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Charles de Gaulle (1890-1970), French Resistance leader and first president of France's fifth republic, 

was above all a French nationalist. His overriding objective after the humiliation of World War II was to 

reestablish France as a great power, free from domination by the superpowers and once again the source of 

western civilization's cultural and spiritual strength. De Gaulle's vision of France profoundly shaped his 

vision of Europe, and differed markedly from the views held by the founders of the European Communities, 

most noticeably Jean Monnet. 

De Gaulle believed in European unity, but he criticized the supranational vision of Europe as unrealistic 

and undesirable. He argued instead for a "concert of European states" where national governments 

coordinated their policies extensively but did not give up their rights as sovereign entities to a European 

"superstate." De Gaulle's unwillingness to concede France's right to control its vital affairs led to the 1965 

crisis in the Communities and eventually the Luxembourg Compromise, which in practice gave every 

member state the right to veto Community decisions (although it has officially bееn invoked only a handful 

of times). In effect, the Six were forced to accept de Gaulle's vision of an intergovernmental Europe. 

 

War gives birth and brings death to nations. In the meantime, it never ceases to loom over their 

existence. For us French, the development of our national life, our political regimes and our world position 

from 1815 to 1870 was determined by the hostile coalition which united the nations of Europe against the 

Revolution, the dazzling victories and then the downfall of Napoleon, and finally the disastrous treaties 

which sanctioned so many battles. Thereafter, during the forty-four years of the "armed truce," it was our 

defeat, our secret desire to avenge it, but also the fear that a united Germany might inflict another on us, that 

dominated our actions at home and abroad. Although the gigantic effort put forth by our people in the First 

World War opened the way to renewal, we closed it upon ourselves by failing to consolidate our military 

victory, by forgoing the reparations which would have provided us with the means of industrializing our 

country and thus compensating for our enormous human and material losses, and, finally, by withdrawing 

into a passive strategic and foreign policy which left Europe a prey to Hitler's ambitions. Now, in the 

aftermath of the last conflict in which she had all but perished, on what premises was France to base her 

progress and her actions? 

The first of these premises was that, in spite of everything, she was alive, sovereign and victorious. That 

was undoubtedly a marvel. Who would have thought that, after suffering an unparalleled disaster, after 

witnessing the subjection of her rulers to the authority of the enemy, after undergoing the ravages of the two 

greatest battles of the war and, in the meantime, prolonged plundering by the invader, after enduring the 

systematic abasement inflicted on her by a regime founded on surrender and humiliation, she would ever 

heal the wounds inflicted on her body and her soul? Who would not have sworn that her liberation, if it was 

to come, would be due to foreigners alone and that they would decide what was to become of her at home 

and abroad? Who, in the almost total extinction of her resistance, had not condemned as absurd the hope that 

one day the enemy would surrender to her at the same time as to her allies? Nevertheless, in the end she had 

emerged from the struggle with her frontiers and her unity intact, in control of her own affairs, and in the 

ranks of the victors. There was nothing, therefore, to prevent her now from being what she intended to be 

and doing what she wished to do. 

This was all the more true because, for the first time in her history, she was unhampered by any threat 

from her immediate neighbors. Germany, dismembered, had ceased to be a formidable and; domineering 

power. Italy regretted having turned her ambitions against us. The alliance with England, preserved by Free 

France, and the process of decolonization which had removed old grievances, ensured that the wind of 

mistrust no longer blew across the English Channel. Bonds of affection and common interest were bringing a 

serene France and a pacified Spain closer together across the Pyrenees. And what enmities could possibly 

spring up from the friendly lands of Belgium, Luxembourg, Holland or neutral Switzerland? Thus we were 

relieved of the state of constant tension in which dangerous neighbors once held us and which gravely 

hampered our activities. 

It is true that, while France had lost her special vocation of being constantly in danger, the whole world 

was now haunted by the permanent fear of global conflict. Two, empires, the American and the Soviet, now 

became giants in comparison with the old powers, confronted each other with their forces, their hegemonies 

and their ideologies. Both were in possession of nuclear armaments which could at any moment shake the 

entire world, and which made each of them omnipotent protectors in their respective camps. This perilous 



balance was liable to tip over eventually into limitless war unless it evolved into a general detente. For 

France, reduced in wealth and power by the conflicts in which she had been engaged over the past two 

centuries, dangerously exposed by her geographical position at the edge of the Old World and facing the 

New, mortally vulnerable by reason of her size and population, peace was obviously of vital importance. 

And, as it happened, circumstances now ordained that she should appoint herself its champion. For she was 

in the singular position of having no claims on what others possessed while they had nothing to claim from 

her, and of harboring no grievances on her own behalf against either of the giants, for whose peoples she 

cherished a traditional friendship confirmed by recent events, while they felt an exceptional attachment to 

her. In short, if there was a voice that might be listened to and a policy that might be effective with a view to 

setting up a new order to replace the Cold War, that voice and that policy were pre-eminently those of 

France. But only on condition that they were really her own and that the hand she held out in friendship was 

free. 

At the same time, France now enjoyed a vast fund of interest and trust among peoples whose future was 

in gestation but who refused to pay allegiance to either of the rival dominations. China, endowed with such 

reserves of manpower and resources that limitless possibilities were open to her for the future; Japan, re-

creating an independent world role on the basis of economic strength; India, at grips with problems of 

subsistence as vast as her size, but ultimately destined to turn towards the outside world; a great number of 

old and new states in Africa, Asia and Latin America which accepted aid from either or both of the two 

camps for the immediate needs of their development, but refused to align themselves—all these now looked 

by choice towards France. True, until she had completed the process of decolonization, they bitterly 

criticized her, but the criticisms soon ceased when she had liberated her former possessions. It remained for 

her to exploit the potential of respect, admiration and prestige which existed in her favor over a large part of 

the globe provided that, as the world expected of her, she served the universal cause of human dignity and 

progress. 

Thus the same destiny which had enabled France to survive the terrible crisis of the war, offered to her 

afterwards, in spite of all she had lost over the past two centuries in terms of relative power and wealth, a 

leading international role which suited her genius, responded to her interests and matched her means. I was 

naturally determined that she should play this role, the more so since I believed that the internal 

transformation, the political stability and the social progress without which she would unquestionably be 

doomed to disorder and decline demanded that she should once again feel herself invested with world 

responsibility. Such was my philosophy. What was my policy to be as regards the practical problems that 

faced our country abroad? 

Apart from that of Algeria and our colonies, which was for us to settle on our own, these problems were 

of such scope and range that their solution would be a very lengthy undertaking, unless a new war should 

chance to come and cut the Gordian knots tied by the previous one. Hence a sustained and continuous policy 

was required to deal with them, and this was precisely what, in contrast to the unending shifts and changes of 

the past, our new institutions-made possible. 

But what exactly were these problems? First of all there was Germany, divided into three by the 

existence of a parliamentary republic in the West, a Communist dictatorship in the East, and a special status 

for Berlin, a prey to the internal strains imposed by this state of affairs and the principal pawn in the rivalry 

between the two camps. There was Europe, impelled by reason and sentiment towards unification after the 

terrible convulsions which had torn it apart but radically divided by the Iron Curtain, the Cold War and the 

enforced subjection of its eastern half to Soviet domination. There was the organization imposed on the 

Atlantic alliance, which amounted to the, military and political subordination of Western Europe to the 

United States of America. There was the problem of aid for the development of the Third World, which was 

used by Washington and Moscow as a battleground for their rivalry. There were crises in the East, in! 

Africa, in Asia and in Latin America, which the rival interventions of the two giants rendered chronic and 

incurable. And there were the international institutions in which the two opposing camps polarized 

judgments on all subjects and prohibited impartiality. 

In each of these fields, I wanted France to play an active part. In this poor world which deserved to be 

handled gently and each of whose leaders was weighed down with grave difficulties, we had to advance step 

by step, acting as circumstances demanded and respecting the susceptibilities of all. I myself had struck 

many a blow in my time, but never at the pride of a people nor at the dignity of its leaders. Yet it was 

essential that what we did and said should be independent of others. From the moment of my return to 

power, that was our rule—such a complete change of attitude on the part of our country that the world 

political scene was suddenly and profoundly transformed. 



It is true that the Eastern camp at first confined itself to watching to see what new attitude emerged in 

Paris. But our Western partners, among whom up till then official France had submissively taken its place 

under the hegemony known as Atlantic solidarity, could not help being put out. However, they would 

eventually resign themselves to the new situation. It must be said that the experience of dealing with de 

Gaulle which some of them had had during the war, and all of them after it, meant that they did not expect 

this Republic to be as easy to handle as the previous one. Still, there was a general feeling in their 

chancelleries, their parliaments and their newspapers that the ordeal would be a brief one, that de Gaulle 

would inevitably disappear after a while, and that everything would then be as it had been before. On the 

other hand, there was no lack of people in these countries, especially among the masses, who were not at all 

displeased by France's recovery and who felt a certain satisfaction, or envy perhaps, when they saw her 

shaking off a supremacy which weighed heavily on the whole of the Old World. Added to this were the 

feelings which foreign crowds were kind enough to entertain for me personally and which, each time I came 

in contact with them, "they demonstrated with a fervor that impressed their governments. On the whole, in 

spite of the annoyance that was felt, the malicious remarks that were made, the unfavorable articles and 

aggressive caricatures that proliferated, the outside world would soon accommodate itself to a France who 

was once more behaving like a great power, and henceforth would follow her every action and her every 

world, with an attention that had long been lacking. 

I was to find rather less resignation in what was said and writ-...quarters which had hitherto been looked 

upon as the fountainhead of French political thought. For there it had long been more or...taken for granted 

that our country should take no action that was not dictated to it from outside. No doubt this attitude of mind 

dated from the time when the dangers which threatened France forced her continually to seek support from 

abroad, and when the instability of the political regime prevented the government from taking upon itself the 

risks of major decisions. Even before the First World War, in its alliance with Russia, the Third Republic 

had had to undertake to respect the Treaty of Frankfurt and let St. Petersburg lead the way rather than Paris. 

It is true that, during the long battle subsequently fought on our soil in alliance with the English, the Belgians 

and finally the Americans, the leading role and then the supreme command fell to the French, who in fact 

provided the principal effort. But was it not primarily the Anglo-Saxons' cry of "Halt!" that brought the 

sudden cessation of hostilities on 11 November 1918, at the very moment when we were about to pluck the 

fruits of victory? Were not the wishes and promises of the American President the dominant factor in the 

Treaty of Versailles, which admittedly restored Alsace and Lorraine to us but left the enemy's unity, territory 

and resources intact? And afterwards, was it not to gratify the wishes of Washington and London that the 

government in Paris surrendered the guarantees we had secured and renounced the reparations which 

Germany owed us in exchange for specious schemes offered to us by America? When the Hitlerian threat 

appeared and the Fuhrer ventured to move his troops into the Rhineland, and preventive or repressive action 

on our part would have been enough to bring about his retreat and discomfiture at a time when he was still 

short of armaments, did not our ministers remain passive because England failed to take the initiative? At the 

time of the Austrian Anschluss, then the dismemberment and annexation of Czechoslovakia by the Reich, 

from whence did French acquiescence stem if not from the example of the English? In the surrender of 

Vichy to the invader's law and in the "collaboration" designed to make our country participate in a so-called 

European order which in fact was purely Germanic, was there not a trace of this long inurement to satellite 

status? At the same time, even as I strove to preserve France's sovereign rights in relation to our allies while 

fighting the common enemy, whence sprang the reprobation voiced by even those closest to me, if not from 

the idea that we should always give way? 

After so many lessons, it might have been thought that once the-war was over, those who claimed to lead 

public opinion would be less inclined towards subordination. Far from it: for the leading; school of thought 

in each political party, national self-effacement had become an established and flaunted doctrine. While for 

the Communists it was an absolute rule that Moscow is always right, all the old party formations professed 

the doctrine of "supranationalism," in other words France's submission to a law that was not her own. Hence 

the support for "Europe" seen as an edifice in which technocrats forming an "executive" and 

parliamentarians assuming legislative powers—the great majority of both being foreigners—would have the 

authority to decide the fate of the French people. Hence, too, the passion for the Atlantic organization which 

would put the security and therefore the policy of our country at the disposal of another. Hence, again, the 

eagerness to submit the acts of our government to the approval of international organizations in which, under 

a semblance of collective deliberation, the authority of the protector reigned supreme in every field, whether 

political, military, economic, technical or monetary, and in which our representatives would never dare to 

say "we want" but simply confine themselves to "pleading France's cause." Hence, finally, the constant fury 

aroused among the party-political breed by my actions in the name of an independent nation. 



Nevertheless, I was to find no lack of support. Emotionally, I would have the backing of the French 

people, who, without being in the least inclined to arrogance, were determined to preserve their own identity, 

all the more so because they had nearly lost it and because others everywhere were ardently affirming theirs, 

whether in terms of sovereignty, language, culture, production or even sport. Whenever I expressed myself 

in public on these matters I felt a quiver of response. Politically, the organization which had been formed to 

follow me above and beyond all the old parties, and which had had a numerous and compact group elected to 

parliament, was to accompany me through thick and thin. Practically, I would have a stable government at 

my side, whose Prime Minister was convinced of France's right and duty to act on a world scale, and whose 

Foreign Minister displayed in his field an ability which few have equaled in the course of our arduous 

history. 

       Maurice Couve de Murville had the required gifts. Amid a welter of interlocking problems and 

tangled arguments he was immediately able to distinguish the essential from the accessory, so that he Was 

clear and precise in matters which others deliberately made as obscure and ambiguous as possible. He had 

the experience, having dealt with many of the issues of the day and known most of the men in command in 

the course of a distinguished career. He had the confidence, certain as he was that the post to which I had 

nominated him would be his for a long time. He had the manner, being skillful at making contact by 

listening, observing and taking note, and then excelling, at the critical moment, in the authoritative 

formulation of a position from which he would never be deflected. He had the necessary faith, convinced as 

he was that France could survive only in the first rank of nations, that de Gaulle could put her back there, 

and that nothing in life was more important than working towards this goal. 

This was what we were aiming for in the vast arena of Europe. I myself had always felt, and now more 

than ever, how much the nations which peopled it had in common. Being all of the same white race, with the 

same Christian origins and the same way of life, linked to one another since time immemorial by countless 

ties of thought, art, science, politics and trade, it was natural that they should come to form a whole, with its 

own character and organization in relation to the rest of the world. It was in pursuance of this destiny that the 

Roman emperors reigned over it, that Charlemagne, Charles V and Napoleon attempted to unite it, that 

Hitler sought to impose upon it his crashing domination. But it is a fact of some significance that not one of 

these federators succeeded in inducing the subject countries to surrender their individuality. On the contrary, 

arbitrary centralization always provoked an upsurge of violent nationalism by way of reaction. It was my 

belief that a united Europe could not today, any more than in previous times, be a fusion of its peoples, but 

that it could and should result from a systematic rapprochement. Everything prompted them towards this in 

an age of proliferating trade, international enterprises, science and technology which know no frontiers, 

rapid communications and widespread travel. My policy therefore aimed at the setting up of a concert of 

European states which in developing all sorts of ties between them would increase their interdependence and 

solidarity. From this starting point, there was every reason to believe that the process of evolution might lead 

to their confederation, especially if they were one day to be threatened from the same source. 

In practice this led us to put the European Economic Community into effect; to encourage the Six to 

concert together regularly in political matters; to prevent certain others, in particular Great Britain, from 

dragging the West into an Atlantic system which would be totally incompatible with a European Europe, and 

indeed to persuade these centrifugal elements to integrate themselves with the Continent by changing their 

outlook, their habits and their customers; and finally to set an example of detente followed by understanding 

and cooperation with the countries of the Eastern bloc, in the belief that beyond all the prejudices and 

preconceptions of ideology and propaganda, it was peace and progress that answered the needs and desires 

of the inhabitants of both halves of an accidentally divided Europe. At the heart of the problem and at the 

center of the continent lay Germany. It was her destiny to be the keystone of any European edifice, and yet 

her misdeeds had contributed more than anything else to tearing the Old World apart. True, now that she was 

sliced into three segments, with the forces of her conquerors stationed in each, she was no longer a direct 

threat to anyone. But how could the memory of her ambition, her audacity, her power and her tyranny be 

effaced from people's memories—an ambition which only yesterday had unleashed a military machine 

capable of crushing with one blow the armies of France and her allies; an audacity which, thanks to Italy's 

complicity, had carried her armies as far as Africa and the Nile basin; a power which, driving across Poland 

and Russia with Italian, Hungarian, Bulgarian and Rumanian aid, had reached the gates of Moscow and the 

foothills of the Caucasus; a tyranny whose reign had brought oppression, plunder and crime wherever the 

fortune of war took the German flag? Henceforth, every precaution must be taken to prevent Germany's evil 

genius from breaking loose again. But how could a real and lasting peace be built on foundations that were 

unacceptable to this great people? How could a genuine union of the continent be established without 



Germany being a part of it? How could the age-old threat of ruin and death be finally dispelled on either side 

of the Rhine as long as the old enmity remained? 

On the all-important question of Germany's future, my mind was made up. First of all, I believed that it 

would be unjust and dangerous to revise the de facto frontiers which the war had imposed on her. This meant 

that the Oder-Neisse line which separates her from Poland should remain her definitive boundary, that 

nothing should remain of her former claims in respect of Czechoslovakia, and that a new Anschluss in 

whatever form must be precluded. Furthermore, the right to possess or to manufacture atomic weapons—

which in any case she had declared her intention to renounce—must in no circumstances be granted to her. 

This being so, I considered it essential that she should form an integral part of the organized system of 

cooperation between states which I envisaged for the whole of our continent. In this way the security of all 

nations between the Atlantic and the Urals would be guaranteed, and a change brought about in circum-

stances, attitudes and relationships which would doubtless ultimately permit the reunion of the three 

segments of the German people. In the meantime, the Federal Republic would have an essential role to play 

within the Economic Community and, should it ever materialize, in the political concert of the Six. Finally, I 

intended that France should ... network of preferential ties with Germany, which would gradually lead the 

two peoples towards the mutual understanding and appreciation to which their natural instinct prompts them 

when they are no longer using up their energies in fighting each other. 

Cooperation between the two former enemies [France and Germany] was a necessary but by no means a 

sufficient precondition for organized European cooperation. It is true that, judging merely by the spate of 

speeches and articles on the subject, the unification of our Continent might well appear to be a matter as 

simple as it was foreordained. But when the realities of needs, interests and preconceptions came into play, 

things took on an altogether different aspect. While fruitless bargaining with the British showed the fledgling 

Community that good intentions are not enough to reconcile the irreconcilable, the Six found that even in the 

economic sphere alone the adjustment of their respective positions bristled with difficulties which could not 

be resolved solely in terms of the treaties concluded to that end. It had to be acknowledged that the so-called 

executives installed at the head of common institutions by virtue of the delusions of integration which had 

prevailed before my return, were helpless when it came to making and enforcing decisions, that only 

governments were in a position to do this, and then only as a result of negotiations carried out in due form 

between ministers or ambassadors. 

In the case of the European Coal and Steel Community, for example, once it had used up the birthday 

presents bestowed upon it by its member states, none of them, be it said, for our benefit—French 

relinquishment of coke from the Ruhr, deliveries of coal and iron to Italy, financial subventions to the 

Benelux mines—the High Authority, although vested with very extensive theoretical powers and con-

siderable resources, was soon overwhelmed by the problems presented by competing national requirements. 

Whether it was a matter of fixing the price of steel, or regulating fuel purchases from outside, or converting 

the collieries of the Borinage, the areopagus enthroned in Luxembourg was powerless to legislate. The result 

was a chronic decline in that organization, whose prime mover, Jean Monnet, had moreover resigned the 

presidency. 

At the same time, in the case of EURATOM, there seemed an irremediable disparity between the 

situation of France, equipped for: some fifteen years past with an active Atomic Energy Commissariat, 

provided with numerous installations and already engaged in precise and far-reaching programs of research 

and development, and that of the other countries which, having done nothing on their own ac-count, now 

wanted to use the funds of the common budget to obtain what they lacked by placing orders with American 

suppliers.  

Lastly, in the case of the Economic Community, the adoption of the agricultural regulations in 

conjunction with the lowering of industrial tariffs raised obstacles which the Brussels Commission was 

unable to overcome on its own. It must be said that in this respect the spirit and terms of the Treaty of Rome 

did not meet our country's requirements. The industrial provisions were as precise and explicit as those 

concerning agriculture were vague. This was evidently due to the fact that our negotiators in 1957, caught up 

in the dream of a supranational Europe and anxious at any price to settle for something approaching it, had 

not felt it their duty to insist that a French interest, no matter how crucial, should receive satisfaction at the 

outset. It would, therefore, be necessary either to obtain it en route, or to liquidate the Common Market. 

Meanwhile, determined though it was to have its way in the end, the French government was able to allow 

the machinery of the Treaty of Rome to be set in motion thanks to the recovery of our balance of payments 

and the stabilization of the franc. In December 1958 it announced that it would implement the inaugural 

measures which were scheduled for New Year's Day, in particular a 10 percent tariff cut and a 20 percent 

quota increase. 



Once initiated, the implementation of the Common Market was to give rise to a vast outgrowth of not 

only technical but also diplomatic activity. For, irrespective of its very wide economic scope, the operation 

proved to be hedged about with specifically political intentions calculated to prevent our country from being 

its own master. Hence, while the Community was taking shape, I was obliged on several occasions to 

intervene in order to repel the threats which overshadowed our cause. 

The first arose from the original ambivalence of the institution. Was its objective—in itself momentous 

enough—the harmonization of the practical interests of the six states, their economic solidarity in face of the 

outside world and, if possible, their cooperation in foreign policy? Or did it aim to achieve the total fusion of 

their respective economies and policies in a single entity with its own government, parliament and laws, 

ruling in every respect its French, German, Ital-ian, Dutch, Belgian and Luxembourg subjects, who would 

become fellow citizens of an artificial motherland, the brainchild of the technocrats? Needless to say, having 

no taste for make believe, I adopted the former- conception. But the latter carried all the hopes and illusions 

of the supranational school. 

For these champions of integration, the European executive was ... and kicking: it was the Commission 

of the Economic community, made up, admittedly, of representatives nominated by the states but, thereafter, 

in no way dependent on them. Judging by the chorus of those who wanted Europe to be a federation, albeit 

without a federator, all the authority, initiative and control of the exchequer which are the prerogatives of 

government in the economic sphere must in future belong to this brigade of experts, not only within the 

Community but also—and this could be indefinitely extensible—from the point of view of relations with 

other countries. As for the national ministers, who could not as yet be dispensed with in their executive ca-

pacity, they had only to be summoned periodically to Brussels, where they would receive the Commission's 

instructions in their specialized fields. At the same time, the mythmongers wanted to exhibit the Assembly in 

Strasbourg, consisting of deputies and senators delegated by the legislatures of the member countries, as a 

"European parliament" which, while having no effective power, provided the Brussels "executive" with a 

semblance of democratic responsibility. 

Walter Hallstein was the Chairman of the Commission. He was ardently wedded to the thesis of the 

superstate, and bent all his skillful efforts towards giving the Community the character and appearance of 

one. He had made Brussels, where he resided, into a sort of capital. There he sat, surrounded with all the 

trappings of sovereignty, directing his colleagues, allocating jobs among them, controlling several thousand 

officials who were appointed, promoted and remunerated at his discretion, receiving the credentials of 

foreign ambassadors, laying claim to high honors on the occasion of his official visits, concerned above all 

to further the amalgamation of the Six, believing that the pressure of events would bring about what he 

envisaged. But after meeting him more than once and observing his activities, I felt that although Walter 

Hallstein was in his way a sincere European, he was first and foremost a German who was ambitious for his 

own country. For in the Europe that he sought lay the framework in which his country could first of all 

regain, free of charge, the respectability and equality of rights which the frenzy and defeat of Hitler had cost 

it, then acquire the preponderant influence which its economic strength would no doubt earn it, and finally 

ensure that the cause of its frontiers and its unity was backed by a powerful coalition in accordance with the 

doctrine to which, as Foreign Minister of the Federal Republic, he had formerly given his name. These 

factors did not alter my es-teem and regard for Walter Hallstein, but the goals I was pursuing on behalf of 

France were incompatible with such projects.                                                                                                                                                                           

The fundamental divergence between the way the Brussels Commission conceived its role and my own 

government's insistence, while looking to the Commission for expert advice, that important measures should 

be subordinated to the decisions of the individual states, nurtured an atmosphere of latent discord. But since 

the Treaty specified that during the inaugural period no decision was valid unless unanimous, it was enough 

to enforce its application to ensure that there was no infringement of French sovereignty. So during this 

period the institution took wing in what was and must remain the economic sphere without being subjected 

to any mortal political crisis, in spite of frequent clashes. Moreover, in November 1959, at the initiative of 

Paris, it was decided that the six foreign ministers should meet at three-monthly intervals to examine the 

overall situation and its various implications and to report back to their own governments, which would have 

the last word if the need arose. It may be imagined that ours did not allow itself to be led. 

But it was not only from the political angle that the new fledged Community had to undergo  the truth 

test. Even in the economic sphere two formidable obstacles, secreting all kinds of contradictory interests and 

calculations, threatened to bar its way. These were, of course, the external tariff and agriculture, which were 

closely bound up with each other. True, on signing the Treaty, our partners had seemed to accept that 

common taxes should be imposed upon foreign goods as customs duties were reduced within the 

Community. But although they all recognized in principle that this procedure was essential to their 



solidarity, some of them were nonetheless irked by it because it deprived them of trade facilities which had 

hitherto been intrinsic to their existence. They therefore wanted the common external tariff to be as low as 

possible and in any case so elastic that their habits would not be disturbed. The same countries, for the same, 

reasons, were in no hurry to see the Six take upon themselves the consumption and, therefore, the cost of 

continental farm products, nearly half of which happened to be French. For instance, Germany, nearly two-

thirds of whose food was imported cheaply from outside the Community in exchange for manufactured 

goods, would have liked to see a Common Market for industrial goods only, in which case the Federal 

Republic would inevitably have had an overwhelming advantage. This was unacceptable to France. We 

therefore had to put up a fight in Brussels. 

The battle was long and hard. Our partners, who bitterly regretted our having changed Republics, had 

been counting on us once again sacrifice our own cause to "European integration," as had happened 

successively with the Coal and Steel Community, in which advantages went to others at our expense; with 

EURATOM, which our country put up practically the entire stake without a quo, and, moreover, submitted 

her atomic assets to foreign division; and with the Treaty of Rome, which did not settle the cultural question 

which was of paramount importance to ourselves. But now France was determined to get what she needed, 

and in any case her demands were consistent with the logic of the Community system. So her requirements 

were eventually met. 

In May 1960, at our urgent insistence, the Six agreed to establish the external tariff and to adopt a 

timetable for the decisions to be taken on agricultural policy. In December of the same year, while urging an 

acceleration of the process of lowering customs barriers between them, they agreed that all imports of 

foodstuffs from elsewhere should be liable to an enormous financial levy at the expense of the purchasing 

state. And in January 1962 they adopted the decisive resolutions. 

For at this date, now that the first phase of application was completed, it had to be decided whether or 

not, in pursuance of the terms of the Treaty, to proceed to the second phase, a kind of point of no return, 

involving a 50 percent reduction in customs duties. We French were determined to seize the opportunity to 

tear aside the veil and induce our partners to make formal commitments on what we regarded as essential. 

When they proved reluctant to give way, and indeed showed signs of some disquieting reservations, I judged 

that now or never was the moment to take the bull by the horns. Our ministers in Brussels, Couve de 

Murville, Baumgartner and Pisani, made it quite clear that we were prepared to withdraw from the 

Community if our requirements were not met. I myself wrote in similar terms to Chancellor Adenauer, 

whose government was our principal antagonist in this matter, and repeated it by formal telegram on the 

evening of the final debate. Feeling ran high in the capitals of the Six. In France, the parties and most of the 

newspapers, echoing foreign opinion, were disturbed and scandalized by the attitude of General de Gaulle, 

whose intransigence was threatening "the hopes of Europe." But France and common sense prevailed. 

During the night of 13-14 January 1962, after some dramatic exchanges, the Council of Ministers of the six 

states formally decided to admit agriculture into the Common Market, laid down then and there a broad basis 

for its implementation, and made the necessary arrangements to establish the agricultural regulations on the 

same footing and at the same time as the rest. Whereupon the implementation of the Treaty was able to enter 

its second phase.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

But how far could it go, in view of the difficulties which the British were doing their utmost to raise, and 

the tendency of our five partners to submit to their influence? It was not surprising that Great Britain should 

be radically opposed to the whole venture, since by virtue of her geography, and therefore her policy, she has 

never been willing to see the Continent united or to merge with it herself. In a sense it might almost be said 

that therein lay the whole history of Europe for the past eight hundred years. As for the present, our neigh-

bors across the Channel, adapted to free trade by the maritime nature of their economic life, could not 

sincerely agree to shut themselves up behind a continental tariff wall, still less to buy their food dear from us 

rather than import it cheap from everywhere else, for example the Commonwealth. But without the common 

tariff and agricultural preference, there could be no valid European Community. Hence at the time of the 

preliminary studies and discussions that led up to the Treaty of Rome, the London government, which was 

represented at the outset, had soon withdrawn. Then, with the intention of undermining the project of the 

Six, it had proposed that they should join a vast European free trade area with itself and various others. 

Things had reached this stage when I returned to power. 

As early as 29 June 1958, Prime Minister Harold Macmillan had come to see me in Paris. In the midst of 

our friendly discussions which touched upon a great many topics, he suddenly declared with great feeling: 

"The Common Market is the Continental System all over again. Britain cannot accept it. I beg you to give it 

up. Otherwise, we shall be embarking on a war which will doubtless be economic at first but which runs the 

risk of gradually spreading into other fields." Ignoring the overstatement, I tried to pacify the English 



premier, at the same time asking him why the United Kingdom should object to seeing the Six establish a 

system of preference such as existed inside the Commonwealth. Meanwhile, his minister, Reginald 

Maudling, was actively engaged inside the so-called Organization for European Economic Cooperation, to 

which Britain belonged, in negotiations which were keeping the Six in suspense, and delaying the launching 

of the Community by proposing that the latter should be absorbed and, consequently, dissolved in a free 

trade area. Harold Macmillan wrote me a number of very pressing letters, in an effort to obtain my 

compliance. But my government broke the, spell, and made it clear that it would not agree to anything which 

did not include the common external tariff and an agricultural arrangement London then appeared to 

abandon its policy of obstruction and, suddenly changing course, set up its own European Free Trade 

Association, with the Scandinavians, Portugal, Switzerland and Austria. At once, our Brussels partners 

dropped all their hesitations and about launching the Common Market. But the match had merely been 

postponed. In the middle of the British returned to the offensive. Having failed from with-prevent the birth 

of the Community, they now planned to par-it from within. Instead of calling for an end to it, they now 

declared that they themselves were eager to join, and proposed examining the conditions on which they 

might do so, "provided that their special relationships with the Commonwealth and their associates in the 

free trade area were taken into consideration, as well as their special interests in respect of agriculture." To 

submit to this would obviously have meant abandoning the Common Market as originally conceived. Our 

partners could not bring themselves to do so. But, on the other hand, it was beyond their power to say "No" 

to England. So, affecting to believe that the squaring of the circle was a practical proposition, they proceeded 

to discuss a series of projects and counter-projects in Brussels with the British minister, Edward Heath, 

which threw nothing but doubt on the future of the Community. I could see the day approaching when I 

should either have to remove the obstruction and put an end to the tergiversation, or else extricate France 

from an enterprise which had gone astray almost as soon as it had begun. At all events, as could have been 

foreseen, it was now clear to all that in order to achieve the unification of Europe, individual states are the 

only valid elements, that when their national interest is at stake nothing and nobody must be allowed to force 

their hands, and that cooperation between them is the only road that will lead anywhere. 

In this respect what is true of economics is even truer of politics. And this is no more than natural. What 

depths of illusion or prejudice would have to be plumbed in order to believe that European nations forged 

through long centuries by endless exertion and suffering, each with its own geography, history, language, 

traditions and institutions, could cease to be themselves and form a single entity? What a perfunctory view is 

reflected in the parallel often naively drawn between what Europe ought to do and what the United States 

have done, when the latter was created from nothing in a completely new territory by successive waves of 

uprooted colonists? For the Six in particular, how was it conceivable that their external aims should suddenly 

become identical when their origins, situations and ambitions were so very different? In the matter of 

decolonization, which France was about to bring to a conclusion, what part could her neighbors play? If, 

from time immemorial, it had been in her nature to accomplish "God's work," to disseminate freedom of 

thought, to| be a champion of humanity, why should it ipso facto become the concern of her partners? 

Germany, balked by defeat of her hopes of supremacy, divided at present and suspected by many of seeking 

her revenge, was now a wounded giant. By what token should her wounds automatically be shared by 

others? Given the fact that Italy having ceased to be an annex of the Germanic or the French empires and 

thwarted of her Balkan ambitions, remained a peninsular power confined to the Mediterranean and naturally 

located within the orbit of the maritime nations, why should she throw in her lot with the Continentals? By 

what miracle would the Netherlands, which had always owed its livelihood to shipping and its independence 

to overseas resources, allow itself to be swallowed up by the land powers? How could Belgium, hard put to 

it to maintain the juxtaposition of Flemings and Walloons in a single entity ever since a compromise be-

tween rival powers had turned her into a State, genuinely devote herself to anything else? With Luxembourg 

lying at the center of the territorial arrangements which had succeeded the rivalries of the two great countries 

bordering on the Moselle, what major concern could its people have other than the survival of Luxembourg? 

On the other hand, while recognizing that each of these countries had its own national personality which 

it must preserve, there was no reason why they should not organize concerted action in every sphere, arrange 

for their ministers to meet regularly and their Heads of State or Government periodically, set up permanent 

organs to discuss politics, economics, culture and defense, have these subjects debated in the normal way by 

an assembly of delegates from their respective parliaments, acquire the taste and habit of examining   

together problems of common interest, and as far as possible adopt a united attitude towards them. Linked 

with what was already being practiced in the economic sphere in Brussels and Luxembourg, might not this 

general cooperation lead to a European policy as regards progress, security, influence, external relations, aid 

to the developing countries, and finally and above all as regards peace? Might not the grouping thus formed 



by the Six gradually attract the other states of the Continent into joining in on the same terms? And perhaps 

in this way, by opposing war, which is the history of men, that united Europe which is the dream of the wise 

might ultimately be achieved. 

In the course of a press conference on 5 September [1960], after saying that "to build Europe, which 

means to unite Europe, is an essential aim of our policy," I declared that to this end it was necessary "to 

proceed, not on the basis of dreams, but in accordance with realities.  

Now what are the realities of Europe? What are the pillars on which can be  built? The truth is that those 

pillars are the states of Europe states each of which, indeed, has its own genius, history and language its own 

sorrows, glories and ambitions; but states that are the ... with the right to give orders and the power to be 

Then, while recognizing "the technical value of certain more or less extranational or supranational 

organisms," I pointed out that they were not and could not be politically effective, as was proved by what 

was happening at that very moment in the European Coal and Steel Community, EURATOM and the 

Brussels Community. I insisted that, "although it is perfectly natural for the states of Europe to have 

specialist bodies available to prepare and whenever necessary to follow up their decisions, those decisions 

must be their own." Then I outlined my plan: "To arrange for the regular cooperation of the states of Western 

Europe in the political, economic and cultural spheres, as well as that of defense, is an aim that France deems 

desirable, possible and practical. ... It will entail organized, regular consultations between the governments 

concerned and the work of specialist bodies in each of the common domains, subordinated to those 

governments. It will entail periodic deliberations by an assembly made up of delegates of the national 

parliaments. It must also, in my view, entail as soon as possible a solemn European referendum, in order to 

give this new departure for Europe the popular backing which is essential to it." I concluded: "If we set out 

on this road . . . links will be forged, habits will be developed, and, as time does its work, it is possible that 

we will come to take further steps towards European unity." 


