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France’s Agony between «Vocation Européenne et Mondiale»

The Union Française as an Obstacle in the French Policy 
of Supranational European Integration, 1952-1954

Seung-Ryeol Kim

Supranational European integration, beginning with the Schuman Plan in 1950, was
sought by the first “Six-countries” in order to reconstruct their economies. But the hid-
den goal of the most important member state in this European community, France, was
to control West Germany by means of supranational European integration. It was much
supported by the United States, which intended to draw upon German economic and
military capacities in view of the escalation of the Cold War. It therefore had both a
European and a global perspective.1 To the latter belonged also problems that were
related with the colonies of European powers, above all Great Britain and France.
Although the problems regarding colonies did not originally concern supranational
integration, they always influenced the process of the latter.

In the 1950s Great Britain did not take part in supranational European integra-
tion. One of the reasons for British non-participation was that Great Britain thought
the consolidation of the Commonwealth would not be compatible with the suprana-
tional integration in which Great Britain should transfer some parts of its sover-
eignty to a European community. The British stance on supranational European in-
tegration began to change in 1956, when the British government estimated that in
the long term the Commonwealth would not have the same impact on the British
economy than the Common Market of the “Six-countries”. After a long internal
discussion, Whitehall decided to participate in supranational European integration
in 1961. Which role did the Union Française play in early supranational European
integration? Contrary to Great Britain, when drawing up the Schuman Plan, France
thought that the Union Française-policy and supranational European integration
might be compatible.2 The Territoires d’Outre-Mer (TOM) were excluded from the
European communities during the negotiations on the European Coal and Steel
Community (ECSC), the European Defence Community (EDC) and the common
agricultural projects in the early 1950s. The questions of the relationship between
the Union Française and the supranational European community played a role, but
were not an obstacle for the success of these projects. It was not until 1955-1957
that France suddenly wanted to include its overseas territories in the supranational

1. C. WURM, Early European Integration as a Research Field: Perspectives, Debates, Problems, in:
C. WURM (ed.), Western Europe and Germany. The Beginnings of European Integration

1945-1960, Oxford, Washington, 1995, pp.9-26.
2. These differences between the policies of two European powers towards supranational European inte-

gration, according to Clemens Wurm, lie in the degree of importance of their Empires to their national
economies and in their policies over West Germany. France felt a future security threat more seriously
than Great Britain. Therefore, France took supranational integration for an inevitable measure to control
an ever stronger West Germany. See C. WURM, Two Paths to Europe: Great Britain and France from

a Comparative Perspective, in: C. WURM (ed.), op.cit., pp.175-200.
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European integration process, hoping that it could solve colonial financial prob-
lems with the help of the other partner states, which was a great burden on them.

Did not, however, the “vocation mondiale” make it difficult for France to lead
early supranational integration, just as in the case of Great Britain? Gérard Bossuat
deals with the subtle questions arising from the relationship between the French
overseas areas and the European Political Community (EPC) in 1953. In 1953
France could not control the process of European integration and no longer wanted
to play the role of leader of integrated Europe. As the subtitle, “from criticism to re-
pudiation [of the projected EPC]; France’s vocation mondiale”* alludes to, accord-
ing to Bossuat,

“the European construction failed in 1953, because of the French governments’
dilemma, having to choose between Europe, whose destiny they might not be able to
control and the perpetuation of France’s world power”*.3

Bossuat’s outstanding contribution still needs to be completed in some points.
He only analyses the problem of the Union Française in the negotiations of the
EPC. (Even this aspect he treated too briefly). But problems of the TOM in Europe-
an integration in these years were not only related to the EPC, but also to the proc-
ess of ratification of the EDC treaty and the negotiations of a European agricultural
community. This article investigates the questions arising from the relationship be-
tween the Union Française and all the projects of supranational European integra-
tion between 1952 and 1954.4

3. Quotations marked with an * have been translated by the author.
G. BOSSUAT, La France, l’aide américaine et la construction européenne 1944-1954, Paris,
1992, pp.882 and 897. Georges-Henri Soutou refers to these problems in his research which tries
to portray Bidault’s European policies, but does not go as much into details as Bossuat. G.-H.
SOUTOU, Georges Bidault et la construction européenne 1944-1954, in: Revue d’Histoire Diplo-

matique, Paris, 1991, pp.267-306. The writings of the politicians who were engaged in early Eu-
ropean integration, for example P.-H. TEITGEN (Faites entrer le témoin suivant, 1940-1958, De

la Résistance à la Ve République, Paris, 1988), H. ALPHAND (L’étonnement d’être. Journal

(1939-1973), Paris, 1977) and M. DEBRÉ (Trois Républiques pour une France. Mémoires 2: Agir

(1946-1958), Paris, 1988), give us only some information on this subject. In order to define their
positions on this subject, therefore, it is better to consult classified documents that they wrote.

4. The points that Bossuat overlooked derive from the fact that he did not consult file 42 of the private
archive of Georges Bidault in the Archives Nationales (AN) entitled “Europe et Union Française”
(AN Papiers Bidault 42). In 1953, the French government was confronted with problems which
supranational European integration would bring about in the Union Française. Conscious of this
problem, foreign minister Georges Bidault collected appropriate documents in one special file.
This is file 42. This article is based on the analysis of this special file. This defect is found in expert
studies to the “pool vert”, too. See G. NOËL, France, Allemagne et «Europe verte», Berne, 1995;
G. THIEMEYER, Vom «Pool Vert» zur Europäischen Wirtschaftsgemeinschaft. Europäische In-

tegration, Kalter Krieg und die Anfänge der Gemeinsamen Europäischen Agrarpolitik 1950-1957 ,
München, 1999.
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The Union Française, the ECSC and the EDC, 1950-1952

During the negotiations for the ECSC, Italy demanded that the French overseas
areas should be included in the ECSC because it wanted to import the iron ore
mined at Quenza in eastern Algeria at a low price. Jean Monnet argued that the
inclusion of the TOM in the ECSC might raise a difficult problem because of the
complexity of the customs systems of the French overseas territories, which would
require modifications of the system of the Union Française. Monnet proposed a
compromise solution: ensuring Italy a regular iron supply without incorporating
Algeria into the Schuman Plan. France accepted this proposition. The TOM were
not included in the ECSC, but France was obliged to grant the other member states,
above all Italy, “the same preferential measures”* which it enjoyed.5

The Pleven Plan for the creation of a supranational European Army took into
account France’s special responsibilities in its overseas areas. Those participating
states that had national armed forces would keep their own command of the part of
their existing army that would not be integrated into the European army.6 France
could have under its command the part of army stationed in its overseas areas as
well as the great part of army on the continent. However, during the negotiations
France had to give way to the demands of the other partner states which were based
on the principle of equality, so that it agreed that direct national command would
remain only in overseas areas. That meant that all troops in Europe should be sub-
ordinated to a supranational EDC.7

That was a point on which the EDC treaty of May 1952 suffered harsh criticism
from EDC opponents. On the one hand, many Frenchmen feared that West Germa-
ny would soon take the supremacy on the continent, because the great part of the
French army would have to remain stationed further in the overseas areas, particu-
larly in Indochina. France might thus drop back to third rank within the EDC, after
Germany and Italy. On the other hand, it was feared that a two-fold division of
French armed forces - between Europe and the TOM - would leave France too
weak to defend the TOM.8

The Union Française played a role in the period between 1950-52, but was not
an obstacle to the success of these projects. The ECSC was ratified in December
1951. And the EDC treaty was signed in May 1952. The French government could

5. G. BOSSUAT, op.cit., pp.764 ff.; Article 79 of the ECSC treaty of 18 April 1951 in: FORSC-
HUNGSINSTITUT DER DEUTSCHEN GESELLSCHAFT FÜR AUSWÄRTIGE POLITIK (Hrsg.),
Europa. Dokumente zur Frage der Europäischen Einigung, München, 1962, Bd.2, pp.741 ff.

6. Text in: Europa. Dokumente zur Frage der Europäischen Einigung, op.cit., pp.814 ff.
7. G.-H. SOUTOU, France and the German Rearmament Problem, in: R. AHMANN et al. (ed.), The

Quest for Stability, Problems of West European Security 1918-1957, Oxford, 1993, pp.487-512.
8. Archives du Ministère des Affaires étrangères, Paris (AMAE), Europe 44-60, Généralités, CED,

Vol.69, pp.24-43, JB/SR, Note, 15 mai 1952, A.S. Traité instituant une CED; AMAE Europe
44-60, Allemagne, Vol.378, pp.222-227, Seydoux, Note, La politique franco-allemande, 2.5.1952;
AMAE Europe 44-60, Allemagne, Vol.1.055, pp.57-63, S/D Centraleurope (Sauvagnargues),
Note, A.S. Arrangements contractuels entre les Trois Puissances Alliées et la République Fédérale
d’Allemagne, 8.6.1952; R. MASSIGLI, Une comédie des erreurs, Paris, 1978, pp.322 ff.
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exclude its overseas areas from supranational European integration, without fearing
that this would bring about problems for France maintaining the Union Française
and, therefore, its world power position alongside the U.S. and Great Britain.

The French Initiative for a Political Integration in 1952 and 

the Draft EPC Treaty of Ad Hoc Assembly

The Assemblée Nationale, especially the parliamentary delegation of the principal
socialist party, the Section Française de l’Internationale Ouvrière (SFIO), had
demanded certain prerequisites for the EDC ratification in February 1952, one of
which was the establishment of a supranational political authority for the European
Army.9 That was why the French government proposed a European Political Com-
munity (EPC) to the other EDC member states in July 1952, not quite two months
after the signature of the EDC treaty of May 1952. The EPC aimed at facilitating
the ratification of the EDC treaty by the Assemblée Nationale. Up to the end, Guy
Mollet, leader of the SFIO, still considered the EPC project as valuable for securing
the agreement of the SFIO to the EDC treaty. He therefore demanded that the
French government fulfill this prerequisite.10 But French governments proved una-
ble to negotiate an acceptable treaty. During the almost two years of EPC negotia-
tions, France was strongly opposed to the Dutch plan (Beyen Plan) for a customs
union, which the Netherlands took for conditio sine qua non for their accepting the
EPC. The SFIO itself rejected the Beyen Plan as well. Therefore, it seemed that the
Beyen Plan was a principal reason why the EPC project did not serve its original
purpose, i.e. the relief of the ratification of the EDC treaty. Most accounts on the
EPC proceed from this assumption.11 As will be demonstrated in the following
pages, however, documents on the EPC show us a more decisive reason for its fail-
ure than the Beyen Plan - namely, the Union Française.

The supranational military integration first required the answer to one question:
Whom should the European Army obey and serve? Without solving this question, a
merger of the national armies would remain possible only on a confederal basis, as
with NATO.12 Therefore, the demand of the Assemblée Nationale was logical and

9. R MITTENDORFER, Robert Schuman - Architekt des neuen Europa, Hidesheim, Zürich, New
York, 1983, pp.382-420.

10. For the position of Guy Mollet, see Archives Jean Monnet. Fondation Jean Monnet pour l’Europe,
Lausanne. La Communauté Politique Européenne (AMJ), file 11.

11. G. TRAUSCH (Hrsg.), Die europäische Integration vom Schuman-Plan bis zu den Verträgen von

Rom: Pläne und Initiativen, Enttäuschungen und Mißerfolge, Baden-Baden, 1993; W LOTH, Die

EVG und das Projekt der Europäischen Politischen Gemeinschaft, in: R. HUDEMANN (Hrsg.),
Europa im Blick der Historiker. Europäische Integration im 20. Jahrhundert. Bewußtsein und In-

stitution, München, 1995 (Historische Zeitschrift Beiheft, Bd.21), pp.198-199.
12. W. LIPGENS, Die Bedeutung des EVG-Projekts für die politische europäische Einigungsbewe-

gung, in: H.-E. VOLKMANN et al., (Hrsg.), Die Europäische Verteidigungsgemeinschaft,
Boppard am Rhein, 1985, p.23.
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reasonable. Which form the political authority for the European army should take,
however, was not clear from the Assemblée Nationale’s demands. On the one hand,
an integration of the EDC member states’ foreign politics (”pool diplomatique”)
could be intended; on the other hand, civil and parliamentary control over the mili-
tary could also be intended. In addition, the creation of functional sectoral commu-
nities demanded an authority which could coordinate them. This involved the
ECSC and the EDC directly. For Schuman, however, a “pool diplomatique” was
not acceptable, since this carried too many federal characteristics. The important
thing for him was to reinforce the democratic control over the two technocratic
communities (ECSC, EDC) in a political community. Schuman’s concept for polit-
ical integration was mainly motivated by the wish to facilitate the parliamentary
agreement to the EDC treaty.13

At the ECSC conference of member states in Luxembourg on 10 September 1952,
the six foreign ministers gave the Common Assembly of the ECSC the mandate to draft
a treaty constituting an EPC. The results were then to be submitted within six months.
The new aspect of this resolution, in comparison to the French-Italian suggestion of Ju-
ly, was the Dutch initiative for economic integration.

The Assembly of the ECSC accepted the invitation of the six foreign ministers to
draft an EPC treaty and constituted itself for that purpose as an “ad hoc Assembly” in
September 1952. After six months of collaboration, the draft treaty was adopted by the
ad hoc Assembly on 10 March 1953. One day earlier the president of the ad hoc As-
sembly, Paul-Henri Spaak, had handed over the draft treaty to the acting president of the
ECSC Council of Ministers, the French foreign minister Georges Bidault.

The cornerstone of the draft EPC treaty was a directly elected Peoples’ Cham-
ber, which served as an instrument for effective parliamentary control. It also func-
tioned as an organic combination of the ECSC and the EDC in the EPC, without
bringing about a significant expansion of jurisdictions. Perhaps eventually, the EPC
would lead to the creation of a common market. But the EPC only had the right to
prepare for the progressive creation of a common market. As far as a common for-
eign policy was concerned, the draft treaty only proposed that the member states
should coordinate their foreign and security policies within the framework of the
EPC. As far as the territories were affected, two articles only referred to France.
Before dealing with them, it is worthwhile to look at the structure of the Union
Française.

According to the French constitution of 13 October 1946 the overseas areas
were divided into the following four categories:

1) the Départements d'Outre-Mer (DOM), which included the Algerian depart-
ments and, by reason of a law from 19 March 1947, the Martinique, the isles
of Réunion, Guadeloupe and French Guyana, each forming a department (al-
together approximately 10 million inhabitants);

13. AN MRP 350 AP 50, Commission exécutive 1952-1953, Réunion du 30 oct. 1952 relative aux pro-
blèmes posés par l’Autorité politique européenne, sous la présidence de M. de Menthon.
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2) the Territoires d'Outre-Mer (TOM), which referred to all overseas areas
which had formerly been colonies (about 25 million inhabitants);

3) the Territoires associés, which meant the mandates Cameroon and Togo, ad-
ministered under the supervision of the trustee council of the UN (altogether
about 4 million inhabitants);

4) the Etats associés, which consisted of the protectorates Morocco, Tunisia and
Indochina (altogether 35,5 million inhabitants).

Together with the metropolitan France the DOM and the TOM overseas regions
and territories formed the constitutional association of the French Republic, which
was under the sovereignty of France (article 60 of the French 1946’s constitution).
The Union Française consisted of the French Republic and the “Territoires et Etats

associés”.14

On 24 October 1952 the leader of the Mouvement Républicain Populaire

(MRP), Pierre Henri Teitgen, demonstrated how complex and sensitive the problem
of the relations of the Union Française with the supranational EPC was. He as-
sumed first that

”France was not only a European power but also a world power, whose interests
went beyond the framework of the European continent”*

and that the connection between the homeland and its overseas areas was “indivisi-

ble”. He found the suggestion of the Council of Europe unacceptable that non-Europe-
an territories and states, which were in a constitutional relation with European states,
could not become full members, but only be associated. According to him this mere as-
sociation would loosen the connection of France with its overseas areas.15 Teitgen
strove to find a solution which made it possible to drive supranational integration fur-
ther without endangering the Union Française. Just as Teitgen, the Gaullist Michel De-
bré rejected the suggestions of the Council of Europe. Debré maintained that the French
African areas were to be included as full members into the EPC, that the EPC should
not have decision-making powers over member states’ foreign policies, and that it
should be constructed in a loose form. As a matter of fact, if the EPC were vested with
greater powers, it could intervene in the affairs of the French overseas areas.16

In the plenary session of the ad hoc Assembly on 7 January 1953, the French
Senegalese Léopold Sédar Senghor argued that the French overseas areas should be
included into the EPC. For Senghor, a convinced supporter of the idea “Eurafrika”,
it was incomprehensible that the TOM, which were an integrated constituent of the
French Republic, should be excluded from the EPC. Their exclusion risked alterna-
tive developments, namely independence from France. These areas were ready to

14. Politisches Archiv des Auswärtigen Amtes, Bonn (PAAA) II, Bd.889, AZ 224-41-03, p.160, Ver-
merk über die Struktur der Union Française.

15. AN Papiers Bidault 42, Déclaration faite par Teitgen à la commission préconstituante, 24.10.1952.
16. PAAA II, Bd.854, AZ 240-10 Bd.1, Schwarz-Liebermann, Bericht über die Tätigkeit der Unter-

ausschüsse des Verfassungsausschusses vom 3.-4. Dezember 1952; PAAA II, Bd.889, AZ
224-41-03, p.157, C.F. Ophüls, Einbeziehung der überseeischen Gebiete (Union Française) vom
30.5.1953.
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open their markets for Europe, however, only on the condition that they should be-
come members of the European communities. Senghor demanded an increase in
the number of French seats in the People’s Chamber, from 63 to 83. Twenty seats
were intended for the overseas areas. In the ensuing debate, almost all French dele-
gates including Debré treated the inclusion of the TOM into the EPC as already de-
cided or natural. Although they had not completely the same opinion as Senghor,
they supported Senghor’s suggestions out of fear of the separation of the TOM
from the metropolitan France. These suggestions met the rejection of parliamentar-
ians from other member states, above all from Germany, so that the debate ended
without result.17

In February 1953 the French parliamentarians strove again to include the
French overseas areas into the EPC. Teitgen maintained that these areas should be
represented at least “symbolically” in the People’s Chamber. For this reason, the
number of French seats should be increased.18 Teitgen’s suggestions were laid
down in article 15 and 101 of the draft EPC treaty.

According to article 101, the parts of the Union Française that were under the
sovereignty of France should be included through the signing of this accord into the
valid area of the EPC treaty, if France raised no objections to the signature of this
accord. France could list them in a subsequent protocol, if it were first to exclude
them from the valid areas of the EPC. In addition, France could at its discretion re-
vise the application of the treaty and the community’s laws in the Union Française.
This referred to the DOM and the TOM. Indirectly included were the Territoires as-
sociés and the Etats associés which were not under the sovereignty of France but
which France represented in international affairs. These could also be included
through a special protocol.19 According to article 15, France would hold in addition
seven extra seats in the People’s Chamber to account for its overseas areas, for a to-
tal of 70 seats, if these colonies would be included in the EPC. However, Germany
and Italy would each have 63 seats.

17. Abänderungsvorschlag zum Bericht des Verfassungsausschusses Nr.40 (Senghor), in: Sonderver-
sammlung für die Gründung einer Europäischen Politischen Gemeinschaft, Straßburg, 1953, Kurz-
bericht der Beratungen der dritten Sitzung vom 9. Januar 1953, pp.15-23; Sonderversammlung für
die Gründung einer Europäischen Politischen Gemeinschaft, Straßburg, 1953, Aussprache.
Wörtlicher Bericht über den Verlauf der Sitzungen, pp.199 ff.; AMAE DE-CE, CECA, Vol.521,
pp.187-197, DGAP/Europe/S/Direction du Conseil de l’Europe, note, 15.1.1953, a.s. Réunion des
travaux de l’Assemblée ad hoc. This document marked the speech of Senghor as “une intervention

très remarquée”.
18. PAAA II, Bd.855, AZ 240-10 Bd.2, von Brentano an Hallstein am 7. Februar 1953; PAAA II,

Bd.855, AZ 240-10 Bd.2, Schwarz-Liebermann an Ophüls vom 11.2.1953; PAAA Materialsamm-
lung MD Dr. Herbert Blankenhorn, Auswärtiges Amt, Satzung der Europäischen Gemeinschaft.
Materialien. 31. März 1953, pp.45-47 and 174-176.

19. PAAA II Bd.889, AZ 224-41-03, pp.158 ff., Ophüls, Einbeziehung der überseeischen Gebiete
(Union Française), 30. Mai 1953.
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French Criticism of the Draft EPC Treaty of the ad hoc Assembly: 

France’s “Vocation Mondiale”

After the signature of the Bonn and Paris treaties in May 1952, the government
Pinay/Schuman was exposed to increasing criticism in the Assemblée Nationale. It
was alleged that the government promoted the sale of France’s national sovereignty
and its historical great power status through European integration. The attack on
Schuman’s policies referred concretely to the EDC and the politics of the Union
Française.20 During the EPC negotiations of the ad hoc Assembly, Paris experi-
enced a governmental crisis that led to Bidault replacing Foreign Minister Schu-
man at the end of the year. This followed demands by the Gaullist opposition,
which supported the formation of the government of the new Prime Minister René
Mayer on the condition that Schuman should be replaced by Bidault.21

Although it was officially explained that the previous European policy would
continue unchanged under the new government, modifications soon became clear,
in particular in France’s concept of the European Army. High-level civil servants at
the Quai d’Orsay defended the opinion that France should carry out a reversal in
policy by giving up the EDC and simultaneously developing NATO in order to pre-
vent the Germans from an unaligned military build-up.22 The top officials’ argu-
mentation was based to a large extent on problems regarding the Union Française.
According to them, by retaining the Union Française, France could continue its
role of world power alongside Great Britain and the USA, and maintain a continen-
tal balance against Germany, which might regain strength. The administrative elite
understood that the British did not accept the supranational elements in European
integration because of their responsibility in relation to the Commonwealth. Now,
however, the EDC threatened to develop into a supranational political community
that would particularly impair the world power position of France to the extent that
it split the French army into two sections - one for the homeland and a second for
the overseas territories - and thus weaken the French army as a whole. This would
lead to France possibly losing its overseas territories, although the right to with-
draw the French soldiers from the European army was planned for France in the
case of a crisis in the Union Française.23

Alarmed by his colleagues, Hervé Alphand (president of the Interim Committee
of the EDC), a convinced proponent of the EDC, criticized this view of the EDC,24

20. See R. MITTENDORFER, op.cit., pp.447-467.
21. R. MITTENDORFER, op.cit., p.475; PAAA Büro Staatssekretäre 1949-1967, Bd.59, pp.152-161,

Hausenstein, Aufzeichnung über meinen Besuch bei Herrn R. Schuman am 19. Januar 1953 und
als Anlage zu meinem Brief vom 21. Januar 1953.

22. AN Papiers Bidault 34, A. Gros, Résumé de la conversation du samedi 24 janv. 1953, written on
27 January 1953; AN Papiers Bidault 34, De la Tournelle (directeur politique) et al., Note sur la
CED, 28.1.1953. This document was signed by De la Tournelle as well as by Gros (chef du service
juridique), Seydoux (directeur d’Europe), de Leusse (chef du service de presse), Boegner (chef du
service des pactes) and De la Tournelle; AN Papiers Bidault 34, Lettre De la Tournelle à Pierre
Louis Falaize (directeur du Cabinet de Bidault), 29.1.1953.

23. AN Papiers Bidault 34, De la Tournelle (directeur politique) et al., Note sur la CED, 28.1.1953.
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particularly the notion that the EDC would impair French responsibility in relation
to the Union Française and endanger the French world power status. He argued that
the EDC would not endanger France’s legal, economical and moral connection
with the Union Française by any means. The overseas navy was not the object of
integration. For a time, about 50 percent of the French army would remain under
national authority. Furthermore, the additional protocols, which were negotiated at
that time, would ascertain France’s privilege to be able to withdraw its army rela-
tively quickly and without restriction in the case of a crisis in the overseas territo-
ries. The only restriction that would limit French foreign policy was policy regard-
ing defence in Europe. This limitation could be balanced on the one hand by the
reserved rights of France in Germany, which had been guaranteed by the Bonn trea-
ties, on the other hand by the responsibilities in the world. Thus France could re-
main in the “permanent Group” of NATO alongside the USA and Great Britain.

“France belongs to two systems”, so Alphand, “one at European level, which will materi-
alize under the form of the Community, the other at world level, the Union Française;
France while becoming European, will continue to remain a world power”*.

The alternative discussed by the opponents of the EDC at the Quai d’Orsay was
out of question. The idea of an extension of NATO had already proved futile be-
cause of American objections. For Alphand it was under any circumstances unac-
ceptable to give up the EDC.25

As for the EPC, the director of the European department of the Quai d’Orsay, F.
Seydoux, elucidated French intentions: the danger that the creation of the EPC
would lead to a new renouncement of sovereignty had to be avoided. From the be-
ginning France should resist a complete institutional structure of a federalist type.
Seydoux therefore only was prepared to accept the creation of a directly elected
European Parliament, but its functioning was not necessary in the initial stages of
the project. The creation of a new executive which should replace the High Author-
ity of the ECSC and the Board of Commissioners of the EDC seemed unnecessary,
even dangerous, because

“its mere creation risked to bring about, by that very fact, new extensions of compe-
tence, thus new cessions of sovereignty”*.26

The department Afrique-Levant at the Quai d’Orsay warned that even the direct
election for a People’s Chamber would seriously weaken, or dissolve in foreseeable
time, the connection between France and its overseas territories. Therefore, the
directly elected parliament should be replaced by an indirectly elected one, with
deputies drawn from the national parliaments.27

24. AN Papiers Bidault 34, Alphand, Note pour le Président, 10. févr. 1953, secret.
25. Ibid.
26. AMAE, Direction des Affaires Economiques et Financières, Service de Coopération Economique

(DE-CE) 45-60, Vol.578, pp.1-6, Note de Seydoux, 2.1.1953, a.s: Communauté politique euro-
péenne.

27. AN Papiers Bidault 42, Direction Générale des Affaires Politiques (DGAP), Direction
d’Afrique-Levant, sous-direction d’Afrique, Note, 12.1.1953, a.s./Europe et Union Française.
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With regard to the integration of foreign policy, the Quai d’Orsay seriously crit-
icized the modest result of elaboration of the ad hoc Assembly, and thus the coordi-
nation of the foreign policy under the member states. The legal advisor at the Quai
d’Orsay, Gros, posed the question of how a state which surrendered its powers of
decision in foreign policy matters to the EPC could carry out its world-wide re-
sponsibility.28

From the beginning the Beyen Plan for the creation of a customs union did not find
approval in France. One of its most ardent critics was the director of the Service de

Coopération Economique at the Quai d’Orsay, Olivier Wormser.29 The question of the
Union Française was one of the reasons why Wormser was opposed to the Beyen Plan.
Wormser asserted that if the Beyen Plan was accepted and carried out, France would be
forced to open its overseas markets to other European member states. He argued that
France could not simultaneously invest in both the metropolitan territory and in the un-
productive economic areas of its overseas territories without letting other countries par-
ticipate. Wormser foresaw the danger that the markets of the overseas territories would
be opened for the other five states without economic benefit for France, although these
countries participated under prerequisites favourable to France. Thus, France would be
forced to grant them its privileges in the Union Française, and economic gains would be
lost - almost 40 percent of all exports of France were sold at this time within the Union
Française. This would entail enormous political problems, and France would lose its
world power position.30

The French European agricultural policy was likewise adapted to the Quai
d’Orsay’s general change of course in European politics, away from pro-communi-
ty tendencies. In the meantime, the dissenting opinion of the Pflimlin Plan became
influential. A majority of administrative elites in the ministry of Agriculture carried
out the change from a pro-European agricultural policy to a national protectionist
concept, as supported by the majority of the professional associations.31 In addi-
tion, the question of the relation of the French overseas areas to a planned agricul-
tural commodities market also induced the French government to a reserved posi-
tion vis-à-vis the supranational community of the Six. The previous negotiations
for agricultural integration showed that this question could not be avoided any
longer. In order to consider the situation of the overseas territories in agricultural
integration, an interdepartmental conference took place under the leadership of the
conseiller technique of Bidault’s staff, du Vignaux, on 2 and 5 February 1953, in-
cluding the top officials from the Quai d’Orsay, the Ministère d'Etat, the ministry of

28. Ibid.; AN Papiers Bidault 38, le jurisconsulte (Gros), Note pour le secrétaire général (Parodi), 18
fév. 1953, a/s. Projet de Fédération politique européenne.

29. AMAE DE-CE 45-60, Vol.521, pp.211-214, Note, a/s: proposition Beyen, 7.2.1953; AMAE
DE-CE 45-60, Vol.521, pp.215-230, Note du Service de CE, a.s. intégration économique. Entre-
tiens avec M. Beyen et Conférence de Rome, 9.2.1953.

30. Ibid.
31. AN Papiers Bidault 38, Note pour le président, Wormser, 14.2.1953 a.s. pool agricole; G. THIE-

MEYER, op.cit., pp.80 ff.
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the Interior, the ministry de la France d'Outre-mer, the ministry of Economic af-
fairs and the ministry of Agriculture.32

At this conference Wormser and du Vignaux presented documents which repre-
sented the position of the Quai d’Orsay.33 According to them, contrary to the EC-
SC, the agricultural community was of great importance for relations between
France and its overseas areas, since the agricultural sector dominated these eco-
nomic relations. There were five possible solutions: 1) total exclusion of the over-
seas areas from the European agricultural community, 2) the system of the ECSC,
3) partial inclusion, 4) total inclusion in the European agricultural community and
5) modification of the structure of the agricultural community. Solutions 1 and 2
would separate the homeland from its overseas areas. Solution 4, which most seri-
ously considered the relationship between metropolitan France and the Union
Française, encountered an insurmountable obstacle, if the agricultural community
intended to create a supranational agricultural commodities market. France itself
was an important sales market for its overseas areas, just as the overseas areas were
important customers for France’s agricultural (above all, sugars, wheat and pre-
served food) and industrial products. These were currently sold under the prefer-
ence system on a higher price level than world prices. If the agricultural sales mar-
kets of the other five European states were opened to the French overseas areas by
virtue of their being integrated into the European community, it would be favoura-
ble to the French overseas areas. The European states would accept this only on the
condition of reciprocity for their industrial products. This meant a great sacrifice
for France, because it would no longer enjoy exclusive access to the preference sys-
tem. The substantial problem was whether the European partners were ready to car-
ry the responsibility for social development together with France, although this,
from an economic point of view, would be very unproductive. All the arguments
concerning solutions 1, 2 and 4 applied to solution 3. Wormser recommended solu-
tion 5: if France did not intend to sacrifice itself, it was necessary,

“to give up the idea that the objective of this Community has to be the creation of a
Common Market and to think of organizing trade in certain basic products taking
into due consideration trade with our overseas territories in the negotiations with our
European partners”*.34

32. AMAE DE-CE 45-60, Vol.577, pp.354-390, Rapport sur la création d’une Communauté européen-
ne de l’agriculture et de l’alimentation présenté par M. Philippe Lamour au nom de la Commission
de l’Agriculture, Paris, 16.10.1952, Conseil Economique Ph.L./J.B. 1625/Agr./120; AN Papiers
Bidault 42, Note relative aux réunions tenues au Quai d’Orsay les 2 et 5 févr. 1953 entre les cabi-
nets ministériels en vue de la préparation d’un comité interministériel, 7.2.1953.

33. AN Papiers Bidault 42, Ministère des Affaires Étrangères, Service de Coopération Economique,
Communication au conseil des ministres, 27.1.1953. a.s./ l’organisation européenne des marchés
agricoles et les TOM; AN Papiers Bidault 38, Note pour le président, Wormser, 14.2.1953 a.s. pool
agricole; AN Papiers Bidault 38, Note pour le président, Wormser, 14.2.1953 a.s. pool agricole.

34. AN Papiers Bidault 42, Ministère des Affaires Étrangères, Service de Coopération Economique,
Communication au conseil des ministres, 27.1.1953. a.s./ l’organisation européenne des marchés
agricoles et les TOM.



Seung-Ryeol Kim72

An organization of this type would by no means be a European community, but
a bilateral and intergovernmental organization. It would ultimately be better to ne-
gotiate the question of the agricultural community within the framework of the
OEEC. All participants in the interdepartmental conference shared the basic idea of
this document.35

In France question of the EDC, the EPC, the customs union and the agricultural
community depended closely on the kind of future relations between the Union
Française and European community to be created. Awareness of this problem arose in-
directly through the Strasbourg recommendation of the Assembly of the Council of Eu-
rope in September 1952 for common investments in all overseas areas of European
countries, but such awareness was also directly caused by the EDC treaty and the EPC
negotiations of the ad hoc Assembly.36 In the Conseil de la République and the Assem-

blée de l’Union Française the problem had been discussed in the context of the EDC
several times in 1952. In the discussion many feared that supranational European inte-
gration would separate France from its overseas areas.37

In view of this procedure the Quai d’Orsay began to intervene. It should be not-
ed that the department Afrique-Levant had warned Schuman several times since
October 1952 of arising problems for the Union Française from European integra-
tion. At that time Schuman did not take the warning seriously.38 Nor did Monnet
think it wise to tackle this problem at this stage. He asked Schuman,

“to prevent representatives of the overseas territories from being designated at the
Common Assembly and consequently to prevent also the question of the European
Community’s relationship with the overseas territories belonging to the Union
Française from being brought up for discussion at that moment”*.

The Territoires d'Outre-Mer should only be included when Germany would be
reunified, in order to retain the balance in European communities.39 The depart-
ment Afrique-Levant considered a provisional solution: The representatives from
the overseas territories would participate in the parliament of the EPC, but the EPC

35. AN Papiers Bidault 42, Note relative aux réunions tenues au Quai d’Orsay les 2 et 5 févr. 1953
entre les cabinets ministériels en vue de la préparation d’un comité interministériel, 7.2.1953.

36. AN Papiers Bidault 42, Direction des Affaires politiques 3ème Bureau, Pour M. le Ministre (à l’at-
tention du professeur Luchaire), 6.2.1953, le Directeur-adjoint, Delteil, objet: Proposition de réso-
lution tendant à inviter le Gouvernement à constituer une Commission chargée d’étudier les rap-
ports entre l’Union Française et l’Organisation Politique de l’Europe présentée par Debré, au
Conseil de la République; AMAE DE-CE 45-60, Vol.577, pp.420-424, L’entrée des TOM dans la
Communauté Européenne, 26.11.1952, G. Peter, Office du Niger (organisme publique autonome)
à Wormser ou Brunet; AN 457 34, RL/SB, les objections faites à la CED au cours des débats de
l’Assemblée nationale, du Conseil de la République et de diverses manifestations politiques, con-
fidentiel, undated.

37. AN Papiers Bidault 34, Direction d’Afrique-Levant, S/D d’Afrique, Note a.s: Chambrun, Question
n°4, 17.2.1953.

38. AN Papiers Bidault 42, DGAP, Direction d’Afrique-Levant, sous-direction d’Afrique, Note,
12.1.1953, a.s./Europe et Union Française.

39. Lettre de Jean Monnet à Robert Schuman le 28 juin 1952, in: FONDATION JEAN MONNET POUR
L’EUROPE (ed.), Jean Monnet - Robert Schuman, Correspondance, 1947-1953, Lausanne, 1986,
p.148.
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should not be endowed with powers over the French overseas territories from the
start, and the jurisdiction of the EPC should be extended only later and gradually
by France to non-European areas.

These were the contents of article 101 of the draft EPC treaty of the ad hoc
Assembly. Problems nevertheless remained: 

“1) If we reject the de facto extension, the consequence will be a break between met-
ropolitan France and the overseas territories and a discriminatory treatment”*.

In view of the American anti-colonial policy and the intensifying drive towards
independence within the states of the Union Française (Indochina, Morocco and
Tunisia), the weakening of the French sovereignty by the supranational European
community would very probably lead to a “coupure” (split) of the French Empire.

“2) two disadvantages at least will necessarily appear: a) a break this time between
the Republic and the rest of the Union Française b) French sovereignty in the consid-
ered field will have to be shared with Germany and Italy in particular”*.

In addition, there was no guarantee that the French delegates from Africa would
act loyally towards France. Altogether it was to be expected that the relationship
between the European community and the Union Française would supersede the
existing connections between France and its overseas areas. This dilemma was to
be taken “extremely serious”*. Amongst the problems caused by supranational Eu-
ropean integration it was the most fundamental problem that France was confront-
ed with at the turn of 1952-1953. All the difficulty

“is indeed due to the fact that France can’t belong to the same extent to a European
Community and to the Union Française, unless the two of them are completely
merged”*.40

It was a question of priorities. According to some, such as Monnet and Schu-
man, Europe was right of way, whereas others gave the Union Française first prior-
ity. The convinced Gaullist Michel Debré pleaded for the second option. He defined
Monnet’s supranational European communities as “an immense adventure”* for all
and “some kind of nightmare” for many. According to him, these communities
should be changed to the extent that the power of decision rested with the council
of the heads of government. The Assembly however should by no means be en-
dowed with “governmental and legislative power” and the Executive Council
should function only administratively. Thus Debré’s Europe was called “a coalition
of national authorities” or “an association of sovereignties”.41 Debré represented
the prevailing opinion of the Conseil de la République, the Assemblée de l’Union
Française and the Comité d'études et de liaison du patronat de l'Union Française

(CELPUF), which was close to the Conseil national du patronat français

40. AMAE Papiers Massigli (PA-AP 217), Vol.76, pp.34-37, DGAP, Note sur la représentation des
TOM dans une éventuelle Assemblée européenne, 10.11.1952; AN Papiers Bidault 42, DGAP, Di-
rection d’Afrique-Levant, sous-direction d’Afrique, Note, 12.1.1953, a.s./Europe et Union Fran-
çaise; AN Papiers Bidault 42, Direction d’Afrique-Levant, s/d d’Afrique (Jurgensen), Note, 29
janv. 1953, a.s./Europe et Union Française.

41. AN Papiers Bidault 34, Debré, Note à l’attention de M. Bidault, 30.1.1953.
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(CNPF).42 The minister responsible for the French Territoires d’Outre-Mer, Jacqui-
not, shared Debré’s opinion:

“The realization of the Union Française precedes and prevails for us over the realiza-
tion of the European entity. One should not forget that the French grandeur is made
up of metropolitan France as well as of all its overseas territories”*.43

The majority of the French government was inclined to master this dilemma not
by modifying the old French colonial system but by restructuring European inte-
gration, so as to develop from

“a federal or merged system into a confederate or associative system, taking the
Union Française as an indissociable whole, that will only enter into a sufficiently
flexible relationship with Europe”*.44

With this solution France could benefit from the additional advantage of being
able to co-operate with Great Britain in such a confederate Europe in European and
overseas affairs.45

Contrary to this train of thought, the leaders of the MRP and the SFIO took a
positive position on the question of the inclusion of the French overseas territories
into the European communities. Guy Mollet, the leader of the French socialist par-
ty, was surprised at the negative opinion of the Assemblée de l’Union Française in
Versailles. He held the view that the specialized communities should be limited to
Europe only, but that in the long run France was not in the position to solve the
problems of its underdeveloped overseas territories alone. In full agreement with
Mollet, Rose and Alduy emphasized the necessity to tackle the question of the
creation of a European investment bank in the French overseas areas as soon as
possible. Moreover, in a note which is to be found in Mollet’s private archives

42. Organisation Universitaire de Recherche Socialiste, Paris (OURS), Archives Guy Mollet (AGM) 110,
Lettre du Secrétariat Général de l’Assemblée de l’Union Française à G. Mollet, 13.1.1953; AN Papiers
Bidault 42, Conseil de la République, N°14 année 1953, annexe au procès-verbal de la séance du 20
janv. 1953, Proposition de Résolution tendant à inviter le Gouvernement à constituer une commission
chargée d’étudier les rapports entre l’Union Française et une organisation politique de l’Europe présen-
tée par M. Michel Debré, Exposé des motifs; AN Papiers Bidault 42, «L’Union Française et l’Europe»,
travaux de la conférence plénière du CELPUF des 13 et 14 janvier 1953. The CELPUF consisted of the
entrepreneurs from the metropolitan France, Algeria, the Départements d’outre-mer, the Territoires
d’outre-mer, the Territoires Associés, the Etats Associés, and the Etats protégés. The President was
chairman of the Comité National du Patronat Français, G. Villiers. The CELPUF dedicated its plenary
session on 13 and 14 January 1953 to the study of the problem that was raised by the creation of an EPC
and a Common Market in relation to the Union Française. (AN Papiers Bidault 42, lettre de Villiers à
Bidault, 20.1.1953); AN Papiers Bidault 42, N°111, Conseil de la République, année 1953, annexe au
procès-verbal de la séance du 26 févr. 1953, Rapport fait au nom de la Commission des Affaires étran-
gères sur la proposition de résolution de M. Michel Debré tendant à inviter le Gouvernement à consti-
tuer une commission chargée d’étudier les rapports entre l’Union Française et une organisation politi-
que de l’Europe par M. Marius Moutet (sénateur).

43. AN Papiers Bidault 42, Le Monde, 27.1.1953, Discours de M. Jacquinot, 25.1.1952.
44. AN Papiers Bidault 42, Direction d’Afrique-Levant, s/d d’Afrique, Note, 29 janv. 1953, a.s./Euro-

pe et Union Française.
45. Ibid.; AN Papiers Bidault 42, MAE, DGAP, Europe, S/Direction du Conseil de l’Europe, Note,

27.1.1953, A/S. Situation des Territoires d’Outre-Mer à l’égard des Communautés européennes.
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Nr.106 (Articles et interventions de Mollet sur l'Europe, 1948-1955) he completely
agreed with article 101 of the draft EPC treaty suggested by Teitgen.46 For Mollet,
the question of the Union Française was not a reason to modify the supranationality
of European integration. The special issue of the party newspaper of the MRP
(Forces Nouvelles) on 20 December 1952 announced the result of the internal dis-
cussions of the MRP regarding these problems. According to the expert on the Un-
ion Française, G. Le Brun Keris, these problems were used as a tactical instrument
by opponents of the European integration. However,

“we cannot give up either the European Union, the answer to German pressure,
among other advantages, or our overseas territories to which so many moral ties are
linking us and without which we would only be a very small power”*.

Le Brun Keris, therefore, advocated that the French Republic as a whole should
be integrated into the EPC and so the jurisdiction of the EPC should be extended to
the French overseas territories. However, one should find a balance between driv-
ing European integration forward and retaining the Union Française.

“Just as France judged it necessary for its own legislation and regulations, the Euro-
pean Community’s legislation and regulations as well will have to be adapted to the
situation of the different overseas countries by means of application rules determined
by the relevant bodies within the French Republic”*.

Teitgen, the leader of the MRP, who was engaged in the negotiations of the ad
hoc Assembly, was of exactly the same opinion.47 For Le Brun Keris as well as for
Teitgen, the question of the Union Française was not a reason to modify the supra-
nationality of European integration.

What was Bidault’s position, as the new foreign minister, on European integration
as a whole? Bidault alluded to making certain modifications to the European policies of
his predecessor in favour of those who most strongly represented national feelings. He
did not, however, go so far as to abolish the existing achievements. The experienced
French diplomat Chauvel recommended to Bidault on 25 January 1953, to implement
the EDC in the light of the negotiations compromising the positions of “the pole MRP
and the pole RPF”, a recommendation which Bidault accepted. On 21 April 1953, Bi-
dault rejected the demand of the French military to modify the determined EDC transi-
tion period to an indefinite period of time and also the demand of the high-level civil
servants of the Quai d’Orsay to renounce the EDC. Bidault took account of the strong

46. OURS, Comité directeur, procès-verbal, Vol.9, 25 mai 1952 - 26 juin 1953, Réunion du 26 novem-
bre 1952; OURS AGM 106, Note, undated, author unknown (G. Mollet?).

47. AN MRP 350 AP 128, Forces Nouvelles N°28 Samedi 20 décembre 1952, «C’est toute la Répu-
blique qui doit rentrer dans la Communauté européenne, par G. Le Brun Keris»; AN Papiers Bi-
dault 42, G. le Brun Keris, Note sur les rapports à établir entre les pays d’outre-mer membres de
la République Française et la Communauté politique européenne, undated. Le Brun Keris sugges-
ted as a measure for this balance that direct elections should not be introduced at the beginning. In
this point he dissociated himself from Teitgen (AN Papiers Bidault 39, Lettre de G. Le Brun Keris
(Conseiller de l’Union Française) à Bidault, 24.2.1953).



Seung-Ryeol Kim76

national feelings in France, but he was not prepared to jeopardize the supranational Eu-
ropean army.48 Bidault was thus closer to Alphand’s position than to that of the oppo-
nents of the EDC at the Quai d’Orsay. His attitude towards the EDC laid the foundation
for his position on the EPC.

In order to define the French position in view of the conference of the six for-
eign ministers in Rome on 24-25 February 1953, Bidault called a meeting on 11
February, at which all the Quai d’Osay’s top civil servants were present.49 Teitgen
was invited to report on the work of the ad hoc Assembly. The top civil servants
criticized many points in Teitgen’s report. The theme of this debate dealt with the
question of whether the Germans could be sufficiently controlled in the suprana-
tional European community or, conversely, whether the community might finally
be controlled by the Germans in the foreseeable future. The participants also dis-
cussed whether promoting supranational European integration would be compati-
ble with France’s world power position, based on the Union Française.

On the one hand, there were Teitgen, Alphand and Maurice Schumann who de-
fended the continuation of Schuman’s European policies and the compatibility of
these policies with retaining the Union Française. On the other hand, Parodi, de la
Tournelle, de Maroerie, Gros, Seydoux, Wormser, Sauvagnargues and du Vignaux
argued for the modification of Schuman’s European policies and for a French for-
eign policy which put more emphasis on the Union Française than on Europe.
Their position was typically represented by the secretary general at the Quai d’Or-
say, Alexander Parodi and the head of the European department, F. Seydoux. Parodi
linked the EPC project to French foreign policy as a whole. With the Schuman
Plan, France had taken the initiative and determined the speed and direction of Eu-
ropean integration. However, France had gradually been deprived of its initiative
and was driven to the point that it now was confronted with the so-called ‘Luxem-
bourg resolution’.

“What is the meaning of all this? That France has to disappear as an independent
state (…)? On the other hand, this European Community will not be controlled by
France. When the projects of the ECSC and the EDC were put forward, we could
legitimately assume that the European Community, as it was conceived, would oper-
ate under French leadership. It is obvious that Germany will be the leader of this
community”*.

48. AN Papiers Bidault 34, Chauvel, Note, 25. janv. 1953; G.-H. SOUTOU, Bidault et la construction

européenne 1944-1954, in: Revue d’histoire diplomatique, 1991, p.298. For the position of the
Gaullists on European integration see, SEUNG-RYEOL K., Der Fehlschlag des ersten Versuchs

zu einer politischen Integration Westeuropas von 1951 bis 1954, Frankfurt am Main, 2000,
pp.77-83.

49. AMAE DE-CE 45-60, 1948-1954, Vol.578, pp.286-308, Compte-rendu de la réunion tenue le
Mercredi 11 février à 20h30 chez M. Bidault sur l’organisation politique de l’Europe. Participants:
Bidault, Maurice Schumann (secrétaire d’Etat), Pierre-Henri Teitgen (leader of the MRP), Parodi
(secrétaire général), de la Tournelle (directeur des Affaires politiques), Alphand (president of the
Interim Committee of the EDC), de Maroerie, Prof. Gros, Seydoux (chef de la direction pour l'Eu-
rope), Wormser (chef du Service de coopération économique), Brouillet, Sauvagnargues (direction
de l’Afrique-Levant), du Vignaux, de Folin.
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If the French overseas areas were opened to Europe, he emphasized, France
would lose its rank as a world power.50 Bidault replied to Parodi that France, Great
Britain and the U.S. would have to lead the Western world. Seydoux held the view
that it was impossible for France to belong to the Six and at the same time to re-
main one of the three great powers. Bidault replied again that both should remain
compatible. Bidault seemed to be torn, but was nearer to Teitgen’s thinking than to
Parodi’s. Bidault insisted on a minimum amount of integration:

“It is not a question of giving Europe the possibility to extend its authority to unlim-
ited fields. It is only a matter of uniting the ECSC and the EDC in order to have few
and centralized organizations”*.

The only new element, which Bidault sought to introduce through the EPC
project, was “suffrage universel”. He therefore finally said that the EPC should
“open its windows by means of universal suffrage”. However, he did not take a
clear position on the question of the Union Française, which he called “our great
concern”, with the exception of the principle quoted above.51

Bidault however was not convinced of the necessity of direct elections. At the
meeting of the board of MRP directors on 4 March 1953, Bidault said: “It seems
most uncertain to me that universal suffrage should be adopted”*. A. Colin replied:
“Universal suffrage is essential in order to create a certain dynamism”*.52 Bidault
did not think that direct elections were a measure to speed up the European integra-
tion as Colin thought, but for him it was only a tactical instrument in order to make
the ratification of the EDC treaty easier.

While visiting Paris on 20 February 1953, Beyen asked Bidault whether the
French government intended to submit the EDC treaty together with the EPC treaty
to Parliament for ratification or whether the government would be content with
“favourable perspectives” regarding the creation of a political community. Beyen
said that the first hypothesis would cause difficulties between both states, because
the French Parliament did not want economic integration, whilst the Dutch Parlia-
ment was opposed to the EPC, if it were not combined with economic integration.
Bidault replied:

“The French Parliament stated, among other necessities, the need to create a political
community. It isn’t sure whether today it would do the same again as one year ago”*.

He therefore did not demand that the EPC treaty should be ready to be signed
before the ratification of the EDC treaty.53 So it seemed that both politicians agreed
upon the second hypothesis. 

Bidault expressed his basic position regarding the European policy in a speech
at the Assemblée Nationale on 9 March 1953. The aim was, according to Bidault,
to build Europe without breaking France down, to create Europe, but not to dis-

50. Ibid.
51. Ibid.
52. AN MRP 350 AP 50, Commission exécutive du 4 mars 1953, p.10.
53. AN Papiers Bidault 38, Note, 20.2.1953, a.s. Entretien entre le Président Bidault et M. Beyen, Mi-

nistre des Affaires Etrangères des Pays-Bas, le 20 février 1953.
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solve France therein, to raise and maintain France’s leadership of the European
community. The French spoke in the name of 120 million people. In their name
they would strengthen the Union Française and create Europe.54

Bidault’s main positions regarding the EPC can be summarized as follows: bal-
ancing Europe and the Union Française (”vocation européenne et mondiale” – Eu-
ropean calling and world calling); resuming integration within the framework of
the six states; making the jurisdiction of the EPC correspond, from the beginning,
to that of the ECSC and the EDC; refusal of the Beyen Plan; entrusting the EPC
only with the right to make suggestions regarding a Common Market. Besides the
question of direct elections, the questions of the concrete structure of the EPC’s ex-
ecutive, and the relationship between the EPC and the Union Française were also
remaining open.55

The Governmental Conference in Rome in September-October 1953 and the 

Failure of the EPC Project

The conferences for the additional protocols of the EDC treaty and for agricultural
integration in 1953 ended without results. The four foreign minister conferences of
the ECSC states dealing with the draft of the ad hoc Assembly56 also brought no
results. It is remarkable that Bidault referred each time to the difficulties regarding
the Union Française without taking a clear position on this. The diplomatic confer-
ence which was intended to discuss the draft EPC treaty of the ad hoc Assembly,
according to article 38 of the EDC treaty, took place in Rome in September-Octo-
ber 1953. In the following section the internal debates of France for the preparation
of the Rome conference are discussed with special consideration given to the ques-
tion of the Union Française.57

The high-level civil servants of the Quai d’Orsay made every effort to convert
the supranational character of the draft treaty of the ad hoc Assembly into a confed-
eral form. They criticized the draft treaty of the ad hoc Assembly on the points of
economic integration, of coordination with regard to foreign policy, of its suprana-
tional structure (above all the executive council) and, not least, the relationship be-

54. „Bericht über die Behandlung des Vertragsentwurfes nach dem 10. März 1953“, submitted by Dr.
von Brentano on the meeting of the Constitutional Committee of the ad hoc Assembly on 23 June
1953, in: Leitfaden und amtliche Dokumente des Verfassungsausschusses, Mai-Juli 1953, p.47.

55. AN Papiers Bidault 38, Note du Gouvernement français relative au projet de marché commun,
21.2.1953; AN Papiers Bidault 38, Conception française pour l’organisation et le fonctionnement
de l’organisation exécutive, undated - author unknown (it is nevertheless sure that this note before
the conference of ministers of foreign affairs in Rome was drawn up in February).

56. The conferences were held in Rome in February, in Strasbourg in March, in Paris in May and in
Baden-Baden in August 1953.

57. In May, the Mayer government was brought down. The cabinet crisis lasted until July, when the
new Laniel government was formed. Bidault remained minister of foreign affairs. The European
policies of the new government continued essentially unchanged.



France’s Agony between «Vocation Européenne et Mondiale» 79

tween the Union Française and the community. The last point of criticism will be
brought under further analysis in the next paragraph.

On 27 April 1953, an interdepartmental conference took place in the office of the
secretary general of the French Foreign Office, Parodi, in order to consider the conse-
quences of the draft EPC treaty for the Union Française.58 Bourgeot took the view that
direct elections were unfavourable, since they would set the overseas territories in direct
contact with the five other states. It would be desirable that the European Parliament
would consist of the delegates selected from the national parliaments. Ratineau drew at-
tention to the fact that the draft EPC treaty would offer to the overseas territories a “it-

inéraire de fuite” [escape route] from France. Roaux feared that the draft treaty would
cause the separation of Algeria, Morocco and Tunisia from France. Bardet was worried
that, on the one hand, if the Etats associés should participate in the EPC, irregardless of
form, their direct contacts with the five other states could break off the close connection
between them and France. On the other hand, he was concerned that, if they remained
outside of the EPC, France would lose its guiding role over them. Burin des Roziers
pointed out that a studying committee, which had been set up on Mayer’s suggestion
within the framework of the Centre d'Etudes de Politique Etrangère, had recently sub-
mitted its research results. It was agreed that the interested ministries should make their
views clear and a conference among them should take place one day between 4 and 9
May.59 On the basis of the documents that the author examined, it can not be ascer-
tained whether this conference actually took place. However, it is clear that the views
that had been expressed by the top civil servants from the interested ministries were not
modified at a later stage. For example, the minister in charge of France d’Outre-mer, L.
Jacquinot, endorsed Bourgeot’s fears regarding direct elections. Moreover, he pointed
out that the supranational Executive Council should be replaced by an office whose
head was to be appointed by the Council of national ministers. He rejected the exten-
sion of jurisdiction of the EPC on foreign policy and on economic integration.60

The top civil servants of the Quai d’Orsay shared these fears. Jurgensen regard-
ed the guarantee of article 101 of the draft treaty as insufficient. He proposed that
the EPC should become “supple” in order to let the Union Française as a whole

58. AMAE Europe 44-60, Vol.78, p.140, Bidault au Ministère de la France d’Outre-mer, de l’Intérieur
et des Etats associés, 10 avril 1953; AN Papiers Bidault 42, Compte-rendu de la réunion du 27 avril
concernant le problème des rapports entre l’Union Française et la Communauté Européenne, 28
avril 1953. In this meeting participated the ministry of Foreign affairs [Parodi, De la Tournelle,
Marchal (directeur d’Afrique-Levant), Jurgensen (Sous-directeur d’Afrique-Levant), Salade (Di-
rection d’Asie), Argod (Direction d’Europe), Valery (Direction Economique)], the cabinet of the
president of the Conseil des ministres [Burin des Roziers, (Conseiller diplomatique au cabinet du
président du conseil)], the Ministère de la France d’Outre-mer [Ratineau (Cabinet du Ministre),
Bourgeot (Sous-Directeur aux Affaires politiques), Servoise (Direction des Affaires politiques)],
the Ministère des Etats associés [Aurillac (directeur des Services politiques), Bardet (directeur-ad-
joint)] and the Ministère de l’Intérieur [Roaux, (sous-directeur d’Algérie)].

59. AN Papiers Bidault 42, Compte-rendu de la réunion du 27 avril concernant le problème des rap-
ports entre l’Union Française et la Communauté Européenne, 28 avril 1953.

60. AN Papiers Bidault 42, Ministère de la France d’Outre-mer, Direction des Affaires politiques, JB/
CJ, Note, 5.5.1953, a.s. du projet de traité portant statut de la Communauté Européenne (en ce qui
concerne les TOM).
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take part in it, without jeopardizing the close connection between those areas and
France. He argued for indirect elections for the European Parliament. He spoke
against the establishment of a supranational Executive Council, whose function the
Council of national ministers could assume, and he also rejected each extension of
jurisdiction of the EPC on foreign policy and economic integration.61

The research results of the above mentioned studying committee (which was chaired
by general Catroux) consisted of two parts: 1) the institutional and political aspects, 2) the
economic aspects. The author of the first part was Jurgensen, the second part was written
by René Servoise from the ministry de la France d'Outre-mer. The first part was identical
with the draft that Jurgensen had developed internally at the Quai d’Orsay. Servoise re-
garded the Community of the Six as an insufficient framework for the development of the
economy of the French overseas areas. These two parts, which were used as one of the
important main documents for laying down the French attitude, were published in the
magazine “Politique Etrangère” of the Centre d'Etudes de politique étrangère in 1953. Ju-
rgensen did not want to be revealed as the author of the first part. Therefore, the author of
the first part - “L'Union Française et les institutions européennes”, was called “XXX”.62

Seydoux summarized the internally developed thoughts of the Quai d’Orsay, in
contact with Bidault. As for the Peoples’ Chamber, its members should be directly
elected by the national parliaments in the first period, and afterwards by the people.
He spoke decidedly against the establishment of a supranational Executive Coun-
cil. In his opinion, the Council of the National Ministers or the Council of the For-
eign Ministers should assume this role. Deviating from the suggestions made by
Jurgensen, Seydoux recommended that at first only metropolitan France should
take part in the EPC, because the French government, above all Bidault, had not yet
taken any clear position on this subject. Accordingly, France did not need to be giv-
en additional seats in the People’s Chamber. Along these lines Seydoux prepared
instructions for the French delegation of the diplomatic conference in Rome.63

61. AN Papiers Bidault 39, Direction d’Afrique-Levant S/D d’Afrique, Note sur le problème des TOM
dans les Travaux de l’Assemblée ad hoc, 23.3.1953; AN Papiers Bidault 39, DGAP, Direction
d’Afrique-Levant S/D d’Afrique, Note sur la position de la France en tant que puissance
d’Outre-mer, en présence du statut européen proposé par l’Assemblée ad hoc, 28.4.1953.

62. AN Papiers Bidault 42, «L’Union Française et la Communauté Européenne», Rapport d’un groupe
d’études du Centre d’études de politique étrangère, 15.4.1953, Première Partie: Les aspects insti-
tutionnels et politiques, Deuxième Partie: Les aspects économiques; AN Papiers Bidault 42, Lettre
du général Catroux (président du Groupe d’études de l’Union Française) à Bidault, 5.5.1953;
XXX, L’Union Française et les institutions européennes, in: Politique Etrangère, 4(1953), Paris,
pp.267-276; R., SERVOISE, L’Union Française devant l’intégration économique européenne, in:
Ibid., pp.278-306.

63. AMAE DE-CE 45-60, Vol.578, pp.355-357, DGAP, Europe, Note 5.5.1953, A/S. Projet de statut de
Communauté Européenne; AMAE DE-CE 45-60, Vol.578, pp.402-409, DGAP, Europe, s/Direction du
Conseil de l’Europe, Note, 5.6.1953, A/S. Conférence de Rome pour l’étude du projet de Communauté
Européenne; AMAE DE-CE 45-60, Vol.579, pp.94-102, DGAP, Europe, Note, 7.9.1953, A/S Commu-
nauté politique européenne; AN Papiers Bidault 40, DGAP, Europe, S/D du Conseil de l’Europe, Note,
7.9.1953, A/S Conférence de Rome pour l’étude du projet de Communauté politique; Bruce David, Note-
book 14 September-December 1953, Monday September 14, 1953; Bundesarchiv Koblenz (BA) Nachlaß
(NL) Blankenhorn 24, pp.111-117, letter Blankenhorn (Paris) to Hallstein, 18.9.1953.
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On 16 September 1953, a stormy council of ministers meeting took place, in
which Bidault was forced by the pro-European wing of Laniel’s government (Rey-
naud and Teitgen) to withdraw his confederal instructions and to replace them with
new, more concrete and supranational directives. Thereupon Bidault had to issue
revised instructions, according to which direct elections should take place from the
beginning, but no substantial powers should be awarded to Parliament. An execu-
tive of the community could be created, but it should consist of the Council of na-
tional ministers and the Executive Council of the EPC. The Council of national
ministers should take “all essential decisions”. The Executive Council should con-
sist of a president to be appointed by the Council of national ministers, the presi-
dent of the ECSC’s High Authority, the president of the Board of Commissioners of
the EDC and two members appointed by the Council of national ministers.64 These
new instructions precipitated a dramatic debate between proponents of suprana-
tional integration and their opponents. Because of this extreme discord within the
French government, the new instructions could no longer be submitted to the Coun-
cil of Ministers for approval. Instead, Bidault passed the new instructions to the de

facto director of the delegation, Seydoux,65 after obtaining assent from Laniel. In
addition, Bidault indicated that the French delegation should not bind itself to any-
thing final as long as the Assemblée Nationale had not concerned itself in detail
with the entire question. The question of the Union Française should be excluded
from the agenda.66

The governmental conference went into session in Rome on 22 September
1953. From the beginning, the question of the Union Française was excluded from
the discussion, after the French as well as the Belgian delegation had made a state-
ment about it before the opening of the conference.67 The conference in Rome end-
ed again without result, just like the earlier conferences of the foreign ministers. It
was decided to discuss the draft EPC treaty again at a next conference of the for-
eign ministers in The Hague. The unresolved position of France on the EPC project
became clearer.

64. PAAA II, Bd.859, 224-20/22, Siegfried (Brüssel) an Auswärtiges Amt, concerning: Quai d’Orsay
gegen EPG, Brüssel, 15.9.1953; BA NL Blankenhorn 24, pp.173 ff., Vermerk für den Herrn Bun-
deskanzler, Geheim, Bonn, 14.9.1953, Gespräche mit Monnet und R. Mayer; BA NL Blankenhorn
24, pp.147-149, Blankenhorn (Paris) an Adenauer und Hallstein, 16.9.1953, geheim; BA NL Blan-
kenhorn 24, pp.150 ff., Tagebuch, Mittwoch, 16.9.1953, Paris; AN Papiers Bidault 40, Note,
17.9.1953, A/S Exécutif; AN Papiers Bidault 40, Note, 18.9.1953, A/S Instructions pour la délé-
gation française à la Conférence de Rome (22 septembre 1953).

65. The official, de jure, director of the French delegation was the French ambassador in Rome, Fou-
ques Duparc.

66. BA NL Blankenhorn 24, p.127, Tagebuch, Freitag, 18.9.1953; PAAA II, Bd. 859, AZ 224-20/22,
p. 248, Nachrichtenspiegel, 22.9.1953; PAAA II, Bd.851, AZ 224-00, Bd.1, pp.107-108, Tele-
gramm Walther (Paris) an Auswärtiges Amt, Konferenz Rom, für Staatssekretär, 22. September
1953, Nr.444, Geheim.

67. AN Papiers Bidault 42, Déclaration des délégations française et belge. Rome, 24.9.1953; AN Fond
60, Vol.3077, conférence pour la Communauté politique européenne, Rome, 22.9-9.10.1953, Rap-
port aux Ministres des Affaires étrangères, Secrétariat, p.4.
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In a letter at Laniel on 22 October 1953, the minister in charge of France
d'Outre-mer, Jacquinot, criticized the instructions prepared by Seydoux concerning
the relationship between the European community and the Union Française, i.e.,
the provisional elimination of the representation of the French overseas territories
in the European Parliament. Jurgensen supported Jacquinot and expressed that the
EPC structurally should become even looser, so as to include the overseas areas as
a whole into the European integration without jeopardizing the links between
France and its overseas areas. However, the SFIO and the MRP officially supported
the regulation of the draft EPC treaty as a result of Teitgen’s initiative.68

Bidault gave an important speech on the government's European policies in the
Assemblée Nationale on 20 November 1953: “The real dilemma” was the situation
in which France had to choose between Europe and the Union Française, in other
words, between the “vocation européenne” and the “vocation mondiale”. In order
to find a solution to this dilemma, one had to start out from political reality, Bidault
argued. The ECSC had come into force. The EDC treaty was already signed. How-
ever, it was not a question to “federate” the nations and the states which possessed
a long history, but to “make them share” a common function. One had to consider
the different political situation, for example the division of Germany and the over-
seas responsibility of France. If one started from this reality, both the concept of a
“a federal system consisting of a government or an embryo of government of the
six countries”*, and the confederation model of the Gaullists could not meet this
reality, because the concept of a confederation would run against the ECSC and the
EDC. The true Europeans were “des constructeurs patients” [patient builders].69

Bidault intended to balance the European policy of his predecessor with strong na-
tionalistic thoughts and emotions. He saw the solution not in destroying the previ-
ous accomplishments, but in correcting their contents and reducing the speed of
European integration in favour of France.

Still, the kind of relationship that would link the Union Française to European union
was not yet clearly defined. In France, this resulted not taking a clear position on the in-
stitutional questions of the EPC. So the conference in The Hague again brought no re-

68. AN Papiers Bidault 42, Lettre du ministre de la France d’Outre-mer, Jacquinot à Laniel,
22.10.1953; AN Papiers Bidault 42, MAE, HA/MB, M. Schumann, Note pour le président,
6.11.1953, A.S. Communauté Européenne et TOM, Très Secret; AN Papiers Bidault 42, Postel-Vi-
mey (Directeur de la Caisse centrale des TOM), La France d’Outre-mer et la CPE, Projet de l’As-
semblée ad hoc et amendements de la Délégation française à la Conférence de Rome, 12.11.1953,
AN Papiers Bidault 42, Direction d’Afrique-Levant, S/D d’Afrique, Note sur les relations entre
l’Union Française et la CPE, 23.11.1953; AN Papiers Bidault 42, JDJ/LG, DGAP Direction
d’Afrique-Levant, S/D d’Afrique, Note sur les relations entre l’Union Française et la CPE,
6.1.1954.

69. Speech of Undersecretary of State M. Schumann as Bidault’s representative in the Assemblée Na-
tionale. Compte-rendu analytique officiel. 2ème séance du vendredi 20 nov. 1953, pp. 19-27
(These minutes are found in PAAA Büro Staatssekretäre 1949-1967, Bd. 59, pp. 16-46); AN
Papiers Bidault 38, Note, author and date unknown. The content indicates that the document for
the preparation of this speech was written in November 1953. The document is situated, however,
in the document series which was collected and kept for the conference of Rome in February 1952.
Therefore, this classification is false.
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sults, just like the earlier conferences. The six foreign ministers only set up an expert
committee. This committee went on working until the summer of 1954, when the EPC
project disappeared at the demise of the EDC in August 1954.

Conclusion

The French government was reserved and careful in its approach to political inte-
gration in 1952. After the replacement of the Pinay-Schuman government with that
of Mayer-Bidault, this caution became more obvious. The underlying cause was the
difficult problem of the Union Française: How could France harmonize the advanc-
ing European integration, which was mainly directed toward the monitoring of
Germany, with its world power position mainly based on retaining the colonial sys-
tem? Furthermore, this problem involved also the question of whether and how
France should appear as one of the world powers or whether it should act instead as
leader of the united Europe on the stage of world politics. France began to split
over these questions.

For Monnet and Schuman, a supranational status was necessary for the protec-
tion of a framework in which France and Germany would be reconciled and West
Germany could be sufficiently controlled. They did not lose sight of the risk that
the dominating role could be transferred to the Germans in a supranational commu-
nity, against which an equilibrium had to be maintained. This equilibrium was to be
constructed in the broader framework of an Atlantic community. According to
Monnet, France’s world power status could be ensured on the basis of a leading
role in the supranational European community. This conviction was derived from
the fact that, without a close co-operation with the U.S., France’s world power sta-
tus could not be secured. The United States pursued a world-wide anticommunist
strategy at that time, by co-operating closely with Great Britain mainly in the
non-European areas, and with France primarily in Europe. Schuman and Monnet
were ready to delegate a still larger part of sovereignty to the European communi-
ties than the Gaullists and the high-ranking civil servants at the Quai d’Orsay who
shared strong national feelings.

The opponents of Monnet-Schuman’s European policy regarded supranational
European integration as an insufficient framework to control the Germans. Rather,
they saw therein the possibility that France would eventually lose the dominant po-
sition in the European community to the advantage of the Germans. The Gaullists,
the majority of the top civil servants at the Quai d’Orsay and the EDC opponents
generally believed that the French world power position depended more on the Un-
ion Française than on Europe. In view of the crisis of the Union Française, and the
contrary attitude of America in colonial questions, they viewed Monnet’s suprana-
tional communities as a sellout of France’s national sovereignty and of its historical
world power status. Therefore, they demanded to give up the supranational con-
struction of the community in favour of a confederal construction. These opinions
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gained more influence on France’s European policy in 1953-1954 than previously
under Monnet and Schuman.

With his realistic European policy, Bidault intended to meet all French positions
on the question of European integration. He could not decide however which orien-
tation to give to French foreign policy, whether to give priority to the Union
Française or to European integration. He simply postponed taking a clear position
on this question for later.

Despite the careful attitude of the French government, it seemed that the EPC
would lead in the near future to a federation, a framework within which France’s
world power status could be dissolved. France was against the final stage of Euro-
pean supranational integration, which it expected in the EPC negotiations. In view
of this terrible prospect a number of people in France among those who had advo-
cated the ECSC and the EDC as monitoring control bodies over West Germany re-
coiled from European supranational integration. The original opponents of this
functional integration, like the Gaullists, affirmed this regression.

In conclusion, the fear that supranational European integration would break
down the Union Française played a great role in France’s rejection of the suprana-
tional construction of the EDC and the EPC. Thus the EPC project did not serve its
original purpose, the relief of the ratification of the EDC treaty, but proved only to
be a cumbersome burden for the ratification. France changed its attitude towards
the problem of the relationship between the Union Française and a supranational
European union two years later, during the EEC negotiations. At this time France
wanted to include its overseas territories in the community. This change in attitude
is of great importance for the success of the EEC negotiations.70

70. It is very interesting to study why France changed its position in such a short period. But this article
will not tackle this question.


