and of his 'cold but controlled

fury' to recall just hov close to the

dissolution of the Commonvwealth things

had come. 38
Moreover cne should also note lfilson's accent on the protection
of Commonwealth interests after 1965. "As dlscussed above, dur-
- ing his attack in 1964 on the Conéervative Government over its
Commonwealth poliecy, he unreservedly placed Commonwealth
interests above the Common Market question. But during 1966,
Wilson's tone became rather milder and vague on protecting the
Commonwealth interests. In the Queen's speech of Apr11'1966,
it was stated that Britain would enter the EEC provided her
conditions were met. These conditions remained unspecified and

the Prime Minister observed certain of the obstacles remailned

37 HeS. Chopra, De
197§), pe. 201,

38 Uwe Kitzinger, n. 15, p. 283.

(liew Delhd ?
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to entry hed diminished." Again in his 10 November 1966
speech, Wilson announced in Parliament "Whether it appears
-likely that essential British and Commonwealth interests could
be safeguarded if Britain were to accept T?eaty of Rome to
Join the EEC."4O But the Prime Minister remained silent on
vhat exactly these essential couditions were. "Wilson maln-
tained his freedom of manceuvre by refusing to derine the
nature of these essential British and Commonweslth interests.
"In reality, the Labour Government's Europegn policy hed under-
gone a remarkable transformation."4l ‘
It can, therefore, be seen here that wilson, who, in

1964, demanded a pledge from the Conservative Prime Minister
not to accept terms of entry into EEC which would reduce Bri-
tain's existing froedom to trade vith the Commonwealth, and who
pledged himself on behalf of his party, remalned quite ambi-
guous and unspecific over the same pledge. He had never gone
beyond what exactly hls "essential conditions™ would mean and
never clarified vhether it would mean the reteontion of "existing
freedom to trade with the Commonwealth".

Thus it is difficult to.avoid the conclu~

sion that Comuonwealth countries were

increasingly and probably correctly viewed

in Briteain as a burden than an asset. Just
as Britain was feeling the need to cut back

39 Robert J. Liebery, n. 1, p. 246.

40 luoted in The Timeg (London), 11 November 1966.
41 Robert J. Lieber, n. 1, p. 247.



256

on defence and foreign policy commitments,
so now, there was growing awareness of
Britain's inability to carry the full bur-
den of her Commonwealth commitments

either. 42

';‘) A
Britain's relations with the EFTA partners also strained
during this period. The 15 per cent surcharge on imports in-
cluding those from the EFTA, in order to meet the balance of
payments deficit created substantial resentment among the EFTA
members. The action was taken wilthout prior consultation. The
EFTA members 1ssued a statement on 20 November 1965 that the
"Britlish trade restrictions were inconsistent with the United
Kingdom's obligatéons under the (EFTA) convention and Assocla-
4 N

tion Agreement.” By imposing the surcharge without obtalning
the prior agreement

Britalin, the largest and most lmportant

member of the EFTA had shattered the feel=

ing of trust within EFTA and aroused latent

suspicions in ‘estern Europe about the

depth of the British commitment to European

economic and political unity. 44
However, in Fecember 1966, the EFTA meeting in London approved
the Wilson Government's decision to attempt to negotiate.

Koreover, trade with the EFTA also could not come to the

expectations of the United Kingdom. The import-oxport figures

between UK and EFTA were surpassed by the corresponding figures

42 Mary Proudfoot, n. 36, p. 211.

43 Quoted in The Sunday Times (London), 21 November 1965,
44 Robert L. Pfaltzgralf, n. 34, p. 172.



betueen Britain and the EEC. Thus in 1966 Britain's percentage
of exports to the EFTA was 14. 6, vhile to the EEC the figure
was 19,0 Similarly the import percentage from EFTA to Britain
in 1966 was 14.1 while the same from the EEC was 18.6.45

From the above picture of the Commonwealth and EFTA as
alternatives to the EEC, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion
that by 1966, both the Comuonvealth and the EFTA,-with their
declining value, came to be de-emphasized by the Labourites.
"The Labour Government had...recapitulated the Conservative
stages on Europe. There had been first the flirtation with
Commonwealth and the EFTA alternatives...then the cautious
acceptance of conditions and with the political overtones de-
emphasized."46 | | | |

In contrast to the dvindling value of the Commonwealth
and the EFTA to Britain, the latter's trade with the Common
Harket increased in the sixties. This happened,lit should be
noted, in spite of the trade barrieré imposed by the EEC on the
non~EEC countfies. For instance, while Sritain's export per~
centage to EEC was 16.7 per cent in 1961, it was 19.1 in 1966,
and while Britain imported 15.4 per cent of goods from EEC in

47 :
1961, in 1966 the figure rose to 18.5 per cent. liow logically

45 Ibid., p. 172.

46 iériam Camps, Europea ifica
. (kew York, 1966>, po 1940

47 2obert L. Pfaltzgraff, ne 34; p. 172.
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it follows that if the trade could increase with the Common
Market even though there were trade barrlers, there was every
possibility of Britaln enjoying larger markets without trade
barriers once she joined the Common Market.
on the other hand, by remaining outside the Common Market,

Britain had much to lose. With the Commonwealth countries
developing trade relations with the EEC, the EFTA failing as an
effoctive slternative, and with the Common Market enjoying
- largest markets, Britain had to face an international situation
" where economic constraints against her were growing more power=-
ful, thereby further deteriorating her balance of payments
position,

The present community,...is the world's

largest trading group. Its lmports from

the rest of the world rose between 1958

and 1967 by ninety per cent bringing

their total value to 230,800 million: of

these over a third came from developing

countries. In the same period its total

trade - imports and exports - rose from

£32,000 million to 62,400 million, an

increase of ninety-four per cent. If

these figures are taken as a yardstick,

even the present community is twice as

iwportant a factor in world trade as

Britain: a situation which does not fit

at all with its supposed inwvard-looking
characteristics. 48

Another aspect of this growing 'outward-looking' character of
the Common Market was that apart from having the counter-

effect of depriving Britain of sigeable markets in the rest of

48 John Pinder and Roy Pryce, n. 33, p. 62.
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the world, the practical economic transaction with the EEC
posed & dangere. The danger was that for the Commonwealth in
future, it would be EEC, but not Britain that might constitute
largest market.

As far as trade vith the Commonwealth is

concerned, the 8ix, which gi nov import

from the overseas Commonwealth about two-

thirds as much as Britaln does, increased

these imports by a quarter between 1962

and 1967, while Commonwealth exports to

Britain stagnated; and the allegation that

vas often heard during the 1961-63 nego-

tiations, that the Community would exclude

the manufactures exported by low wage Aslan

Commonwealth countries, 18 contradicted by

the experience of Hong Kong, whose exports

to the Community increased by two and a

half times between 1862 and 1267, 49

The growing size of the Common larket's commercial
interests, and its effect on the British trade and economy soon
convinced the Labour Government of the advantages of joining
the Common ifarket with her wide prospects of growing trede rela-
tions. Speaking in Parliament on 16 November 1966, Brown
informed the House of the "economic advantages of a market of
around 228 million people, potentially a very prosperous
ONGesse”
A different aspect of the Common larket was that the

valuable economic advice it gave to the internal econocmies of

the member states. Though not supranational in character, the

49 Ibido, Pe 155,

50 suoted in Elisabeth Barker,
Enrope 1945-70 (London, 1971), p. 220.
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EEC partly under the "Action Programme™ (the Medium term econo-
mic plan) and partly under Article 108 of the Treaty of Rome
gave constant advice to the member countries, particularly bet-
veen 1962 and 1966.

Italy has been warned against increasing
private consumption... France was asked
to ease credit for short-term as well as
long-term loans; Germany was urged to
balance internal supply and demandese
None of these recommendations would have
been resisted or resented by Britain.
The freedom tc make wrong economic decl-
sions would, if Britain joined the Six,
be marginally curtailed. 51

The above views expressed by a Labour Member of Parliament
reflect the general growing view among many Labourites that the
‘Five Conditions' were no longer relevant under the changed
conditions.

Morecver,Athe very working of the Common Market in prac-
tice came to convince the Labour Government that the EEC was
not as rigid in practice as it would appear from the provisions
of the Treaty of Rome. '

In fact, the existing community does not
go nearly far enough in s federal direc-
tion. The Comumon Harket, consisting
largely of a Customs Union plus a common
agricultural policy, is not too strong

in economic integratlion. It is much too
veak. 52

51 Roy Hottersley, "Those Five Conditions", Socinlist
Commentary (London), October 1966, p. 182,

62 John Pinder and Roy Pryce, n. 33, p. 65.
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Most importantly, the Comuon larket crisis of 1965, and
the resultinyg concessions were a victory to the French position
that levlies on agricultural imports into EEC should not be linked
to the strengthening of the country institutions. This firmiy
convinced the Labour Government that the EEC was not 'suprana-
tional' in operation. One of the factors that influenced V/ilson's
change of mind on Common Market issue might have been the lesson
of the 1965 crisis that in its practical working the Common
Market was not rigidly adhered to the 'supranational' principle.
vhen “ilson was asked by a Conservative member in the House of
Commons on 2 May 1967 as to why he had changed his mind on the
Common Market issue, his reasoning was that "my experience of
the working of the Community, the actual practical workingee..
renders unfounded the fears and anxleties which I certainly
hade...based on a literal reading of the Treaty of Rome and the
regulations made under it."s3 doreover overtures from friendly
members of EEC to Britain gave the some impression that the
practical working of the EEC was, in fact, flexible. "PFriendly
Common Market governments assured the British that the way in
vhich things actually vorked inside it was much less rigid and
inflexible than might appear from outside 1t."54

However, 1t should be noted here that Britain strictly

maintained a neutral attitude towvards the Common Market crisis.

&3 Guoted in Elisabeth Barker, n. 50, p. 219.
54 Ibid.
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Reportedly, opponents of French policy in
the Common larket, in particular Belgium
and Germany, asked the British to commit
themselves to the Rome Treaty. Britaln
might not only emerge as the leader of the
BEC five, but offer proof of British commit-
ment to an integrated Europe. At the very
least she could strengthen the Five in
their conflict with France. These views
were said to have the support of the US
officials, who believed that Britain
might be letting a unique and historic
wmement slip by. 56 ,

Whatevér may be the truth in these reports, one thing
vas certain - that Britaln was not inclined to exploit the
situatidn. The main reason seems to be that Britain's, parti~
cularly fhe Labour Party's own conception of loose Eurbpean |
political integration was more akin to that of de Gaulle than
that of "the Five" which demanded a more thoroughgoing supra-
national organization.

From the above account of the nature of EEC's practical
vorking, and the views that the Labour leaders expressed on it,
it can fairly be ccreluded that the earlier fears about the
Common Market that it was '1nward-looking' or 'supranational!

vere well disproved.

The continued domostic ecdndﬁic crisis, and the external
economic constraints compelled the Labour Cabinet to have an
effective recourse from the Commonwealth and BFTA to that of the
EEC. une such importent proposed alternative was the creation

of the MAFTA (orth Atlantic Pree Trade Area) which would include

56 ~  Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, n. 34, p. 170.
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the USA, Canada and the EFTA. This proposal was not only rather
unreélistic, but under the existing conditions of Anglo-American
‘relationship it failed to carry much welght.

The NAFTA proposal was characteristic because in a free
trade area, attempts by the less advanced to set up modern
industries are always liable to be nipped in the bud by the
strongly established industries of the more advanced. In this
sense, the disparity between Britain and America, in terms of
income, productivity and capital-intensity; is much greater.
Instesd of improving the British economy, the reverse might
happen, because American industry 1s so much more éowerful and

advanced. Moreover:

«sesdln an economic union between the United
States, Britain and other small or medium
sized countries, policy would be made in
Washington. In making policies with its
partners in Europe on the other hand, Bri-
tain would be among 1ts equals in economic
and political strength. British citizens
would be reasonably sure that thelir inter-
ests would be given due weight as is proper
in a democratic system. 66

un the other hend, politically too, the nature of 'special
relationship' weakened much to give a serious thought to the
NAFTA proposal. Anglo-American relations under the Wilson-
Johnsgon regimes were much strained, if not very poor. Britain's
attitude to Américan Vietnam policy was disappointing to the US.
In June 1966, wilson clearly dissociated Britain from the

66 John Pinder and Roy Pryce, n. 33, p. 85.
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extended American bambing policy. “The feeling in the United
States was that Britain should, like Australia and New Zesland,
have sent a token force to join the Americans,
| The British argument was that this would
be unsuitable since Britain was the co-
chairman of the Geneva Conference and thus
committed to a neutral role.... Wilson's
attempts to mediate between the United
States and North Vietnam were resented;
and were regarded, any way, as a gesture
designed to placate his own left wing
rather than a serious peace-move. 57

Moreover Wilson's decision to leave Aden, and her subse-
quent decision to withdraw frou the whole Persian Gulf area and
from the Far East were subjected to strong criticism within the
United States. Also British trede with North Vietnam and Cuba,
though on a small scale,-was a continued source of irritation
to America. "On both sides of Atlantic therefgge; the 'specisal
relationship' scemed to make less good sensge."

It was againSt this background of thé strained Apglo-
American relations, the NAFTA proposal disappeared as quickly
as 1t was initiated. On the other hand, added to the declining
influence of Britain in Western Europe, and the Commonwealth,
the strained *gpecial relationship' ndded one more minus point
to the diplomatic status of Britain.

Now that the major external factors that contributed to

the shift in the Labour's stand on the Common Market question

&8 . ij-ds, P 209.
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have been considered, it remains to see what role domestic
forces such as pressure groups, public opinion, the inner-party
controversy over EEC issue playéd. :

Sectional pressure groups normally occupied a formidable
political position in the British political system. The Labour
Government consistently based its domestic actions on intimate
consultations with non-parliamentary groups such as the CBI and
TVC. :

The Confederation of Britich Industries (CBI) one of the
most important British pressure groups had few reservation to
press ﬂpon the Government. The CBI lesdership held'an enthu~
slastic pro-European attitude, which was especially manifest
in the important and highly publicized report the organization
issued in Pecember 1966. The most important single CBI announce-:
ment was that 90 per cent of some 865 firms saw a "clear and
progressive balance'of advantage" to British entry and that 70
per cent foresaw an advantage for their firms.sg -"The report
‘found potential advantages of dynamic growth, technological
cooperation, size of market, investment, and competitive
stimulus."60 | |

The content and fervour of industry's position thus
comuitted it so overvhelmingly to Common Market that the Govern-

ment had little compulsion to bargain in detail. "On the whole

62 The Guardisn, 8 March 1967.
60 Robert J. Lieber, N l, Pe 269.
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the industry was satisfiedﬁuith Prime Minister's estimate of

1 . _
300 million eager buyers." ~ on 17 May 1967, the CBI President
A.J.S. Browun stated his organization welcomed entry unreservedly
~and he "advised that companies begin to size up their situation
vls=a-vig the community and the actions necessary to ready them~
selves for entry." _

_ The second important pressure group, the Trades Union
Council (TUC) had never played a powerful role in the prior
European deliberations of the Conservative Government, but it |
vas vonly consulted. However,

during 1962 its (TUC) policy had been more

favourable toward Europe than that of the

Labour Party, and the ensuing four years

had somewhat augmented this attitude.

While the trade unions remained divided on

the Kuropean question, most members of the

TUC's kconomic Committee saw the European

inhibitions as outdated. 63

At the start of the new attempt, the TUC claimed an over-
vhelming majority in favour of entry. The chairman of the TUC,
Harry Pouglass explained that the Congress saw in Europe an
opportunity for a larger exploitable market, and hence less
_ : 64
chance of unemployment. Eventually, despite the fact the

TUC's consultations with the Government involved little in the

61 Cynthia Ve Frey, Le 6, P 218. v
62 Finaneial Times (London), 18 May 1967.
63 Robert J. Lieber, n. 1, p. 267.

64 The Timeg, 14 Kovember 1966.



106

nature of bargaining, the TUC Economic Committee supported the
Common Market application.

A third important pressure group 1s the National Far-
mers' Union (liIFU). This organization, though it played an inti-
mate role in European policy during 1956-58, during the sixtles
the NFU encountered a serious erosion of its'political position
largely due to imner-fighting within the Union. By 1966 however,

larger farmers, younger men, end producers

of corn and beef tended to see definite ad-

vantages for themselves, should Britain

enter the Common Market. Another important

change was that G.T. Williams replaced a

resolute anti-European, Sir Harcld wWooley,

as Presidcnt during the spring of 1966. 65
Early in December, the IFU President issued a report claiming
that the Union was not opposed to the Treaty of Rome, nor did
it seek changes in 1t, but that it did seek an 'ad justment of
the regulations'.66 However, the NFU failed to extract any
specific pledge from the government, concerning modifications
in EEC agricultural regulations.

Muring tho three years following the 1963‘debacle, puﬁlic
and elite opinion in Britain became increasingly receptive to
the prospect of Common harket entry. By the beginning of 1966,
66 per cent of the public indicated it would approve a govern-
ment decisiqn to join the Common rarket, and throughout the %;ar

a consistent two-thirds or more maintained this dispositién.

66 Robert J. Lieber, n. 1, p. 266,
66 The Guardiasn, 2 Lecember 1966.
67 Robert J. Lieber, Ne 1y Po 258.
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vElite sentiment was even stronger, ranging from 75 per cent to
perhaps 90 per cent 1nrfavour of entry.68 Thus the period pre=~
-ceding his November 1966 announcement, Wilson obtained a highly
| favourable response for his décision.‘ Such solid approval
implied a decided.édvantage for Wilson in dealing with the Party
dissidents and special interests. | ' |

Ag far as the stand of the Labour Party on COmmon Market
issue was concerned, it was still a deeply divided house until
1964, and even after. But a factor of considerable importance
wvarrants serious Attention here. The Laboﬁrlmembers elected to
the Parliament both in the 1964 and 1966 General Election were
relatively younger, internationalist in outlook, and more sym-
pathetic towards Common Market entry. Moreover, while the
continued efforts of pro-market organizers converted scme mem-

bers after the elections,

ssesSome changed their attitudes for reasons
gimilar to those affecting Wilson: worsening
economic problems, the increased indepen-
dence of Zurovpe, the departure of Adenauer,
and the perception of a lack of alternatives
which the experlience of governilg had brought:
but above all there was the fact that the
Prime Minister himself was opting for

Europe. 69

Wilson, with his full grip over the party, could carry a majo-
rity of the Parliamentary Labour Party (PLP) members as his own

68 Tavid Calleo, Britain's Future (New York, 1968),
P 202,

69 RObert Je Lieber, . 1,_ PP 251"’52.
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attitude started moving in favour of the Common Market. Thus
by T'ecember 1965, tiilson could advise a group of young pro-
European MPs that there was no point in their pushing a campaign
within the party. The effort could only be declsive, as they
would7gind that things would ultimately go their own way in any
case., In obtaining the party majority, Wilson, no doubt, used
all tactics - persuasion, warnings, threats - and in formulating
his European policy: '

essthe Prime Minister haéd virtually ignored

‘Labour's NEC and the party conference. Only

in the fall of 1967, with Government and

Parliament already committed, did he seek

the endorsement of these bedies. At that

time he succeeded in obtaining virtually

unconditional support from the NEC, ande..

the Annual Conference endorsed the Govern-

ment's Common Market application by a mar-

giln of more than two to one. 71

tithin the Cabinet, Wilson, like Macmillan, utilized

prime ministerial leverage to shape the cholce so as to minimize
opportunities for successful opposition. While in 1964, Cabinet
vag not definitely pro-market one, the one that succeeded it in
1966 was largely pro-European. However, once Wilson came to
move more seriously towards Europe, he reshuffled the Cabinet,
and shifted George Brown from TIepartment of Economic Affairs
(DEA) to Foreign Office. Henceforward Wilson in collusion with

Brown, a staunch pro-marketeer himself, shaped the European

70 Nora Beloff, Qbserver (London), 13 Octcber 1966.
71 Robert J. Lieber’ n. 1, Pe 254.
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policy. This does not mean there were no anti-marketeers within
the Cabinet. Peart, Castle, Greenwood and Douglas Jay were anti-
mnarketeers. In fact, the last minister, Douglas Jay, vas the
champion of anti-marketeers within and outside the Cabinet.
Wilson finally edged him out in 1967, while the other three re-
signed in May 1967. when seven parliamentary private secretaries
abstained on 10 May 1967 despite three-line whip, Wilson forced
their dismissél vith relative ease-72 Thus the NEC resolution
stated on 1 October 1967: "The Labour Party fully supports Bri-
tain's application to enter the EEC."73

So far an examination of the various factors - economic
and non-economic, domestic and external - that exerted their
relative influence on the thinking of the Labour Party on the
Common Msrket issue has been undertaken. At the same time one
can hardly fall to get the impression that of all the factors,
the economic factor had been the most predominant one that
caused a change in Wilson's mind. The recurring balance of pay-
ments deficit, declining trade value of the Commonwealth and
EFTA, lack of effective alterhatives to the EEC, the growing
prospects of economic advantages 1f Britain joined the EEC ~ all

these economic forces were predominant in pulling Wilson towards

Europe.
The Prime Minister had started off with a
firm belief in the value of continuing

72 Ibid., p. 2&64.

73 The Times, 2 October 1967.
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Britain's peace-keeping role of Suez, to
£ill a power vacuum, protect Britain's
commercial interests, deter the Chinese
from aggression, please the United States,
and so on. But very soon the view grew
that Britain's real interests lay in Europe,
not east of Suez or even with the Common-
wealth. No doubt economic considerations
were of paramount importance in persuading
the Govermment to drop Britain's global
role. And economic considerations best
explain Mr Wilson's conversion to the
policy of entering the European Economic
Community. 74

Moreover, the very flexible working of the EEC, and the rising

standard of living of the EEC citigens convinced the British

people of the economic advantages that might accrue fram

membership.

Perhaps...the decisive factor for Wilson
was that he became intellectually convin=-
ced by the arguments showing that Britain
sooner or later would have to make a fresh

. effort to join the Common iMarket in order

to aveid finding itself both economically
and politically on the outer fringe of West
European affairs, with a static standard

of living while standards in the Common
Market countries were rising rapidly. 75

On 22 October 1966 the Cabinet discussed European policy at

gréat length. George Brown and Michael Stewart presented a

paper that argued the case for entry into the Common Market.

"George Brown belleved that there was now an open door into

the EEC, and moreover that no one would take Britain seriously

-74 Mary

Proudfoot, n. 36, p. 208.

75 Elisabeth Barker, n. 50, p. 219.
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unless she actually applied." thile some ministers like _
Pouglas Jayy Barbara Castla, Richard Marsh, opposed the paper, |
some 1like Richard Crossman and Hedge/wbod Benn expressed reser— :
vations. "Just before summing up the discussion, ‘Harold Wilson
sprang on the Cabinet his own idea - which he had put to George
Bro;n only that sane morning - of a tour of the six capitals
to be made by both of them jointly."77
' Having put before the Cabinet his own view, VWilson made
the drematic announcement in the Parliament on 10 liovember 1966.
Speaking to the Parliament, Hiléon'said that the Government-had
decided, | o
| to embark on a serles of discussions with

the individual Heads of Government of the

8ix in order to establish whether it appears

likely that essentisl British and Commone -

wealth interests should be safeguarded if

Britain were to accept the Treaty of Rome. 78
Armed with massive party support, public approval, and a parlia-
mentary resolution, Wilson and Brown undertook their exploratory
tour to the continent to hold talks with the leaders of the Six
during'January, February ahd March of 1967, It was duringrthis
trip that Yilson spelt out and popularized the famous "European
Technological Community" concept. What really this technological
'community means, what were 1its political and econocmic 1mplicatiohs,

would be the task of tho next chapter to examine.

76 Uwe Kitzinger, fe 15, p. 283.
77  Ibidey p. 284.
78 quoted in Theg Timesg, 11 Lovember 1966.



Chapter IV

WILSUl'S CORCEPT OF EURUPEAN TECHARULUGICAL
CUIQiaUNI Y .

A new dlmension was added to the European integration
in the secohd half of 1960s with w1léon's popularization of the
ldea of a "European Technological Community®. The idea was
spelt out in a well-defined and.aérloué_manner by the Labour
Prime Minister, Harold vilson. The establishment of a "Techno-
logical Community™ by the European states was the major theme
of Wilson's speech at Guildhall in lovember 1966. It was also
an important aspéct of wilsonis campéign in the EEC countries
for Britain's entry during the early days of 1967. Referring
to America's near-monopoly of the strategic growth of indus-
tries in Western Europe'and calling on them to pool together
their scientific and tachnélogical resources, Vilson laid down
a seven=-point "technology plan" on 13 Kovember 1966 at his
Guildhall speech. His proposals were:

l. Bilateral talks on computers, electronies, and the
civil application of nuclear energy.

2. Hultilateral discussions on the same subjects.

3. Co-operation between the CBI (Confederation of
British Industry) snd their opposite numbers, the employers'
assoclstions towards this ehd.

44 The setting up of a multilateral European Institute
to étuﬂy the areas for action.

8. The ereation of 'Buropean' companies.
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6. The Board of Trade to examine the fleld qf patents,
monopolies, restrictive practices, and company law to fit in

vith this wider economic integration.

7. The Trades Union Congress to co-operate in further-
ing these objective‘s.1 '

Emphasizing the urgency of closing the technological gap
between Europe and the United States, VWilson said: "We can
create a vast and powerfui European technology. The immediate
task is to stop the gap from widening. The next step is to
narrov it."z Wilson made it clear that while Britain could not
accept a technological comnunity as a substitute for membership
of the EEC, he felt that efforts to establish 'the essential
technological component' of an enlarged community were too
urgent to be postponed.until after Britain's entry..

During his early 1967 tour of the West European capitals,
hé laid great emphasis on Britain's entry into the EEC; ‘But
in his speech of 22 January 1967, at Strasbourg, his stress on
the setting up of the Techhological Community became more pro-
nounced . Expressingvhis reaction against the growing economic
domination of Europe by USA, in a rather bitter language, VWilson
consistently reiterated one major point: that unless the European

states were going to admit Britain as an effective member of the

Cammon Market, Britain would not be able to collaborate with

1 Quoted in Stuart de liahotiere, Towards (ne Europe
(Middlesex, 1970), pp. 87-88.

2 Ibid" p. 88.
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them, with her high--technological capability and potentiality,
wvhich ﬁould greatly contribute to narrow the "technologicai gap"-._

The concept of "'i’echnological Community", of course, did
not fail to receive favourable respons?. from the European
leaders, including de Gaulle; Whatever might have been their
individual views on the details of the plan, they were all in
agreement with Wilson on one point: the need for an organigation,
with the scientific-technological participation of Buropean
nations in it 1s essential to counfer the growing "technological
gap" between America and Europe. Commenting on the impact that
Wilson's speeéh made, The Timeg said that "it had the wamm wel-
come it doserves from Govergment and indu;try, both inside and
outside the Common Market."” Later Wilson also records in his
memoirs that he "believes nothing did more than his original
proposalbconvince Europe that Britaln ‘meant business' “

Qutside his party, at home, Wilson's conviction was sharp
and supported by industrial and scientific circles and by many
clvil servants too. "For Britain it was comforting to believe,
as she was encouraged by her industrisl and scientific writers
to do, that in her application for membership of the EEC she

_ 5
somehow held technolegical aces or trumps." But this conviction

3 The Timeg (London)}, 15 November 1967.

I Harold vilson, Ihe Labour Government 1964-70 (Longon,
- 1971), p. 300.

6 Roger Williams, rQRe an hnolg
Collaboration (London, 1973), Pe 28c
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vas by po means confined to Britaid, In the words of & Council
of Europe Report, published just a few days after Wilson's

Guildhall speech: "To be viable it is doubtful vhether a Euro-

' pean-Techﬁological_CQmmunity»could_'go it alone' vithout the
United Kingdom... One cannot except the United Kingdom to agree
to a Buropean Technologigal Community unless it also becomes a -

-full member of the EEC.™ | »

However, Wilson's concept of T@chnologicai Community
itself must be viewed within the broader context of the Europe-

America economic relationship. For 1t 1s only in this background
that the real motives of Britain 1n proposing this plan, and the
diplomatic significance of this concept could be analysed. It
is for this reason that a proper understanding of the econamic
relations between the European nations and United States becomes
necessary. |

"Téchﬁological gap" has became a popular aphorism, parti-
cularly since the early 1960's to express the nature of economic
relationship between USA and her European allies. It is an in-
éonsteStable fact that in the post-war.era, US investment in

Western Europe was groﬁing at an astouishing rate. The chief
reagons for this trend were: the inability of the European
industry to compete with the giant multinational cdrporations
of Mnited States, the global size of these glants with their

powver to compete with the European goods on world markets, and

6 Guoted in Roger Williamsg, n. 5, p. 37.
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their huge profits that enabled them to reinvest. Moreover,
the drain of the European scientists and engineers to USA and
the merger of the smaller European firms into the Amer;can
oligopolies further contributed to the widening economic and
technological gap.

The most pronounced expression of this phenomenon is
manifested in "Servan~Schreiber's" The American Challeuge, wvhich
opens vith a statement: "Fifteen years from now it is quite
posgsible that the vorld's greatest third industrial power, just

after the United States and Russia, will not be Europe, but
7

American industry in Ehrope." In fact, The Amerdican Challenge
1s the first systematic and snalytical expositicn of sway of

US industry over Western Europe. The rich sector-wise statisties
that substantiated the books' theme made overwhelmingly glaring
to the Europeans the growlng economic gap between them and the
USA. Moreover, the Europeans were more concerned about the long-
tern effects of the technological gap and the expanding US
industry in Europe. "What disturbs Eurcpeans is not merely the
present imbelance Qf technological power between the United
States and Westorn Eurcpe, but the long-term consequences of
America's overall commanding leed in those basic and applied
sclences yhich are constantly progucing ney technologies of

economic and millitary importance.

? Segzan-Schreibers Ihe aAmerican Challenze (London, 1968),
Pe 4o
8 Robert Gilpin, E
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ruch of the fears of American domination that are ex-
pressed above are uot groundless. They are strongly supported
by facts. Thus the direct investment by US i Uestern Europe
between 1260 and 1966 increased from £6.7 billion to 516.2
billion'g While betwveen 1950 and 1957, US investment in the
same region rose by 300 per cent, 1t was up by another 300 per
cent betveen 19868 and 1965.10 Vhat is more dreadful to the
Europeans is that US investment within USA and the rest of the
vorld is much lower than 1t is in the Europesn Eccnomic Commu-
nity. %“hile between 1965 and 1966, the American investment in
America 1tself rose by 17 per cent, and in the rest of the world
it increased by 21 per cent, in the EEC the rate of investment
went up by 40 per cent, that is, more than tuice the rate
irnvested in the USA itself.ll un the other hand, 49 per cent
of US direct investment in UK, France and Vest Germany is own
Just by three glants - Generzl lictors, Ford and the ESso.lB.
that emerges from these facts 1s that the US has well exploited
the Commorn karket.

un the other hend, the glsnt size of American industries,

and the world-wide markets they ern)oy, the certzinty that they

9 Ibid" p. 43'

10 L. Hetzemackers, "American Investment in Europe", Common
Market (The Hague), no. 15, May 1967, p. 180.

11 Servan-Shreiber, n. 7, p. ©

12 Ernggt Mandel, Europe Versus Amorica? (London, 1970),
P .
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facellittle competition on world market, and thelr high profits
have tempted the European industrialists to invest not in EBuro-
pean business but to invest in American firms. Profit motive
ccupleé with profit guarantee tempted the Europeang to drain
awvay European capitel into US corporations. "Nine-tenths of
American investment in Europe 1ls financed from European sources.
In other words, we pay them to bhuy na."la The huge American
"investment thus is the major symptom of imbalance between Europe
and Amerlca.

MHoreover, the net effect of the direct American invest-
ment resulted in the direct competition of American industries
with the European industries. Uperating with the advantage of
largely available finance capital, sophisticated technology,
greater size, wide markets, and high profits, the American firms

dwarfed and absorbed many European firms.

American technological dominance far from
being Adirectly politicall, stimulated was
derived essentially from two economic cir-
cumstances; the fact that the Uhited States
possessed the world's largest homogeneous
market, with special governmental needs in
advanced technology, and the related fact
that she had so many more giant companies
than Yestern Burope, these coupanies en-
joying substantial advantages in terms of
the integration of activitles, risk~taking
in R & Iy investment facilities, general
leversage, and so on. 14

13 Servan-Shreliber, n. 7, p. 1ll.

14 quinn, J.Be., "Technological Competition: Rurope V.

US", Harvard Business (Javicw, vol. 4, July-August
1966, p. 113 ’ y JHLymAug
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The American competition forced many industrial mergers
within VWest Europe both at national and interuational levels.
Though computers were first maﬁufactured in Britain, the more
sophisticated I3if computers invaded the British market in the
late 1950s and compelled the smaller British computer companies
merge with one anuther. wuvut of the merger of the Powers-Samas
and Hollerith, the ICT (Internaticnal Computers and Tabulators)
emerged which soon absorbed the computer divisions of the GEC
and AEI.

English Electric Loo, which in 1967 formed another com-
puter group linked with t@e Radio Corporation of america. Yet
thelr mergers failed to challenge the IBM, and in 1968 the ICT
finally merged with the English Electric Computers Ltd. But
what made the British computers to merge in such a rapid manner
in spite of the féct that 3Britain was the first to produce com-
puters? The answer is the superlior technological quality of the
I8l camputer, its large markets which cnabled it to sell even
at a loss in Britain, and the high profits that enabled 1t to
improve the technulogical scphistication still further. Simi-
larly, the three great Italian Chemicai Trusts (kdison, sonte-
catini and the EKI) aud the three French steel companies - de
liendel, Sidelor and lMosellane de Siderurgie were compelled to
merge together in face of the American cuupetition. The simple
truth that emerges from their mergers 1s that concentration of

capital at national level is takiug place in face of internationasl

competition.
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Apart from these mergers, glosq co=operation between.
top Vest European firms has taken place to contain the US compe-
‘tition. For instance, the main French Chemical Company, Rhone
Poulene works in close collaboration with the German Bayer
Company. The Swiss Corporation, Brown Boverl and the German
Krupp trust agreed to bulld a nuclear beactor togefher. |

The large amounts of direct investment by the American
multinationals gave way to the proliferation of a large number
of their subsidiaries. A study of the European Economic Con-
mission revealed that since 1965, 80 per cent of Common Market
computer production, 24 per cent of the wotcr industry, 18 per
cent of the synthetic rubber irndustry, ard 10 per cent of the
production of petro-chemicals were under the mesnajetel.t of
Auerican 1ndustries.15 Between 1388 and 1963 over 3,000 Ameri-
can compenles either set up subsidiaries in}the EEC or gained
control over the already existing firms vwithin it.l6 The
phenomenal spread of these subsidiaries ultimately led to the
absorption of many Europesn flrms. ‘The absorption of jiachines
Bull (of Frence) and of the electronic computer section of the
Italian firm of Olivetti by the imerican General Llectric trust
is a case in point. Tven the Labour Party whicﬁ, as the opposi-
tion party opposed a US firm acquiring a substantisl share in
the UK ilotor Company, 7cots, allowed the same firm to take full

15 Emest Manﬁel, Ile 8’ P 21-
16 Ibid.
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control of it in 1967, when it was in power. ,
It 1s this huge capital investment and international
concehtration of capital that led an economist to'forecast
that by 1985 only 60 giant corporations would dominate the
capitalist world, of which 50 would belong to United States of
' America-l7 Already as in 19603 more than half of US subsidiar-
ies in Europe belonged to 340 American firms appearing on the
list of 500 largest firms in the world.18
| Another aspect of the American predominance over the
Eurcopean economy and of the technological imbalance is "Brain
Prain". A large number of the West European scientists and
technologists have been migrating to USA. Lured by higher pay
and better research conditions, the European brains are crossing
thelr continental boundaries over to USA. Thus between 1956 2nd
1963 the number of sclentists and engineers migrated to US was
1500.19 In fact more than 850 per cent of the scientists and
technologists in the capitalist world belong to United States.go
A study conducted by the British Government on the problenm

of Brain Prain stated that sheer frustration was the single

17 R. Latters, A_Million Pollars (Paris, 1970), p. 64.
18 Servan-Shreiber, n. 7. D i8.
19

(Paris,'lgssi;'p; 72.

20 Bounkina, "Soviet View of Interimperialist Contradic~

tiogg at the Present Stage", Call (Pelhi), January 1975,
DPs J o
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biggest motive that prompted her scientists and technical ex-
pertise to leave the United Kingdom. It is true that lack of
proper research amenities, unattractive salaries, too much
formalism and hierarchical relationship within the research
institutions are among the major factors compelling the brain
drain from Britain. In Layton's words: "Lack of promotion,
upper management, opposition to new ideas and methods, unwilling=-
ness to embark on bold commercial initiatives to sell new pro-
ducts all play a part in the drain ffom Rritain."21

tYhat is applicable to Britain, of course, equally applies
to the other West European countries. Making a hypothetical
analysis of the direet_effect of the European brain drain to
USA, Layton says that the loss of 10,000 men trained at the cost
of $565,000 by each country is equivalent to the annual transfer
to the United States of an investment of £500 million.ag Hore~
over, this braln drain entails a two-fold inverse effect on these
countries. Firstly, they contribute greatly to the already
advanced technology of United States and secondly the loss of
these brains to European countries forces them to pay for the
import of knowhow and skills from 0US. The following table
demonstrateé the burden on the technological balance of payments

as a result of their payments for the American technical know-how.

21 Christopher Layton, Buropesn Advenced Technology
(London, 1969) ’ po’19.

22 Ibid., p. 18.
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nt.e i Balance oI prayme
in millions of dollars) 23

Transactions : Receipts Payments Balance
with Unit v
States

UK 1961 17 86 - 69
France 1962 11 53 - 42
West Germany 1963 10 52 - 42

West Europe (including
others) 42 261 =209

Not only the above given reasons encouraged brain drain
but also the poor R& D (Research and Development) expenditure
by the European states is the main reason. Reluctance of
governments to spend and contribute largely to the R & D effort,
poor investment in human resources, a system of higher education
not much contributory to sclentific knowledge and ideas, and the
absence of larger corporations to invest heavily on research =
these are the manifold factors that dArifted the gap between the
American and Buropean technology and managerial services far
apart.

By comparison with the American model Euro-
pean educational systems were too tradi~
tional, too inflexible incapable of fully
tapping the intellectual reserves of their
respective populations, and lacking in

facilities. European students shun the
applied sclences, and thus the gap 1is

23 Robert Gilpin, n. 8, p. 74.
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undohbtedly related to value system in

Western Europe and the United States. 24
Thus while the US annual average’R:& D expenditure is 420 bil-
lion, it is just £5 billion for West Europe.25 .In 1965, the
US spent 3.61 per cent of her GNP on R & D, whereas for Hest
Europe the figure was only 2;0 per cent.26 The magnitude of the
US spending becomes more amaging when it is learnt that the
single IBM's annﬁai research cost is greater than the annual
sales of Britain's largest computer firm, the ICT (International
CQmputers and'Tabulators).

Given these facts it is not difficult to understand why
the technological and managerial gap between America and Europe
is so wvide and why the US firms raise higher profits over those
of their European counterparts. The combined total profits of
ten biggest firms in each country, Britain, France and VWest
Germany (30 in all) was $2 billion, while the total profits of
the General lMotors alone was 52.25 billion. In terms of per
capita production, US technology and management skills raised
it by 60 per cent above that of Germany, 70 per cent above France

28
and 80 per cent above that of Britain. In the arena of

24 Servan-Schreiber, n. 7, p. 46.

25 R. Pfaltzgraff, The Atlantic Community (lLondon, 1969),
pe 77,

26 Robert Gilpin, n. 8, p. 72.

27 Ibid., p, 38.

28 Ibid. P. 38
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management, it may be'stated that Europe opened her eyes ouly
- recently to the importance of management and management studies.
So large is the gap between US and Europe in this fleld that
vhile in US there are 160 business schools and 24,000 management
consultants, Britain has only 3,000 management consulgants fol-
9
loved by France with 1,000 and West Germany with 300, Robert
Yiclamara, former US lefence Secretary viewed this gap differentlyQ
In his view, the gap between EBurope and US was not technological
but "managerial”. Servan-Schreiber almost agrees with him.
The Atlantic gap is not a manifestation of
technological failure, in fact, not a
technological gap at all. But due instead
to managerial disparities between the United
States and Burope, and as such an expression
of natural comparative advantage in inter-
national economic affairs. 30
Such is the nature of the economic gap between United
States of America and West Europe. A deep chasm exists between
these two continents. Rather it 1s a chasm that 1s widening
instead of narrowing. The growing interest, the overriding
control of Western industry by the US giant firms, the rapid
drift of brain drain, and then the widening technological and
managerial gap, all these developments have intensified the worst
fears of the West European countries. It is this phenomenon

that compels the West European countries to think and act

29 Stuart de la liahotiere, n. 1, p. 137.

30 John Niebold, "Is the Gap Technological?", Foreisn Affairs
(Few York), no. 46, 1967-68, p. 276,
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seriously about integration. Integration both in the economic
and industrial fleld to close the gap between themselves and
America. 4nd 1t is against this background of resentment and
sensitiveness of the European states to the American economic
sway over them that the Technological Community of Harold ¥ilson
needs consideration. Wilson's concept was volcing the mood of
European nations. It was not a sheer brainwave of the British
Prime Minister.

Many Eurcopeans were already thinking of a strong common
scientific and technological collaboration. "Even before this
(Guildhall speech) the Italian Foreign Minister, Signor Fanfani
had speculated on the desirability of a 'technological Marshall
Plan'. General de Gaulle had alerted his own Government to the
same question and France had proposed a study by the EEC Conm-
mission of industrial and research policles in the Sii."al that
Wilson proposed was thus an idea, of course, in a suceinct and
constructive manner vhich spoke the language of other Europeans.
Britain herself might not have bsen a party to the Common Market
vhen she proposed a common technological community but the Bri-
tish people and also the Europeans knew that Britain's destiny
vas invariably linked up with Europe's destiny.

On the other hand, Wilson's interest in science and tech-

nology flelds can be traced back to even before the Labour Party

31 Roger “Iilliams; e 3, P 22.
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came into power. From the moment Wilson took over from Galt-
skell the party's leadership, he set out to identify himself
with science and technological reforms. Based on the report
submitted by the "Trent Committee on science policy", which was
appointed by the Couservative Government to recommend guidelines
for reforming the existing science policy of Britain, the Labour
Party promised in the 1966 electoral campaigns that a Ministry
of Technology would be created. The new Ministry, Ministry of
Technology 1n fact came into existence subsequently as "a new
kind of Government department, set up to achleve alms which had
not previously been the direct objectives of official action."'
In terms of practical validity the British Prime iinis-
ter's ldea was not an excrecise in "Platonic"” abstraction but it
was backed by concrete precedents and facts. For instance, in
Necember 1961, 11 European states, including Britain and France
set up the CERN (European Organization for Nuclear Research).
This combined effort in nuclear research proved so effective
that in Layton's words, "in just over ten years this great enter-
prise has thus ended the imbalance in high energy physies in the
Atlantic world rever&ng the brain drain in the fleld, and placing
Burope on a plan wiih America and Russia."aa Another example
of such co~-operation is the Euratom, though the provisions of

this Treaty rewain least lmplemented. Its main objective was to

32 Sunday Times, 22 January 1967.
33 Layton, n. 16, p. 95.
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dévelop a joint research programme financed by common budget
and pooling knowledge together. The Eu'rat'om envisaged the con- )
struction of a big plant, comparable in size to three US plants,
~bq£ "the snag is that outside Britain and France, no one in
Europe af- present has the know~how to build and operate such a
plant efficiently. Hence the importance of the British contri-
bui:).cu'z."s4 ' |

Concerning aeropace and telecommunications, the ELDO
(Economic Plan Space Vehicles Léuncher Pevelopment Organization),
vhose first stage Britain undertoolk to complete, and the ESRQ
(European Space Research Organization), 'to vhich UK 1s the largest
financial contributor, are the majoi- instances of co-operation.

The Anglo-French Concorde and the Air-Bus Programme bet-
ween Britain, France and Germany, the Franco~German agreement
to produce Tansall; a transport alrcraft are the major cooperative
efforts 1n the field of aircraft.

Besides, the other Buropean commercial undertakings of
which Britain is a major participant are: the aAnglo~French strike
aircraft Jagua, the Anglo-French helicopter WH 13, Eurocontrol
(Buropean military alr traffic control system), the Combat (the
International Space Telecommunication System), the Anglo-German
fighter Eurojet, the British-German and Putch project to enrich
uranium by ultra—centrifugaticn and the MCRA-75 multiplepurpose

34 Ibld., p. 116,
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jet fighter bullt jointly by Britaln, Italy and West Germany.

'But vhat 15'sub3tantially lacking in these common efforts
is a wvhole-hearted support;and spirit to place the nétional ré=
sources at the Alsposal of these projects. Unless the nations
are ready to overcome thelr national barriers they cannot hope
to compete successfully with thevAmerican counterparts. It was
to this point tﬁat Wilson was trying to turn the attention of
European nations. Britain threatened to withdraw from the Con-
corde project because the project could not face the competition
from the Supersonic Transport. lachines Bull and ulivetti could
have been saved from the General Electric hands if only Britain
was allowed into EEC and the British computer industry the most
advanced in West Europe, collaborated with them.

in proposing the “European Technological Community® wilson
vwas not simply altruistic or nalve to the sdvantage that British
participation in such a community would bring. Among the vest
European countries Britain was technoleogically the most advanced
nation in 1960s, along with the larger size of her companies and
her investment potential. She has the greatest number of firms
of international scope. Among world's 5003éarg68t firms, Britain
was right behind the US with her 55 firms. Among firms doing
more than $256 million worth of business a year 8.4 per cent

were British in sixties compared to West Germany's 6.3 per cent

35 Servan-Schreiber, n. 7, p. 119.
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‘ 36
and France's 33 per cent. Also Britain's expenditure on R& D

was the largest in West Europe. In 1963-64 she spent 2.3 per
cent of her national income when compared to 1.6 per cent by
France and 1.4 per cent by test Germany. Yot Britain's R& D
effort was only 1/10th of US in terms of money.37

UK has the greatest defence potentlal among the West Euro-
pean countries but her small size discourages that potential to
exploit fruitfully. Britain's nuclear technology was an advanced
in its own type of reactor as its American ri#al. But the small
size of her home market and shortcomings in organization and
management led to discouraging results. loreover, "Britain con-
centrates her efforts on electronics, electrical equipment,
nuclear energy and aviation - that is, on those very areas that
the European community should be developing to compete with the
United Si:aices."a8

It was these rich potentialities and at the same time the
ingbility of Britain to exploit them singly that Wilson had in
mind when he talked about the Technological Community. He cer-
tainly thought that with her technological superiority, Britain
as a future member in the proposed technological community, would
be able to replace, to some extent, if not completely, American

superiority and predominance in Western Europe. But this would

36 Ibid., p. 119
37 Lwtm, e 16, Po 87.
38 Servan—Schrciber, ¢ 7, Do 119.
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be possible only if Britain entered the Common Market. Secondly,
VWilson tried to make a tactical use of his concept of Technologi=-
cal Community in his diplomatic manosuvres to get into the EEC.
By overplaying the European fears of American ghost and
by pandering to thelr detestation of American domination, Wilson
hoped that the technological gap was one major unifying factor
that would strengthen the British cagse to enter the Common Market.
In fact, the European Technological Community was skillfully
invoked by Wilson to muster strength for his case. It was the
major diplomatic gimmick that loomed lérge in his dialogue and
public speeches during his 1967 West European tour. "The chal-
lenge America's technology poses to Buropean industry made this
a political trump card in Britain's attempt to join the Cdmmon
Market."39 When iacmillan applied for entry he had nothing
tangible to demonstrate the 'Europeanness' of Britain but speak
in plain language, but in her second attempt, her Prime Minister,
a hard bargainer and pragmatist as he is, invented and applied
a nev device, the Technological Community, to exhibit the sin-
cerity of Britain's 'Europeanness’ and emphasige the advantages

of her immediate entry into the Common Market.

39 Layton, n. 16, p. 263.



~ Chapter V

BRITAIN'S SECUKD APPLICATIV& FUR ENTBY TU EEC
- "AND ITS REJLCTIVK

The exploratbry visit of the British P:ime Kinister and
his Foreign Secretary to the continent took place in the first
quarter of the year 1967. It is importaut to emph§81ze here
the 'puﬁpose'ﬂof the Wilsan—Broﬁn tour. The trip was 'explora-
tory', in the sense that the British leaders were going on a
mission around the capitals of 5the_81x" member-states of the
EEC to probe whether the conditions exist or not to negotiate
' Britain's entry into the EEC. The purpose of the trip, there-
fore, in itself'uas nét to negotiate the British entry. It 1s
in this respect that the Labour Government's approach to the
question of entry into the Gommon Market differs from that of
the preceding Conservative Government. The Macmillan Government
did not think 1t was necessary to investigate whether political
atmosphere on the contihent was congenial for its attempt before
the negotiations actually started. un the other hand, it cone
sulted the Commonwealth countries instead of "the Six".

The probing mission ranged over a period of about two
mouths starting on 18 January 1967 and ending on 8 March 1967,
While it may not be necessary here to analyze the response of
each country to the visiting leeders, this much could be said
here that, apart from France and Vest Germany, in the rest of
the four capitals the leaders enjoyed favourable reponse. As

both wWilson and Brbwn subsequently recorded in their memoirs,
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they were satisfied with their talks with the heads of the four
states. For instance, Wilson notes the lmpression he had after
his talks with the Italian Prime Minister: "It was very clear
that Signor Moro, the Prime Minister, strongly supported the 1
British entry and would go to greater lengths to achieve it."

But it was the political and economic¢ significance of
France and West Germany vhich demand attention on the reaction
of these two countries to the Labour leaders.

The British leaders visited France from 23 to 25 January
1967. It was this visit that wvas significant in several res-
pects. From their speeches and talks, three most important
conclusionsg could be drawn. First, they argued Britain's case
on ‘political' grounds emphasizing they 'meant business'. Hore-
over, Britain's entry would contribute to the strengthening of
Buropean unity. Secondly, that economically Britain was not in
»a'weaker position and her sterling commitments would not be a
burden on the community after her entry. Lastly, tiilson spelt
out, as already discussed, the concept of az"European Technologi-~
cal Community®™ stressing that the pooling together of European
scientific and technological resources was imminent in face of
American domination. | |

Wilson argued that politically united Europe could play

a role in international affailrs which was no longer open to

1 Harold Wilson, Ihe Labour Government, 1964-70 (London,
1971), p. 327.
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individual nation-states of Western Europe. It was at Stras-
bourg on 23 January 1967 that Wilson argued this political case.
thile stressing on the importance of European integration to the
Council of Europe, Wilson said:

We mean business. And I am going to say

why we mean business... e mean business

in a political sense because, over the

next one year, the next ten years, the

next twenty years, the unity of Europe is

going to be forged, and geography and his-

tory and interest and sentiment alike

demand that we play our part in forging

it, and in vworking it. 2
In fact, Wilson's Strasbourg speech was almost Gaulllist in many
places. His remarks that "te live in an age of nation states"
and that loyalty to the Atlantic alliance "must never equal sub-

: 3

gervience™ closely echoed Gaullist sentiments. Vhat Wilson was
attempting was to convince Europe, and in particular the General,
to whom he sent a copy of his speech beforehand, that the "spe-
cial relationship™ was compatible with the membership of Common
Market. Both could be reconciled without undermining either.
But in the process of conveying this view to de Gaulle, 1t seemed
that Wilson was willing to undermine 'special relationship' and
even equate US with the US3R. Thus in course of his talks with
de Gaulle, Wilson notes:

The task of the great European power - and
I instanced France and Britain -~ was not to

2 Quoted in Uwe Kitzinger, Diplomacy and Persuasion

3 Ihe Timeg (London), 24 January 1967.
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be mere messenger-boys between the two power

blocs. We had a bigger role to play - and

other natlons wanted us to play that role -

bigger than walting merely in the ante-roous

vhile the United States and Soviet Union set-

tled everything directly between themselves. 4

Having explained his case on political grounds, Wilson

turned to another important problem which was discussed at great
length in his Pardis talks - the sterling problem. Discussion
centred upon the sterling balances which the French regarded
simply as debts subject to repayment at any time. In course of
his talks Wilson gave a seventy-five minute 'exposition' to de
Gaulle on the subject, promising that Britain would not land
"the Six" in embarrassing financial obligations. Addressing a
press conference after the talks, Wilson explained what he told
the French President about the sterling problem:

«eseapart from, of course, our gold and

convertible currency reserves, we have

assets, second time reserves, on a scale

considerably greater than the total of

our obligations.... (lMoreover) there is

not at the moment any suggestion that the

banking liabilities and assets should be

transferred within the Community. &

Having listened to Wilson's arguments, the French Presi-

dent refrained himself from making commitment or promise. Rather

the General expressed fears of change in EEC's "fundamental

character™ if enlargement takes place. He offered an "arrangement”

4 “']11301'1, ne 1y Ppo 336,

Quoted 1n Geoffrey Uarner, ”France, Britain and the
EEC", a_Yen f ] fairs 1968 (London),
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or "association" between the Six and Britain. This offer was,
however, declined by Wilson.

Although the talks between the two leaders were incon-
clusive and failed to produce agreement, Vilson expressed the
viev that the French had been 'friendly and cordial'. Later
when he returned to London, {ilson described his Paris talks:

No relevant question was overlooked or
made light of. our hosts were lmpressed
by our depth of purpose in everything we
said and our desire to join the EEC. Ve
did not ask the French Government to
ansver yes or no, or to put any particu-
lar questions to it. 6

Whatever lmpressions the British leaders might have got
from their talks with the French leader, one thing that clearly
emerged from the non-committal attitude of de Gaulle was that
he st1ll entertained reservations about British entry. Hardly
a month back, George Brown, who was in Paris to attend a NATO
ninisterial meeting, had a meeting with the General. The Foreign
Secretary notes in his personal record:

I argued as strongly as I could about
all that Britain meant to Europe ang
the great part that she could play in
Europe, but it was very clear that de
Gaulle was adamantly against us. 7
Just on the day Wilson left Paris, the French Foreign

Affairs Minister, Couve de Murville gave a television interview

6 Guoted in Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Britain Faces Europe
(Philadelphia, 1969), p. 185.

7 George Brown, In My tay (London, 1971), p. 220.
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that could enable one to havo an insight into the French think-
ing on the British entry. Thé French iinister emphasized the
very financial difficulties that Wilson sought to explain away.
He argued the monetary and economic difficulties that the British
entry into the Community might entail, and, concentrated his |
~fire on the problems raised by sterlings role as a "reserve cur-
rency", or "non-European currency” as he put it. Coinciding with
vilson's departure from Paris, "it was evident from M. Couve de
Mu:ville’s guarded statement, that no green light had been given
to a possible British application."_8

The Paris visit of the British leaders vas followed by
Bonn. But the German visit was complicated by several events of
the week preceding. The timing and content of these events
caused much diplomatic embarrassment to the visiting team. Bri-
tain haﬁ been host to the Russian Prime Minister, Alexle Kosygin.
The Russian loader, vhile offering Britain a Friendship Pact with
his country, had at the same time used Britain as a platform from
vhich to vilify the Federal Republic. Secondly, George Brown
made a statement on the eastern frontiér of Germany Jjust before
he ieft for Boan Answering a question whether British policy
on German reunification hed changed to include recognition of
the Uder-keisse line as the eastern frontier of a reunited

: 9
Germany, Brown replied: "Yes, in a way". This incident, which

8 Lord Gladwyn, De Gaulle's Furope
Suﬁ NQ (London, 1969)3 pchOQ

9 The Times, 16 February 1967,




138

received wide coverage in the German presss dampened the atmos-
phore in wvhich the talks on British Common Market relations

wore held.

Lastly, while vilson and Brown vere in Bonn, Douglas Jay,
the President of the Board of Trade, expouhded to a private -
meeting of the Labour IPs the grave dangers to Britain's balance
of payments, were she to join the EEC.

The substance of Jay's criticism was em-
barrassing at a time when the Government
was trying to persuade Bonn that it would
benefit frow having Britain in the EEC,

and at the same time trying not to discuss
removing the British army from the Rhine;
and yet the President of the Board of Trade
saying in effect, that the army cost Bri-
tain too much as it was. 10

tihile 1t cannot precisely be said what influence the
above eventé had on the British-German talks, it was quite ovi=
dent that the visiting leaders had a cool respense to their case.
As tilson records in hls own vords:

Je got the impression that I'r Kiesinger's
approach was very ziuch 'softy, softy
Catehee General'. But how softy? Then,
and subsequently, we became increasingly
convinced that he would never be prepared
to press his undoubted conviction that
Britain must be admitted to the S8ix to the
point of annoying General de Gaulle. 11

Yilson substantiates his impression by noting that the German

10 Cynthia W. Frey, “Meaning Business - The British Applica-
tions to Join the Common MNarket”,

darket Studles (London), 1967-68, p. 209,
11 Harold wilson, n. 1, p. 368.
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Chancellor was toc oriented towards Parls to improve the Franco-
German relations.

Wilson was quite correct in his reasoning. For the
Germans were not willing to go to the extent of pressurizing
the General since the new German Government headed by Kiesinger
was more interested in improving the Franco-German relations
that were strained during the period of Erhard, who was supposedly
pro~-American. Therefore, for all verbal support they had given
the British in the pasty; they were not prepared to sacrifice
their new "Ostpolitik" (and the new Chancellor's hopes or settle-
ment vith France) to get Britain in.

For another reason also the Germans had reservations about
the British entry. WWith her accession to the Treaty of Roume,
strategically speaking, Britain might replace Vlest Germany as
the principal French ally in Vestern Europe. In that case it
would be the Franco-British and not the Franco-German alliance

that would dominate the community. Noreover:

collaboration in the development of advanced
technology, the possibility of creating an
Anglo-French nuclear force, and the prospects
of agreement on major political issues might
lead to a new Franco-British entente, 1solat-

ing Germany. 13
The exploratory mission to Europe formally ended on 8
March 1967, when Wilson and Brown returned from Luxemburg.

Though 1t 1s quite clear from the declared purpose of the tour

12 The _Observer (London), 19 February 1967.
13 Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Ne 69 Poe 187.
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that it was only 'exploratory', there is every reason to con=-
clude that by the time they completed their tour, the leaders
returned home with the firm conviction of applying for member-
ship. "Gradually our line got firmer and firmer, and by the
time we had finished (the tour) we had virtually decided to
make our applicatio_n."l4 Similarly Harold Wilson had become
so politically convinced by the time the probe was completed
that "no one was 1n'the least surprise when Britain put 1in a

16
formal and unconditional bid for membership.™

on 21 Harch 1967, the Cabinet began a detalled study of

the Buropean reactions and domestic implications to the Wilson~-
Brown talks. During this study, the Cabinet was left with no
doubt that the Prime linister and the Forelgn Secretary had
already made up their minds to apply. Though there were oppo=-
nents like the formidable Touglas Jay, Barbara Castle, Fred
Peart within the Cabinet it was not a difficult task for the
Prime Minister to overwhelm them, and hence reach a decision to
apply without any threat of resignation by any Cabinet Minister.

Wilson's and Brown's report to the Cabinet

on their European tour was said to have con-

vinced all but the severest of doubters

(Jay and Peart) that the EEC would be no

threat to Britain's independence and that

as a result, by the end of Harch there was

no serious question of a split in the
Cabinet. 16

14 George Brown, n. 7, p. 206.
18 Uvre Kitzinge:, n. 2, p, 286.

16 The ubsgerver, 16 larch 1967.
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'Having obtaincd the approval of the whole Cabinet, the
Government now turned its'attention to thwart any attempt, both
at governmental and party level; that might prejudice the impend-
ing application for membership. Thus a White Péper on problems
vhich would face the British trade 1if Eritéin entered the EEC
(which was prepared by Douglas Jay) was hgld up during the
sunmer of 1967 as negotiations would not get underway until the
‘ autumn.17 ,

At party level, tho Prime ¥inister adopted a stiff atti-
tude to prevent any crisls that would prejuiice the negotiations.
He made it clear in mid-ljarch that the Parliamentary Labour
Party (PLP) would take no vote on an ELC application. The MPs
would be 'consulted' (rather then informed). At another meeting
of the PLP, wWilson sald that although Britain was a loyal ally
of the United States and sought friendly relations with Soviet
Union, it could not accept the idea that all great issues should
be settled by these two superéowers "because we in Burope are
not sufficiently powerful, economically and therefore politically,
to make...our own influence felt."ls This, he sald, was the
broad philosophy underlying the Government's approach. Though
the hardliners remained unmoved, the parliamentary Party as a

whole was rallied.

17  The Finaneial Times (London), 13 July 1967.

18 Cuoted in Elisabeth'Barker, Britain in a Nivided Europe,
m (Lomon, 1971)’ P 226,



142

After obtaining the approval of the Cabinet, and of the
Parliamentary Labour Party, Wilson declared on 2 May 1967, in

the Commons that the Government had

decided to make an application under
Article 237 of the Treaty of Rome for
membership of the European Econonic
Community and parallel application for -
membership of the European Coal and
Steel Community and Euratom. 19

In presenting thavapplication to Parliament VWilson emphasized,

as_he_emphasized during his recent tour, that decision to apply

was overridingly political:

The Governmont's purpose derives, above
all, from our recognition that Europe 1is

- now faced with the opportunity of a great
move forwvard in political unity and that
we can - and lndeed we must - play our
full part in 1t.., This is a historic
decision which would well determine the
future of Britain, of Europe, and, indeed,
of the world, for decades to come. 20 :

at the same time, the Prime iinister did not forget to emphasize
the economic advantages that would accrue to Britain, and the
scientific and technological collaboration that would be promoted

by Britain's entry. Thus he spoke oft

The long-term potential for Furope, and
therefore for Britain, of the creation
of a single market of approaching 300
million people, with all the scope and
incentive which this will provide for
British industry, and the enormous

19 UK, Commons, Parlismentary Debates, vol. 746, cols.

313"140
20  Ibid.Col TuT.
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poésibilities vhich an integrated strategy
for technology, on a truly continental
scale, can createsc.. 21 '
‘The wilson Government's decision, discussed by the EOuse from
| 8 to 10 May received one of the largest majorities that a Bill
ever received - by 482 to 62 votes.

By this time the arguments in favour of Britain joining
the EEC were becoming reasonably familiar and sounded convincing -
to many people. 'Mbreover; the 1967 forecasts of the economic
effect on British food prices and balance of payments were much
less alarming. For the moment, the prospect of a French veto
did not loom very large.

However, de Gaulle gave a press conference on 16 May 1967
full of warn;ngs and gloomy predictions. It was at this con~
ference, the General put in vhat came to be called his 'velvet
veto' on the British attempt to enter the EEC second time.

", ..There is no question of a veto, and there has never been
one", so sald the General. But then he continued that Britain

~ must undergo a profound transformation” before she joins the
Community, and there would be "destructive upheavals" within the
Community 1f she Joins before such transformation, But the
General's main concern was the econamic weakness of Britain and
her sterling problem: |

While one does not dispalr of the pound
holding its ownseesit will be a long time

21 Ibid., col. 316.
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before one is certain about this... Parity

‘and monetary solidarity are essential cone~

ditions of the Common Market and could not

possibly be extended to our neighbours

across the Channel unless some day the

pound sterling shows itself in a completely

new position. ?2
vhat, in short, the Generai meant was that the éterling_must
cease to be a world trading and reserve currency before Britain
could join. The alternative to edmitting Britain as member by
de Gaulle was either some sort of associate membership with the
EEC, or to wait until she achieved profound ecohomic and politi-
cal transformation. | |

From the General's statement what becomes obvious is that

the old struggle between France and Britain was still continuing.
And it became evideht from the French President‘s latest speech
that he had notfmade.any change in his national stfategy about
Europe and the role France should play in it. De Gaulle's frank
statement that British entry would 'completely overthrow the
equilibriun' within the EEC,‘which would, in effect, take away
from France one of its principal reasons for being pari of it,
explaing in no uncertain terms that France still wants to retain
her dominant position within the EEC. "A threadbare ratio-
cination...a strictly personal veto, motivated above ali by an
o0ld man's con;grvative objection to any disturbance of things

as they are.”

22 Quoted in Elisabeth Barker, n. 18, p. 227.
23 The Economist (London), 20 May 1967.
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The British reaction to the General's speech, as Wilson
put it, "We will not take no for an answer". Wilson rejected
associate~-membership on the ground that it would lay obllgations
on Britain without giving it any share in the decisions which
would shape the future of the European community.

on 18 June 1967 Wilson visited de Gaulle for the second
time. He had told the General why the British did not belleve
that any of the problems were insoluble and that why he did not
intend to take 'no' for an answer. He once again talked about
technological cooperation. However on his return he informed
the Parliament that he did not want to suggest that de Gaulle
vas more enthusiastic about British entry than before. "The
meeting clearly left de Gaulle unmoved, except that he may have
begun to think that given the Labour Government's doggedness and
drive, 1t might be a miétake even to allow negotiations to
begin."24 |

The battle over the British application started at the
end of May, when "the Six" held a summit meeting in Rome. De
Gaulle demanded that the Six must first hold, 'profound énd pro-
longed' discussions on the general problems which would be raised
by the enlargement ofvthe Community. None of the Five accepted
the French argument, fqr the Rome Treaty said explicitly that
the Community should be open to other European countries. But

there was no way of opening negotiations with Britain, unless

24 Elisabeth Barkers n. 18, j+ 228.
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and‘until the French agreed to 1t, _There vas a prolonged argu-
ment on this 1ssue between "the Five" and France. The Six at
last reached alcompromise,Aphen,don 26 June 1967, they agreed
that the EEC Commission should prepare a report on the British
application. It may be noted here that a suggestion that the
. Britiech Govefnment be invited to méke an opening statement to
set out its negotlating position was vetoed by Courve de Mur-
ville. He even forbade the Commission to have any contact vith
the British dﬁring the_pfeparation of report. Thus it 1s quite
clear that the French tried all they could to stall negotlations
on British entry. | - ' ' o
This was the situation when George Brown presented the
British case before'the western European Union (WEU) on 4 July
1967. In fact, this itself was a sheer diplomatic tact.  When
Brown was invited to open a debéte on EBuropean economy, wvhich
was attended by the members of the EEC Commission, he made use
of this opportunity to put forward the British application,
taking enough care to'pfevent the French objection to it.' Brown's
speech contained fifty paragraphs, of which ihé first fortj-nine
were all about the British reasons for entry into the EEC, while
"the fiftieth sald: |
| I hope that the statement which I have

made to you this afternoon will help the -

application and enable negotiations 5o

open as soon as the opinion of the Com-

mission has been given.... I am, therefore,
formally conveying the text of my statement
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to you, Herr Brandt, as Chairman of the

single Council of Ministers of the Euro-

pean Communities. 26
When the debate was opened the Foreign Secretary delivered the
first forty-nine paragraphs of his speech. Since the opener
of the debate by custom is invited to have the last word, Brown
delivered the fiftlieth paragraph of his spaeéh in the following
manner:

«eewhen I was called upon to wind up I

delivered the 50th paragraph containing

the formal conveyance of our application,

and I duly handed the full text of all &0

paragraphse...to the chairman and the pre~

sident, Jean Louls Rey. Herr Brandt, the

Chairman, wasy of course, well disposed

to us, so our formal application was in

before the French realized what was

happening. 26
Even after Brown was able to place the British application before
the EEC Commissions the French still tried to prevent it from
further consideration. Andre Bettencourt, the Deputy French
Forelgn Minister, attempted to prevent the statement from being
'accepted by the Community institutions, but Joseph Luns, the
Tutch Foreign Minister and Chairman of the meeting, handed coples
of the statement to Villy Brandt (the current Chalirman of the
Council of Ministers of "the Six") and to Jean Rey (the new
President of the merged Commission) and announced that the state-
ment had therefore been 'accepted' by the Community.

The Brussels' Commission, charged with the task of

26 George Brown, n. 7, p. 221.
26 Ibid., p. 222.
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reporting on prbblems arising out.of new applicants to the EEC,
presented its report to the EEC Council of Ministers on 29
September 1967. The Commission unanimously recommended to the
ministers that negotiations with Britain and other applicants
should be started immediately. "Unquestionably", the report
sald, ™"the Community must accept certain risks vhere an uhder-
taking of this importance, the achievement of European unifica-
tion, 1s to be-attempted."27

So far so good. But the chapter on economic questions,
vhich had been prepared under the supervision of Raymond Barre,
a Gaullist professor, brought out a very poor picture of British
economy and the position of the sterling. The Commisgsion argued
that it would be hard to sée how, after Britain's entry, sterling
could continueAto hold a position in the international monetary
system different from that of the currenclies of other member
countries. It broadly hinted that the pound ought to be de-
valued.' In short, the Commigsion served those major economic
risks which the French had been harping upon so long. In effect,
the Commission's report, as far as the economic aspect was con-
cerned, seemed to provide de Gaulle a well~argued case to justify
his rejection of British application a little later.

¥With all the authority of its (comparatively)
independent position as a comaunity institu-

tion, the Commigsion had provided an endorse-
ment of all the French Government's economic

27 Cuoted in Elisabeth Barker, n. 18, p. 229.
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objections to British membership, and a
cast-iron pretext for de Gaulle to pro-
nounce his veto. 28 _

The Commission's views on the scientific and technologi-
cal collaboration, which argument Wilson so enthusiastically
put forward to the European leaders, was equally discouraging.

It cut across the basic argument put for-

ward by Wilson that Britain's entry into

Europe would help bdbridge the 'technologi-

cal gap between VWestern Europe and the US.

The report pointed that many of the Bri-

tish research programmes were not only

duplication of the European effort, but

were also 'expensive and unproductive

undertakings'. 29
The overall effect of the Commission's report was that though
on polLtical_level, it favoured negotiations for entry, its
econamic snalysls virtually amounted to the denial of the first
aspect. ,

During October, the Common Market Ministers met twice.
The French argued that the Community should settle its own inter-
nal problems before admitting new members, and that negotiations
with Britain should not stert until her balance of payments posi-
tion was stabilized. On the other hand, Italy and three Benelux
countries pressed for an earlier opening of negotiations, while
West Germany adopted a cautious approach towards the problem,

Vhile the wrangle within the Community was going on the

28 Ian Pavidson, Bpltaln and the Makingz of Burope (London,
1971), p. 64.
29 HeS. Chopra, (NBW Delhip

1974), p. 208,
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question of starting negotiations, the British people experienced
one of the severest monetary crisis, culminating in the devalua-
tion of the pound. (n 18 November 1967 the pound was devalued
by 14.3 per cent. The British Government entertained the idea
that by devaluing the pound it would be able to satisfy one of
the French conditions, that is, stabilizing the balance of pay-
ments. But it had, in fact, the counter effect. Devaluation
gave the French Preslident the immediate reasou for rejecting the
British entry as the lNassau agreement had done four years earlier.
It was on 27 November 1967, nine days after devaluation,

that the General used his "velvet veto” in its nakedness. He
rejected the Labour Government's attempt to enter the EEC for
the second time at a press» conference. | While reiterating the
objections to entry that he raised in 1963, de Gaulle this time
concentrated on econcmie, and particularly on monetary affairs.
-4ided by the Brussels Commission's report and the recent pound.
devaluation, de Gaulle made a vindictive attack on the weak posi-
tion of British economy and 1ts pound, and hence her inability
to join the Common Market. | |

T et s foesmm i ion

in which the chronic balance of payments

deficlit is proof of its permanent im-

Whieh thet comntey coulq not aiter vith-

out modifying its own nature.... The

Common Market is further incompatible
~with the state of sterling, as once
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again highlighted by the devaluation, to-

gether with the loans that have preceded

and are accompanying it.e.. 30
In addition to the economic objections, de Gaulle pointed out
the lack of a Buropean outlook on the part of Britain on issues
of major international importance.

In his estimation Britain did not yet place

primary emphasis on European lnterests, ,

since the British retalned the special rela-

tionship with the United States, as well as

speclal commitments in various parts of the

wvorld which distinguish them from the conti-~

nents. 31 _
Here, undoubtedly, the General had in mind the British opposition
to the EFC policy at the time of "the Kennedy Round Trade nego-
tiations” in Geneva, the continued British presence in the East
of Suez, and London's support for the US policy in Vietnam.
Similarly, the eagerness of thé British Government for the Non-
Proliferation Treaty, the similarity between the British and
American policies in contrast to the French policy during the
Arab-Israell war in 1967, did not enhance Britain's prospect of
fulfilling the Gaullist criteria for entry.

~ un the other hand, de Gaulle's oun economic and diplomatic

position was much stronger than it was in 1963. The eagerness
of the West German Government to maintaln closer relations with
France and improved Franco-Russian relationship added more weight

to France's existing dominant position on the Cabinet.

30 Quoted in Uwe Kitginger, n. 2, p. 38.
31 Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, b ¢ I 6, Pe 197.
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What means, whether political or economic,
do the Federal Republic and the other four
Governments have at their disposal to dis-
suade de Gaulle from using his veto? There
are precious few of them... He has turned
his back on integration through NATO, paid

a visit to Moscow, won his battle for a
common agricultural policy in Brussels, and
at the same time chipped the wings of supra-
nationalism in the EEC. 32

Once again 1t was clear from the General's 'second veto' that
he was well determined to sustaln the gtatus quo on the continent.
A close reading of de Gaulle's veto speech would hardly leave
one without doubt that the General's reasoning against British
entry was entirely political, and that Britain did not fit in
his European framevork. _

The simple fact that the detested Brussels

Comumission had reported that in spite of the

aduitted oconomic and finaneclal difficulties,

negotiatloans for British entry should cer-

" tainly be begun, as well as the fact that

this was the evident wish of France's five

partners, made 1t abundantly clear that the

French attltude was entirely arbitrary. As

with the Caesar, Reason had been subordi-~
nated to Will 'YX 33

Yet, the second veto differed in two ways from the first. It
was, as already pointed out, explained on economic reasoning;
Secondly, the Britishrpeople could sense thls time, at least
after the May 16 speech of the French President that a possible
rejection of the British Government's effort to enter for thé
second time could hot be ruled out. The subsequent French oppo=-
sition to the consideration of the entry application by the

32 Geoffrey Warner, n. 6, p. 121.
33 Lord Gladwyn, n. 8, p. 124.
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Commiséion, the frequent adverse statgments_by the_Ffench Foreign
Hinister, with the full knowledge of the General, did not sur-
prise them greatly when the second veto was applied. |

 The Labour Government, as if prepared for the onslaught,
remained firmly stuck to its stand. In response to the French
strétegy, the Wilson Government was to present-CommonvMarket
wembership as 1ﬁevitable.to suggest that although Britain's entry
could be delayed, the British could not be permanently exciuded.
The'BritISh were deterﬁiﬁeﬂ td méke a success of negotiations
and according to wilson, to "carry them forward as quickly as
lies within»our power."34 wilson's spéech in the House of Commons
was a festrainedloné without 1nvdlv1ng nuch attack op’the French
action. The only one most critical remark that he made was about
de Gaulle referring to the latter's "miﬁstatements of fact or
- wrong.dedugtions, based on a rather out-of-date approach." He
coneluied his speech by declaring that "the great debate Qill'
continue, not only in Britain, bﬁt throughoutvEnrope."as un 20
December.leﬁv, George Broﬁn told the House of Commons that the
Government would now enter into consultations with those five
mémbers of EEC who éupported the opening of regotiations.

tne rather predictable cunsequence of the French'veto was

that controversy flared up between "the Five" and France within

34 UK, Commons, Parliamentary Lebates, vol. 746,
col. 1096, ,

35 Ivid., col. 1097.



154

the West European Wnion (WEU). The Five, though not actually
prepared for any severe action against the French exhibited a
defiant mood. Thus on 21 October 1968, the Five put forward
a plan for cooperation in foreign and defence policy, and tech-
nology and monetéry affalrs with Britain, despite the French
opposition. Again at a WEU Council meeting in Luxemburg in
eérly February 1969, Britain and the Five agreed to ah Italian
proposal that ﬁefore taking decisions on certain fcreign policy
questions, ;he go&erhments would consult together through WEU.
This todrwas opposed by‘the French. Yet the Five continued to
hold meetings with the British Government. This policy on the
part of the Five partneré irked the French Government very much,.
and 1t eventually boycotted the WEU meetings, though it did not
withdraw from the WEU altogether. | | '
' Meanwhile, there was convergence of certain developmants
both inside and outside Frence. The importance of these develop-
-ments, apart from beingvinternational in characfer, seemed to
effect a major political cﬁange within Western Europe. Hore
~ great was their 1mportance, because under their spell, the
strategie thinking of General de Gaulle so far as WEStern Europe
was concerned, underwent a discernible transformation for the |
first time in the post-world wsr period. |

Undetiably, most important of these develbpmentS'was the
"May Revolution" of 1968 in France. What was initlally a rela-

tively mild student protest movement turngd into an uncontrollable
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industrial uprising, due to a.rathe: mishandling of_thé situa~-
tion. For the first time the Fifth Republic of France witnessed
a severevchailenge to ihe 1néom1tab1e political authority of
General de Gaulle. In face of the large-scale industrial

strikés, the General had to éoncede some of the major economic
demands of the workers, which in effect meant a major burden on
the exchequer. Another effect of this internal politicalf¢risis '
vas that there was é large outflow of French cﬁrrency vhich wvas
converted into gold or other foreign currency.

- The immediate result of the flare-~up was
that a vast number of Frenchmen, both big
businessmen and private individuals, re-
acted exactly as they had done during
France's many previous upheavals, by tak-
ing their money out of the country and
changing it into foreign currency or gold

- across the frontier.... In June the French
Government borrowed the $885 million from
the I.M.F. and in July 1t negotlated a
£1,300 million credits with a group of

forelgn central banks. Thus ingtead of

. d A4 ¥4 5 e X » ‘.,.’__
(Emphasis added)

Thus the two=fold effect of the "May Revolution” was that

vhile severely undermining the political authority of the
Gaullist regime, it also; with its economic consequences, compel-
led the General to seek the favour of foreign governments.

Another indirect international effect of the "May

36 Ian DaVidson, e 28, PP» 83-890
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Revolution" was the world currency crisis. 1with the fall of the
French reserves from £6.9 billion to $4.00 billion and with the
rise in the German reserves, caused by the conversion of Francs
into Deutschmarks, from £8.5 billion to 410.9 billion between
Mﬂlmdm%li%&tmmww@swuemmuwéﬂasmt
only between these two countries, but an international crisis.37
To resolve the corisis, from November 20-22, the "Group
of Ten" met at Bonn. Initlially there was pressure on Germans
by the Anglo-Saxons and France - a rare coincidence of interests
of theée three powers against Germany in the postewar period - to
revalue the mark. With Gemmany's iefusal, the pregsure was
turned on France. But France refused to devalue her franc. The
French Government, two days later, received an assurance of
support from President Johnson, and a 22 billion of credit by
the "Group of Ten", restored the Franc to its 1958 parity. A
major lesson that de Gaulle learnt here was the reverse roles
played\i::many on one hand and the Anglo-Saxons on the other.
"The chahge of front forced upon the General by econbmic circum-
stances was significant. His irritation with the Germans was
scarcely veiled. Hiag dependence on the Anglo-Saxons was also
difficult to hide."
that seemed to be more striking from the Bonn heeting was

its politiéal implications rather than its economic consequences.

37 Owe thInger’ Ne 2’ p. 44.
38 Ibiq.
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The Germens, for the first time, in the post-war perlod nade

the General aware of the fact that they could stand up not only
against de Gaulle, but against the West itself including the

' United States of America. This in fact vas the manifestation
of the growing economic strength of Germany that instilled in
her a now avareness of her personality and assertion of her
diplomatic strength. If today she could resist the pressure of
the whole West, what guarantee was there that tomorrow she would

not oppose the French within the EEC 1tself?

For ten years he had hed little difficulty
in mesmerizing, blackmalling or cajoling
successive German Chancellors into accept-
ing his leadership of EBurope, and there can
be little doubt that of all his diplomatic
objectives the subordination of Germany to
France was by far most important. EKow that
for the first time the Germans had thrown
off the French yoke... De Gaulle could still
surprise the world, and he could blame the
troubles of franc on the forces of ‘odious
speculation, but he could not conceal the
fact that France's position vas now ser-
iously weakened. 39

A different but equally important political implication
of the monetary crisis waé the support given to Franc by the US
to stabilize the French currcncy's parity. It is not suggested
here that a single friendly gesture by the US to FPrance had
brought about a c¢hange in the latter's attitude towards the
former. But a combination of this overture with a later develop~-

ment did relax de Gaulle's rigid attitude towards America.' on

39 Ian Davidson, n. 28, pp. 95-96.
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31_March 1968,-President Johnson announced an end to the bomb-
ing of North Vietnam. By the end of October all bombing was
stopped and the National Liberation Front was accep'ted'to take .
part in.peace talks. Now the image of a militarist and imper~
ialist USA wés-beginning'to look less convineing to de Gaulle.

The Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia on 20 August 1968
was another dramatic developmen:zziustrated the very coﬁéept of
de Gaulle's "Europe from Atlantic to Urals". Apart from the
" domestic troubles and international crises, developments within
the EEC pointed to the growing resistance to the will of de
Gaulle. | |

On 15 January 1969, the Benelux countries announced vhat
‘came to be calied the "Benelux Plan". The content of the Plan
» Qés that European countries'incIUding those outside the community
should embark on regular consultations on foreign policy. Ahy'
country which took part would have to undertake always to consult
l1ts partners before taking foreign policj decisipns, though it
would not be obliged to fall in line with their views. There was
no question of unanimity, or majority voting, no éupranationality,
no link with the Rome Treaty or the Community. In this sense

the "Benelux Plan" was both vague and innocuous. The plan

received the full support of Britain, followed by Norway, Denmark
40 ' :

and Swedeli.

But more thén the content of the plan, 1t'was the spirit

40 ‘Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, n. 6, p. 237.
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behind it. It was a united action of three EEC members - smaller
though they may be in terms of power - seeking extra-EEC arrange-
ments. Vhat vas important was not vhether the plan would in fact,
materialize or not, but the very sponsoring of the plan by three
| EEC members, given the timing of its proposition, rather signified
their reaction agéinst the known poliéy of France. These countr-
les were tired of finding that their loyalty to the rules of the
Community was repeatedly used against them, and they were now
thinking on lines of forming a group which would rise above the
BEC. Though Italy and Germany did not throw thelr weight in
févonr of the plan, they at least came to be éonvinced that the
Community could no longer be subjected to the domination of one
“or two states.. Thislwas almost explicit in the statements of
the West German Chancellor. "Willy Brandt...pointed out that
there was no hope of-poliﬁical cooperation in hurope until the
enlargemeht of the Community had been agreed. Fiaﬁée and Germany,
 he sald, are no subétitute for the Community."4l
Shgken by internal crisis, both political and monetary,
faced with mounting disillusionment with his policies within the
EEC, and undergoing a change in his own imageSof the roles of
superpowers, General de Gaulle was compelled to reconsider
seriously the prolonged validity of his political strategy.

»+sby February 1969 de Gaulle's thinking
on his world political strategy had changed

41 Ian Pavidson, n. 28, p. 72.
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substantially, as had his feelings on
one of the two Anglo-Saxon powers vham
he had in military, in monetary in eco-
nomic and in diplomatic ways been so
anxious to oppose. 42
It was against this background of the developments that
exerted an influence over the General's review of his political
strategy, there took place in February 1969 the so-called
"Soame s Affair". Mach had been written, interpreted and reinter-
_ preted} to get to the preclise meaning of this affair. Yet its
implications still remain conflicting and ambiguous. |
un 4 February 1969, on de Gaulle's invitation, the British
ambassador to France, Christopher Soames had about a two-hour
talk with the French President. After the meeting with the
President, the ambassador sent a full account of the talks to
London, only after checking up that account with the French
Foreign Minister, Michel Debre.
According to Soames, de Gaulle was apparently proposing
a massive reorganization.of the European scene. The European
Community would be dissolved in a looser and wider European Free
Trade Area including Britaln, the Six and other countries, with=
out any of the supranational implications of the Rome Treaty.
The horth atlantic Treaty urganization would be disbanded. And
the new Europe would be ruled by an inner club of the four big

countries ~ France, Britain, Germany and Italy. The General also

42 Uwe Kitzinger, n. 2, p. 43.
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suggested that there ought to be talks on monetary, economic,
political and defence questions, and told Soames that if Bri-
tain were to ask for talks along these lines. The authenticity
of this account, which was by no means doubted, once checked

up with the French Foreign Minister, was further established by
Couve de Murville's own recording of this account in his memoirs.

For de Gaulle, if Britain with her followers
entered the Community, the latter would be
radically transformed and become a free trade
area with arrangements for trade in farm pro-
- ducts. That might not nevertheless be such
a bad thing. The two governments could talk
about it, but on condition they also discus~

sed the resulting political gggggigglgg_;g

plgz_g_kgx_;glg....if one day there were a

truly independent Europe, then

* - Q as such, with
America S preponderance and her commanding

position in it. 43

With the full account of the de Gaulle-Soames talks in 1ts hands,
the Foreign Office, now headed by lilchacl 3tewart, handled the
issue vith two interpretations: that the French President, now
in the mood of reviewing his strategy, might sincerely be vanting
to prevent a complete estrangement of relations with Britain, and
.perhaps beginning'to want an understanding with Britain, partly
as a counterwaight to the dominant economic position of west
Germany; or, 1t might simply be a device by de Gaulle to drive a
wedge between "the Five" and Britaln and enable France to break

out of the isolation in which she found herself in Western Europe.

43 Guoted in Uwe Kitzinger, n. 2, pp. 46-47,
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Two days after the de Gaulle-Soames meeting, Britain
replied to France expressing her readiness for Franco-British
talks, provided that other members of the Community were also
kept informed of this. The reply noted that Britain did not
share the French view of NATG. De Gaulle was not happy with
this reply. |

Meanwhile, Wilson, who was on a visit to West Germany,
was advised by the Foreign Uffice to reveal the affair to
Keisinger, which he did. O(ther VWBU members were also informed
- of it before the French Government had been told of British _
interests. Then the Foreign (ffice alsb made bublic the summary
of account given by Soames. The next day the French Government
protested against the British action, described it as 'diploma-
tic terrorism’ and deliberate distortion. |

The Labour Government was criticized both in the press
and the House of Commons for handling the affair clumsily and
offending(de Gaulle unnecessarily. In his memolrs, Wilson has
lamented that he was "unwillingly manoceuvred by the Foreign
Officé, but other evidence szggests that he could not make up
his own mind what to do...." o

Just vhat de Gaulleiaimed at by this affair still remains
unsettled. Did he really want a restructured Europe in which

Britain would have a role to play at par with France, or did he

44 Ian Davidson, n. 28, pp. 99-100.
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mean it only as a diplomatic gambit to reassert his waning
influence on the continent? "Lid de Gaulle - or did he not -
start steoring French policy into the curve which finally led
to the Treaty of Accessxon?"45

The controversy created by the "Soames Affair™ was soon
overshadoved by de Gaulle's retirement from the French political
scene on 27 April 1969. In June 1969, Pompidou, a Gaulllst
succeceded de Gaulle as the French President.

on 10 July 1969, Pompidou proposed that the Six should
hold a summit meeting of heads of state to discuss the 'comple~
tion', the 'deepening' and 'if it took place' the enlargement'
of the Community.46 what did the French President mean by
‘completion' and ‘deepening'? By ‘completion', the President
meant completion of the Community's agricultural policy and its
financing rules. And by deepening he meant any other extension
of the Community's common policlies that might occur to him in
the meanvhile. Then vhat about 'enlargement'? unly after
'completion' and ‘deepening' of the Community.

Now it was quite evident from Pompidou's statement that
he was in no haste in regard to the 'enlargement'of the Community.
To him, the ‘completion' must precede the 'enlargement'. In
pPlain words, vhen the enlargement takes place, the newly admitted
members must be bound by the common agricultural policy of the |

45 Owe Kitzinger, fie 2’ P 87.
46 The Times, 11 July 1969,
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Community. They should have,_so that, a fresh opportunity to
negotiate a ney policy at the time of enlargement.

On 1 December 1969, the Summit meeting of "the Six" was
held at the Hague, at which British membership was to be dis-
cussed. Tbe meeting was dominated by the personality of wWilly
Brandt, the new Social Democrat German Chancellor, who was more
enthusiastic than Kiezinger in support of British entry. "The
8ix" agreed that preparatory work for the opening of negotia-
tions with Britain and the other three applications should be
completed as quickly as poséible. However,, France scored a
major point here: that negotiations with Britaln could not
start until "the Six" had settled the two issues - common agri-
cultural policy and community finance.

- It was within short span:of time that "the Six could
obtain agreement on the above twin issues. The substance of

the agreement wass

There were to be transitional arrangements
for the period 1970 to 1974; from 19756
onwards, all levies on agricultural imports
from outside the community were to be paid
over directly to the Community Fund, to-
gether with all customs duties and a certain
proportion of value added tax. The Fund
wvould be used to finance the agricultural
system and also for certain other pur-
poses.ss«. The existing system by which the
member-states made contributions on the
basis of agreed fixed percentage would
cease completely. 47

47 dhe Fingnecial Times, 30 December 1969.
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Without examining here the effect of the Community's agreement
on the member~states, 1t would be better here to undertake what
would be its effects on Britain, a non-member.
| The agreement meant that Britain, once she becomes a

member, could no more raise levies for her imports on percentage
basis, but on the basis of the guantity of her imports. Since
Britain 1s the largest food importer, naturally she had to pay
more for her levies - vhich amounts to largest contribution to
Community Fund. Even if the Community Fund could be defended
on the ground that its largest percentage would be'spent on |
modernization of her agricultural system, then also the argument
cannot sustain itself. For Britain had a very smaller agricul-
tural population, while French agricultural population was quite
large when compared to Britain's. Moreover, British agriculture
vas relatively more efficlent and modernized when compared to the
French. Obviously, the largest "beneficiary would be France, and
Britain the heavy sufferer."

In plain terms, the Community Agreement on farm policy
and finance made it "much more difficult for Britaln to request,
or be granted, special concessions over its contribution to the
agriculturai system-"48 ‘With this agreement in hand, France
could face Britain in a powerful bargaining position. Pompidou
might have readlily agreed to remove the veto, but having obtained

48 Elisabeth Barker, n. 8, p. 241.
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his interests within the Community structure, he was offering

Britain a Hobson's choice.

The probability of an outright veto was
thus reduced. 3But that still left open
the cholice between two very different
negotiating strateglies: one that could
have come close to blocking entry de
{acto, insisting on terms so stiff that
the British would give up thenmsgelves,

and the other that of actually having
them in. 49

The contents of the EEC agreement on farm and finance had
the predictable effect of dampening the spirits of the Labour
Government. FEver since the Wilson Government stepped up its
European momentum, it took greater pains to convince the British
public that Britain once entered, could somehow be able to try
to reduce the burden imposed by the Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP)+ It could also explain off that the industri&l benefits
of entry could more than balance the disadvantages of the CAP.
But how could the Government predict that the nevw wholesome
agrecment would precede her entrye. |

- iowever, since at the 1962 party conference the Labour
leaders pledged to issue a White Paper on the EEC issuc, they
felt obliged to come out with it in February 1970. The vhite
Paper, approved by the vhole Cabinet, promised "the Government
vill enter into negotiations resolutely with good faith." The
latest Vhite Paper lacked that spirit of the one the Governoment

49 UWQ Kitzj-nger’ e 2’ P 12.
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gave in 1967. In 1967, the White Paper forecast a 10 to 14 per
cent rise in food pricesy; while the 1970 paper predicted the full
application of the CAP would raise food prices between 10 to 25
per cent. While the 1967 Paper put the burden on balance of
payments between £175 to £250 million, tgg figure for 1970 was
‘put at the upper limit of £1100 million. The rest of the Paper
contalned the familiar arguments of long benefits to industry
and also of political benefits of entry. |
By the time Wilson called for a general election on 18

June 1970, public apathy to the Common Market was already cons-
plcuous. The Common Market issue ltself mattered little in the
election campaigns of both the major parties. The election mani-
festo of the Labour Party spoke familiar words of protecting the
essential conditions, but it also included one cautious note:

Ve have applied for membership of the

Buropean Economic Community and nego-

tiations are due to start in few weeks'

time. These will be pressed with deter-

mination with the purpose of Jjoining an

enlarged community provided that British

and essentlial Commonwealth interests can

be safeguarded.

vessdf satisfactory terms cannot be

secured in the negotiations Britain will

be able to stand on her own feet outside
the Community. 51

50 Ihe Economigt, March 1970.
51 '

Part ain's
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Whether Britain would have been able to stand on her own under
a Labour Government, should the negotlating terms turned out

unsatisfactory, depended on the result of election. An adverse
vote for the Laboui' Government_,‘ resulting in its replacement hy |
the Conservative Government in June 1970, brought the five and
half year old Lsbour movement towards Europe to an ende. |
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of solidarity emong vworking classes in Europe. Adherence to
soclialist foreién policy naturally 1nflﬁenced the Labour Party
to viev the European unity movement and the Conservative Govern-
ments such as those led by the Christian Temocrats of the conti-
nental states with suspicion. This suspicious outlook certainly
vas one of the important initial factors that led the Labour to
~opposge the continental enthusiasm for European unity.

In the aftermath of the Second Vorld “ar the so-called
'soclalist foreign policy', proved to be 1mpracticab1e. Confron-
tation with the stark realities of international politics, ex-
perience in government, post-war developments in Europe, Bri-
tain's oun ecounomic and military capabilities, her Commonwvealth
commitmentsy, and above all the deeply ingrained national habits
compelled the Labour leaders to reinterpret their "socialist
foreign policy.

This reinterpretation of "sociallst foreign policy" had
its logical impect. ‘Hational sovereignty' and 'national
interest! which were earlier denounced as outworn shibboleths
of a capltalist class were pursued with equal thoroughnesse.
thether 1t was the Labour's opposition to the "federal attempt"
in Council of Burope, or to the single unified "EBuropean Army"
or the Schuman Plan - all these werc opposed iargely because the
Labour Government was unwilling to shed any amount of natiocnal
soverelgnty. The initial opposition to the EEC also could be
explained to a large extent on this ground.



" Chapter VI
CUNCLUSIOH

The post-war history of British Labour Party's European
policy was a history of commitment‘v, 'conve.rs'io_n “and a;djustment.
It vas a commitment to socialist ideology both in internal and
external affairs.vilt wos a commitment based on a'totally dif-
ferent ‘system"of values and principles. And it was this doc- -
trinaire commitment that provided the Labour Party a framework
through which it viewed things both internal and external to
Britain. |

‘PMaring the inter—war perlod, the British Labour Party vas
committed to a "socialist foreign policy ’ vhich if aﬂopted
since 1its’ assumption_of power 1n 1945 would have meant a comp-
lete ohange in the British foreign policy. 'qutaih's traditional
oonoervative fofeignspolicy was subjected to scathing criticism
both with regard to its principles as well as strétegy; Indeed,
the "sooialist.foreign policy".onvisoged a hew_alterhative to
consorvative principles and strategy. Such an'alternative had
both positive and negative elements. In the former category
were'inoiuded:internationalism and socialiém, and in the latter
f‘catogory anti-militarism, anti-imperialism and anti-capitalism.

| The above alternative based as 1t was on socialist faith

~that compelled the Labour Party to view Europe in a different '
~way9 It meant an end to the traditional 'balancer‘ role played

by Britain on the continent, developing cooperation with the
| other socialist,coqntries_including Soviet Russia,_and promotion,
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Besides the entry into the EEC was certainly the severest
challenge to the solidarity within the Labour Party. The deep
divisions within the Party over this issue not only reflected
."a lack of consensus in the Party, but also lack of a clear angd
well-defined approach tovards Europe. In fact there was a con-
fusion wvithin the Party over foreign policy. This confusion
which steumed out of a simultaneous pursuit of' several optiocns
wes not merely confined to Labour Party alone but it was a
national confusion. There was the Comwonwealth commitment, the
newly created EFTA commitment, the so-called 'speciél relation~
ship' with the US. The confusion beceme much confounded after
Britain made 1ts first attempt to enter into the EEC in 1961-62.
Undoubtedly one must not attach too much importance to vhat the
former US Secretary of State, Mean Acheson had said about Bri-
~ tain having lost her Bmpire and about her inability to f£ind a
new tangible role. Nevertheless, it dild mean that Britain needed
to deveiop a new pattern of relationship with her neighbours
across the Channel,

, The official stance of the Labour Party on the EEC issue
was laild down by Gaitskell's "Five Conditlons”. The 'Five
Caonditions' of course, was a ¢art pulled in different directions.
There was the reiteration of Commonwealth comulitment, the EFTA,
the sociaslist principles, pursuit of ‘independent foreign policy'
end the Common Agricultural Policy. Fulfilment of these condi-
tions meant that Britain could not join the Common Market. The
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Party leadership, particularly Geitskell, regarded the Common-
Qealth relationship as a vital British interest to be safeguarded.
Joining the Common Market meant break with a great heritége;-a
'thousand years of history'. These "Five Conditions", intended
as a compromise solution, however, failed to bridge the rift -
rather they widened 1t. 0On the eve of its accesslion tb power
in 1964, the officlal stance of the Party was decldedly against
joining the EEC. |

Ih 1966 vhen the Labour Party résumed power in Britain
with a comfortable majority it shifted from its anti-market
policy to pro-market policy. Econdmic factors did play a predomi-
nant role in the reversal of its policy. Commonwealth lost its
traditional trade potential. EFTA failed as a counterweight to
the Common Market. The Common Market itself was sharing a larger
percentage of world trade with a corresponding decline in Bri-
tain's share of the same.f-MofeOVer, there was a discernible
change in the attitude of the British public. National debate
on Britain's entry into the EEC became so intense that it became
imperative for the Wilson Government to reviey iis policy regard-
ing application for‘the EEC membership. |

In fha process of Britain's conversion to "Europeanism”
Wilson's‘own role was highly significant- He played his role
as Party leader with such consummate skill both in balancing the
contending forces and also averted an 1mminent split within the
party. In 1964 wvhen he stepped into power the Party was torn
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asunder on the Entry issue, but in 1970 he stepped out of power
‘when the Party unhesitatingly supported his decision to join
the EEC. Eveﬁ outslde the Party, his role as a national leader,
his firm pursuit of the EEC membership merit equal attention.

. The imporfance of Wilson's role in the late 1960's lay
in the fact that he percelved correctly the widely varying
political and economic forces and was successful in welding them
together so that his pursult of national cause could be advanced.
There exists a great sclentific and technological disparity bet-
ween Western Europe and America and undoubtedly it was the most
contentious issue of that epoch. Wilson was shrewd enough to
turn this disparity into a diplomatic instrument that made more
lively the debate on Britain's entry into Europe.

The second British attempt differed in various ways from
the first. But it differed more importantly in the sense that
it tried to convince the continentals of the sincerity of Bri-
tain's 'Europesnness'. Labour leaders - Wilson and Brown - in
their continental tour tried to convince the host countries of
Britain's 'political will' to join the EEC. Yet de Gaulle's
intransigence over the question of Britain's entry remained un-
affected. But even in face of this exceptionally difficult
opposition from the French President, the British leaders were
not discouraged. Indeed Willson Government's greatest contribu-
tion lies in the fact that its singleminded pursuit of the

European venture paved the way for Britain's eventual entry into
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thevEEC. .

Certaih developments:that were taking place towards the
end of 1960's and after tended to create a situation favourable
for British entry. Undoubtedly the most important development
vas de Gaulle's exit from the French political scene. The
General's retirement from power removed one of the formidable
obstacles to the British entry into EEC.

Moreover, the growing pdwér of West Germany within the
EEC compelled France to take a fresh view at the strategic
environment Ah the continent. West Germany indicated hei asser~
tiveness even before de Gaulle was out of power, vhen she refused
to devalue her currency. Willy Brandt's 'Ostopolitik’ disppoved
the Gaullist notion that West Germany could not open relation-
ship with the East'overvthe head of France. Brandt showed thﬁt
West Germany could act independently of France. France was now
 faced with a éituaticn'where the growing economic and political
power of West Germany was likely»té cause disequilibrium within
the EEC. - - B

Under the prevailing conditions, the only best alterna-
tive open to France was to bring in Britain to counter the |
strength of West Germaﬂy. Thus Pompidou's decision to admit'
Britain into the EEC, coupled with Willy Brandt's strong support
for it, enabled Edward Heath to také Britain into EEC formally
on 2 January 1973. | ' o ,

In retrospect, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion
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that more than any other single factor, it was the'six years
work of the Labour Gove:nmeﬁt that did much spadework for the

eventual British entry into the ECC.
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