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This article challenges the idea that the Schuman Declaration of 9 May 1950 was a break
with ideologies of the past. It traces the political economy of the declaration from the interwar
to the post-war period. It reconstructs the conceptions of economics and politics that underlay
the proposal, tracing them back to the once influential corporatist and communitarian ‘third
way’ ideology. It then shows that the original intent of the declaration was nevertheless crushed
by a powerful dynamic of institutionalisation of transnational parliamentarianism. Thus, the
article demonstrates the effects of long-lasting cleavages on the institutionalisation of European
organisations.

9 May 1950 stands out as a foundational event, the birth of the ‘European
Community’. Every year, citizens of what is now the European Union (EU) are
thus invited to celebrate the anniversary.1 When polled, however, few of them seem
to be aware of what really happened on that specific Tuesday.

On 9 May 1950 the French Foreign Minister Robert Schuman proposed that
‘Franco-German production of coal and steel as a whole be placed under a common
High Authority, within the framework of an organisation open to participation of
the other countries of Europe’. This ‘economic community’ (and not ‘economic
system’ as the current official English translation puts it) was envisioned as ‘the leaven
from which may grow a wider and deeper community’, as well as the ‘first concrete
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1 ‘Europe Day’ was even listed among the ‘symbols’ of the EU by Article I-8 of the Treaty establishing
a Constitution for Europe. These symbols are now relegated to a separate Declaration annexed to the
final Act of the Intergovernmental Conference which adopted the Treaty of Lisbon. The declaration
has only been signed by sixteen out of twenty-eight member states.
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foundation of a European federation’.2 Through a series of measures, including
the modernisation of production and the levelling of market prices, it was planned
to gradually create the conditions that would ‘spontaneously provide for the more
rational distribution of production at the highest level of productivity’. According
to the proposal, decisions were to be taken by a High Authority that was to be
‘composed of independent persons appointed by the governments’. In contrast, the
declaration did not mention the three other institutions that came to characterise
the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) when it was created in 1951–2,
alongside the High Authority: a court, a council of ministers and a parliamentary
assembly (or, for that matter, some sort of parliamentary control) to check and balance
the power of the High Authority in charge of managing key sectors of the economy.

Over time, the Schuman Declaration became a focal point of efforts by EU
institutions to create a historical narrative of European integration, sometimes with a
little help from academics.3 As such, the date is quite a unique coincidence, although
not intended. It offers an opportunity to celebrate the anniversary of the birth of
Europe the day after having commemorated the end of the Second World War.
The 1950 declaration is usually described as a break with past wanderings and
mistakes that led to the catastrophe and as a starting point from which the ECSC,
the European Economic Community (EEC) created in 1957–8, if not ‘Europe’ as a
whole, developed.

This article challenges the idea that the Schuman Declaration opened up a
completely new path. As with every other ‘event’, 9 May 1950 can either be
considered negligible in long-term economic and social processes, or decisive in the
political sequence of early European construction, in brief as a vector of continuity or
change. The purpose of the article is not to come back to the existing historiography.4

Instead, it is to show that the short-term sequence of events in which the Schuman
Plan was embedded, and therefore the declaration itself, conceals one of the keys
to longer-term continuities regarding a very precise issue: the institutional design of
European organisations. First, it claims that the political economy (understood here
as the relationship between economics and politics through a specific institutional
design) of the Schuman Declaration was deeply rooted in the interwar corporatist
and communitarian ‘third way’ ideology. Then, it argues that the ‘plan’ was crushed
by the powerful dynamic of institutionalisation of transnational parliamentarianism
which had unfolded since the Congress of Europe at The Hague on 7–11 May 1948.
In other words, contrary to interpretations which regard the creation of the ECSC

2 ‘Texte de la déclaration du 9 mai 1950’, AMG 1/3/2, Fondation Jean Monnet pour l’Europe.
For the English translation see, for instance www.cvce.eu/en/obj/the_schuman_declaration_
paris_9_may_1950-en-9cc6ac38-32f5-4c0a-a337-9a8ae4d5740f.html (last visited 29 May 2016).

3 Antonin Cohen, ‘Le “père de l’Europe”. La construction sociale d’un récit des origines’, Actes de la
recherche en sciences sociales, 166–7, 1 (2007), 14–29.

4 It is not the aim of this article to discuss the existing literature in depth, for which the reader is invited
to refer to the introduction of the special issue. Many aspects of the Schuman Plan that are not touched
on here can nevertheless be found in: Andreas Wilkens, ed., Le Plan Schuman dans l’histoire. Intérêts
nationaux et projet européen (Brussels: Bruylant, 2004).
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as the result of a rational design, or even a rational choice, this article argues that the
genesis of the High Authority and the Common Assembly in the ECSC Treaty of
18 April 1951 is the result of contradictory logics of contending legitimacies.

For quite some time the literature on post-war European integration overlooked
networks and ideas that gained momentum during Nazi Occupation, for example in
Vichy France. Instead, it usually traced the origins of European integration back to the
resistance movements to Nazism.5 Since the end of the 1990s these somewhat hidden
legacies have been better explored.6 It sometimes feels, however, that this scholarship
fails to relate grand ideologies to more mundane questions of the institutional design
of European organisations. This article intends to explain how and to what extent
a set of ideas that were formalised before 1945 concretely influenced the course of
the negotiations of European organisations after 1945. This implies carving pieces
of a more complex and nuanced ideology out of the interwar period and pointing
to the moments and places where this ideology has been reformulated piece by
piece in post-war debates and discourses. There is a risk that specialists of both
European interwar ideologies and European post-war integration will be frustrated. I
nevertheless argue that looking across the Second World War is key to understanding
Europe’s would-be polity. The distribution of institutional power (seats, votes, rules,
etc.) invariably generates cleavages among contending elites, and the immediate post-
war period was one of the densest in the history of higher rule making at the national
and international level. Institutions therefore constituted a crucial issue per se. Finally,
the article illustrates that insofar as history can be ‘transnational’ it nevertheless must
be anchored in its constitutive national dimensions.

The first section of the article considers the national dimension of the Schuman
Declaration that primarily makes sense in the French context.7 It analyses the wording
of the declaration and the design of the institutional set-up of the High Authority.
The section traces the origins of the concept of ‘economic community’ and pays
particular attention to what the most influential French economist of the time,
François Perroux, called a ‘communitarian economy’. At the core of this concept were
two elements of institutional design: corporatist representation and expert arbitration.
The section then points to the broader network of actors that came to share the ideas
of the communitarian revolution as a specific branch of the National Revolution
during the Vichy regime. This network included the main drafters of the Schuman
Declaration, Paul Reuter and Pierre Uri, and many of the future leaders of the French
federalist movement. The section concludes by discussing the complex intricacies of

5 Most notably in Walter Lipgens and Wilfried Loth, eds., Documents on the History of European Integration,
1–4 vols. (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1985–91).

6 See, in particular, Dieter Gosewinkel, ed., Anti-liberal Europe: A Neglected Story of Europeanization (New
York: Berghahn, 2014); Christian Joerges and Navraj Singh Galeigh, eds., Darker Legacies of Law in
Europe: The Shadow of National Socialism and Fascism over Europe and its Legal Traditions (Oxford: Hart
Publishing, 2003); and the article of Leonard Laborie in this issue.

7 A recent overview of this context can be found in: Philip Nord, France’s New Deal: From the Thirties
to the Postwar Era (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010); and see Kiran Klaus Patel, The New
Deal: A Global History (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2016).
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resistance and collaboration in France which account for the continuities of ‘third way’
networks and ideas from the interwar to the post-war period, across the Vichy regime.

The second section analyses the transnational dimension of the Schuman
Declaration. It argues that the Schuman Plan and subsequent ECSC treaty has to be
understood as the product of transnational dynamics.8 The French proposal was a key
contribution to a larger debate over the institutional design of European organisations.
The origins of this transnational battle lay in the 1948 congress of The Hague where
a cleavage arose between elected members of national parliaments and non-elected
participants and, more generally, between parliamentarian and corporatist forms of
representation. During the debates politicians indeed felt compelled to reaffirm their
monopoly on political positions as well as political decision making that seemed to
be contested in the planned European organisation. Over the next three years this
became a key issue. It explains why the Schuman Declaration sounded a little odd in
not mentioning any sort of parliamentary control and that soon after a parliamentary
assembly was suggested to exert control over the High Authority. Thus, long-lasting
cleavages at the national level about the fate of parliamentarianism eventually became
institutionalised in separate institutions in different organisations at the international
level.

The article is based on previous research in a wide range of archives in Europe
and the United States, within which original documents on the drafters of the
Schuman Declaration were unearthed. These included the National Archives in
Paris, the Archives of the Fondation Jean Monnet pour l’Europe in Lausanne and
the Historical Archives of the European Union in Florence. In addition, it is based
on an exhaustive corpus of printed primary sources, mostly from the Bibliothèque
Nationale de France, in Paris. The research aimed at tracing the emergence, expansion
and signification of the notion of ‘community’ in third-way ideology, which implied
to identify authors writing under pseudonyms under the Vichy regime9. Community
is indeed a thread of Ariane to go back in time, from the post-war to the interwar
and back again.

States of Minds from Interwar to Post-War Europe

In his memoirs Jean Monnet claims that the term ‘European community’ was his
invention.10 So does Étienne Hirsch in his own recollections, with which Pierre Uri

8 Many complementary aspects of this transnational dimension are explored in Wolfram Kaiser, Brigitte
Leucht and Michael Gehler, eds., Transnational Networks in Regional Integration: Governing Europe 1945–
83 (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), in particular: Brigitte Leucht, ‘Expertise and the Creation
of a Constitutional Order for Core Europe: Transatlantic Policy Networks in the Schuman Plan
Negotiations’, 18–37.

9 The research originally unfolded for a PhD (1999), and thereafter in various publications, in particular:
De Vichy à la Communauté européenne (Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 2012) and ‘Le Plan
Schuman de Paul Reuter. Entre communauté nationale et fédération européenne’, Revue française de
science politique, 48, 5 (1998), 645–63.

10 Jean Monnet, Mémoires (Paris: Fayard, 1976), 379.
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concurs.11 At the same time Monnet identifies Paul Reuter as the true designer of
the High Authority.12 Uri agrees, although Hirsch does not seem to remember the
presence of Reuter before the final polishing of the text.13 In any case, the four men
together can be considered as the drafters of the declaration. At that time Monnet was
the head the French Planning Commissariat, Hirsch his deputy, Uri the economic
and financial advisor of the Commissariat and Reuter a law professor at the University
of Aix-en-Provence and legal advisor of the foreign ministry.

Before working together the four men had had very different trajectories. Monnet
and Hirsch came from the private sector. Hirsch worked his entire career at
Kuhlmann, a leading French chemical company. Monnet spent most of the interwar
period on Wall Street as an investment banker, although he had been a deputy
secretary general of the League of Nations between 1919 and 1923.14 Monnet and
Hirsch joined the Free French government in London and Algiers where Hirsch
worked as an advisor to Monnet, who was a member of the French Committee for
National Liberation. In contrast, Reuter and Uri came from the public sector. Uri
was a high school philosophy professor and Reuter a university law professor. Both
stayed in metropolitan France during the Occupation and both had an ambivalent
connection to the Vichy regime.

In 1941 Reuter became one of the leading professors of the École Nationale des
Cadres, located at Uriage, in the Alps. It was created by Marshal Pétain to teach the
leaders of the youth movements of the Vichy regime.15 At the same time he joined the
resistance movement Liberté, which was later merged in a broader movement called
Combat. Uri was expelled from the civil service as a result of the Statute on Jews –
something that he paradoxically recalled as an opportunity to embark on a doctorate
in economics. Nonetheless, he soon joined one of the new structures resulting from
the corporative reforms introduced by the Vichy regime to manage the economy: the
Committee for the Organisation of Brush-Making, Marquetry and Other Diverse
Industries (Comité d’organisation de la brosserie, tabletterie et industries diverses). For the
purpose of this article, however, their complicated personal experiences during the
occupation are not as central as the ideas they developed and expressed at this time.

At Uriage the teaching programme for 1942 was entirely dedicated to the notion
of ‘community’. In 1941 Marshal Pétain had proclaimed the so-called Principles
of Community as the cornerstone of the new regime, and the character of his
proclaimed National Revolution was commonly thought of as ‘communitarian’.
Accordingly, the teaching programme of the school included lectures on ‘work
communities’ (companies, professions), ‘blood community’ (the family) and ‘national

11 Étienne Hirsch, Ainsi va la vie (Lausanne: Centre de recherches européennes, 1988), 109; Pierre Uri,
Penser pour l’action. Un fondateur de l’Europe (Paris: Odile Jacob, 1991), 84.

12 Monnet, Mémoires, 352.
13 Uri, Penser, 79; Hirsch, Ainsi, 103.
14 Eric Roussel, Jean Monnet 1888-1979 (Paris: Fayard, 1996); and see Philippe Mioche, ‘Jean Monnet,

homme d’affaires à la lumière de nouvelles archives’, Parlement[s], 3 (2007), 55–72.
15 Bernard Comte, Une utopie combattante. L’École des cadres d’Uriage, 1940–1942 (Paris: Fayard, 1991).
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community’.16 It amounted to a communitarian declension of the regime’s motto:
‘Work, Family, Fatherland’. The teaching programme was the brainchild of Reuter’s,
together with Hubert Beuve-Méry, who later became the founder of the daily
newspaper Le Monde. Reuter himself taught the introduction to different parts of the
programme.17 More particularly, he was personally in charge of the lectures on the
‘European community’.

In these lectures Reuter expressed the idea that ‘Europe must be constructed as
a unity through both political and economic federalism’, which will ‘deprive the
states of their sovereignty’.18 For him, this implied the creation of a federal budget,
federal armed forces, European civil services and European supreme courts, as well
as the unification of legislations, the abolition of customs and so forth.19 As he put
it in a pamphlet published at Uriage in 1942: ‘most European states are absolutely
incapable of being self-sufficient and need economic unification, which is essential
for their prosperity. This economic unification must be done taking into account the
requirements of an economy that is integrally human. It thus implies a beginning of
political federalism amongst these states.’20

Uri gave lectures and published articles on the same topic, for example on the
much debated issue of the agreements and differences between ‘Community and
Communism’, but, like many during the occupation, not under his real name.
Amongst these was a short chapter on economic competition in modern markets.
Referring to the example of those two sectors that less than a decade later would
form the core of the ECSC, i.e. coal and steel, which he characterised as a ‘bilateral
monopoly’, Uri concluded that competition does not exist in modern markets unless
the state organises it, given the tendency towards monopoly of modern industries.21

Cartels and trusts were indeed a common preoccupation of Reuter and Uri. Both
believed that they should be regulated in what they advocated as a ‘communitarian
economy’.

Reuter and Uri were heavily influenced by François Perroux. A professor
at the Law Faculty of Paris, Perroux introduced foreign economists like Joseph
Schumpeter and Ludwig von Mises to French political economy. He himself sought
to reconcile the communitarian philosophy of Christian thinkers with the corporatist
doctrine of fascist theorists. The revolution Perroux advocated in the 1930s was
communitarian and corporatist, personalist and federalist, a French version of the
third way between socialism and liberalism, through the conciliation of economic
planning and market forces and reconciliation of the national and the social, aiming

16 Unless otherwise stated, all translations from the French in what follows are my own.
17 Comte, Uriage, 574-5.
18 ‘Billet de cycle’ (‘Cahiers de cycles 9 à 19’), 102 J 101, Archives des Écoles des cadres d’Uriage, Archives

départementales de l’Isère, Grenoble.
19 ‘Cultures propres et civilisation communautaire’ (‘Cahiers de cycles 9 à 19’), 102 J 101, Archives

départementales de l’Isère.
20 Paul Reuter, Les trusts (Uriage: École nationale des cadres d’Uriage, coll. ‘Le Chef et ses jeunes’, 14,

no date [1942]), 76.
21 Jean Méray, ‘Les formes du marché et l’équilibre’, in Henri Noyelle et al., eds, L’économie sans abondance

(Paris: Cerf, 1943), 102–28.
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at the ‘integration of the proletariat into the nation’. The objectives were indeed the
achievement of ‘class collaboration’ in a working community (communauté de travail),
and the accomplishment of the human person (personne humaine).22 In short, Perroux
synthesised ideas that had been virulent in third way networks for quite some time
and made them coherent with a specific economic structure, in which social interests
would be represented.

The issue of social versus political representation indeed reaches back to the
institutionalisation of parliamentarianism. By the first decades of the twentieth
century schemes of corporatist alternatives to parliamentarianism had spread all over
Europe, in authoritarian regimes like Italy and Germany but also in democratic
countries like France and the United Kingdom, pushing some to prophesy that it
would be the ‘century of corporatism’.23 In fact, the notion that societal interests
should be represented in an organised way, and that this was crucial to democracy,
was to some extent legitimised by the Versailles Treaty, Part XIII. This created the
International Labour Organization, discussed by Lorenzo Mechi in his article in
this special issue, which included a General Conference of Representatives of the
Members to be composed, on an equal basis, of four delegates per state, ‘of whom
two shall be Government delegates and the two others shall be Delegates representing
respectively the employers and the workpeople’, and this according to the principle
of the ‘most representative’ organisations (Article 389).

In France, where corporatism eventually triumphed with the Vichy regime and
its Charte du Travail,24 the confrontation between parliamentary and corporatist
conceptions dated from the restoration of the Republic in the late 1870s, if not the
French Revolution in the late eighteenth century.25 By the end of the nineteenth
century in any case, corporatist representation was vividly debated.26 Some, like
the prominent republican law professor Adhémar Esmein, thought that national
sovereignty excluded the possibility of the representation of social interests of any
kind. Others like the royalist Marquis de La Tour du Pin, a member of the Action
française, believed that corporatism was co-constitutive for a Christian social order.
In any case, political parties and trade unions were only established at the end of
the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth century, and official employers’
unions only after the First World War. The first experiment with institutionalised

22 See in particular: François Perroux, Capitalisme et communauté de travail (Paris: Sirey, 1938).
23 Mihaïl Manoïlesco cited in Philip C. Schmitter, ‘Still the Century of Corporatism?’, The Review

of Politics, 36, 1 (1974), 85–131. For a general comparative genealogy of corporatism, see Howard J.
Wiarda, Corporatism and Comparative Politics: The Other Great ‘Ism’ (Armonk: Sharpe, 1997); see also
L. P. Carpenter, ‘Corporatism in Britain, 1930–45’, Journal of Contemporary History, 11, 1 (1976), 3–25;
Leo Panitch, ‘The Development of Corporatism in Liberal Democracies’, Comparative Political Studies,
10, 1 (1977), 61–90.

24 See Jean-Pierre Le Crom, Syndicats, nous voilà! Vichy et le corporatisme (Paris: Les Éditions de l’Atelier,
1995).

25 Pierre Rosanvallon, Le peuple introuvable. Histoire de la représentation démocratique en France (Paris:
Gallimard, 1998); Steven L. Kaplan and Philippe Minard, eds., La France, malade du corporatisme ?
XVIIIe–XXe siècles (Paris: Belin, 2004).

26 The following paragraph owes very much to Alain Chatriot, La démocratie sociale à la française.
L’expérience du Conseil national économique 1924–1940 (Paris: La Découverte, 2002).
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interest representation dated from 1925 with the creation of the National Economic
Council.

At that time many loathed parliamentarianism and saw it as a lesser or greater evil,
attitudes that contributed to the demise of liberal democracy in many European
countries in the interwar period.27 Where the parliamentary system continued
to exist as in France, parliamentarianism was under constant attack by all sorts
of movements. Alternatives to parliamentary democracy were scarce, however,
beyond the widespread call for the restoration of authority and strong leadership.
Admittedly, third way supporters (including some of the future leaders of La
Fédération) had monarchist inclinations and wanted to call back the heir of the
crown from exile,28 while others hoped for a charismatic leader of more plebeian
background.29 Most of them nevertheless found common ground on an alternative
form of representativeness, to embody the various social and economic forces in
an institutionalised form. This could be done either in hierarchies of corporations
where workers and employers would collaborate under the mediation of ‘experts’, or
in corporative assemblies where regions, professions, associations, churches, societies
and companies, as well as families, would either replace the elected parliament or
at least become a second house. In both cases, unions and parties would have to
disappear.30 Perroux became a leading protagonist of this approach.

These third way networks had emerged at the end of the 1920s and in the
early 1930s under the combined impact of the rise of the Communist Party, the
condemnation of the Action française by the Vatican, the stock market crash of 1929
and the rise to power of Benito Mussolini and Adolf Hitler. Various social circles
connected those young men in their thirties, who came from all walks of life but were
most frequently intellectual bohemians, and who were united by a set of powerful
beliefs which they soon expounded in all sorts of movements and journals.31 Equally

27 See, in particular, Dirk Berg-Schlosser and Jeremy Mitchell, eds., Authoritarianism and Democracy in
Europe, 1919–1939: Comparative Analysis (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002); Juan Linz, Totalitarian
and Authoritarian Regimes (Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2000).

28 Bruno Goyet, Henri d’Orléans, comte de Paris (1908–1999). Le prince impossible (Paris: Odile Jacob, 2001).
29 Philippe Burrin, La dérive fasciste. Doriot, Déat, Bergery (1933–1945) (Paris: Le Seuil, 1986).
30 For more details on corporatist arrangements, all advocating for ‘an institutional relationship between

the systems of authoritative decision making and interest representation’, but in a wide array of
practical solutions, see, in particular, Schmitter, ‘Still the Century’, 88. Although Schmitter admits
that a ‘definition’ of corporatism is nowhere to be found in the empirical world, he usefully gives one:
‘corporatism can be defined as a system of interest representation in which the constituent units are
organized into a limited number of singular, compulsory, noncompetitive, hierarchically ordered and
functionally differentiated categories, recognized or licensed (if not created) by the state and granted
a deliberate representation monopoly within their respective categories in exchange for observing
certain controls on their selection of leaders and articulation of demands and supports’. Like most
other ‘great “Ism”’, however, corporatism was more ‘like a label placed on a whole batch of bottles
which are then distributed among diverse producers each of whom fills them with the drink of his
choice’ (Auguste Murat cited in ‘Still the Century’, 88, and definition, 93–4).

31 See, in particular, Jean-Louis Loubet Del Bayle, Les non-conformistes des années 30. Une tentative de
renouvellement de la pensée politique française (Paris: Le Seuil, 1969); Zeev Sternhell, Neither Right nor Left:
Fascist Ideology in France (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996); Olivier Dard, Le rendez-vous
manqué des relèves des années 30 (Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 2002).
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opposed to capitalism and communism, liberalism and socialism, individualism and
collectivism, nationalism and internationalism, they argued that third way solutions
were necessary: personalism and communitarianism in social terms and corporatism
and federalism in institutional terms.

Amongst these intellectuals Alexandre Marc and Emmanuel Mounier developed
much of the personalist and communitarian glossary, although who invented what and
when has been much debated.32 Against modern forms of society their philosophy
pleaded for the return to tradition and community, where the person could
finally blossom. Theirs was a conservative revolution, not fundamentally different
as an intellectual construct from the German variant that they often regarded as
precursory.33 In fact, Marc was much inspired by left-wing national socialism in
Germany, where he often travelled. Mounier in his turn inspired the movement
Communauté in Belgium, where he lived for some time.34 Channels of transnational
circulation of third way ideas were numerous. Thus, Perroux travelled to Berlin in
1935 and came back enthused by the various forms of ‘community’ promoted by the
Nazi regime, in particular in the workplace (the Betriebsgemeinschaft), although he was
a little sceptical about its racist undertones.35

Frequently writing for Esprit, the journal founded by Mounier,36 Perroux provided
the personalist and communitarian philosophy with concrete economic meaning,
through the successive publications of Capitalisme et communauté de travail (1938), a
journey through the Europe of corporatism, and Communauté (1942), two landmark
publications which gave him a wide and long-lasting readership and audience.37

When Esprit was finally censored by the Vichy regime in 1941, Perroux took the
torch deep into the National Revolution with a new journal, La Communauté française
(The French Community): ‘National Revolution, said the Marshal. Our community
will help’.38 In the first issue, entitled ‘Community and Society’, Uri published an
article on the ‘Measure of Community’ (signed with an anagram of his surname),
that was instantly praised by Reuter in Jeunesse France, the journal of Uriage.

By 1943 third way networks and ideas had become so influential in Vichy France
that the time seemed to have come for a synthesis of the ‘communitarian revolution’.
In April a huge meeting was held at Mont-Dore, under the patronage of Pétain.
Representatives of the Marshall were present, as well as those of the German Embassy
and, of course, most of the leaders of the communitarian movements created before

32 John Hellman, Emmanuel Mounier and the New Catholic Left, 1930–1950 (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1981); The Communitarian Third Way: Alexandre Marc and Ordre Nouveau, 1930–2000 (Montreal:
McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2002).

33 See, in particular, Peter Gay, Weimar Culture: The Outsider as Insider (London: Secer & Warburg, 1969).
34 Geneviève Duchenne, Esquisses d’une Europe nouvelle. L’européisme dans la Belgique de l’entre-deux-guerres

(1919–1939) (Bern: Peter Lang, 2008).
35 François Perroux, Des mythes hitlériens à l’Europe allemande (Paris: Librairie générale de droit et de

jurisprudence, 1940), 51.
36 Michel Winock, ‘Esprit’. Des intellectuels dans la cité (1930–1950) (Paris: Le Seuil, 1975).
37 François Perroux, Communauté (Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 1942).
38 Francois Perroux and Remy Prieur, ‘Communauté et société’, La Communauté française: Cahiers d’études

communautaires, I (Presses universitaires de France: 1941), 1.
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or during the Occupation. The meeting once more evoked the idea of a European
community:

Europe is a group of nations which could form a community that is only virtual today. We want
to establish its institutions and its means of existence. Every community requires a set of mutual
obligations. The institutions in question are only viable if the states forming the community
voluntarily delegate a part of their sovereignty – not to a state which would exert hegemony – but
to a communitarian order made concrete by federal institutions.39

Triumphant as it was, the communitarian ideology was nevertheless in a fragile
position. From 1940 to the end of 1942 the different factions of the regime fiercely
competed with each other over the ultimate goal and intermediate means of the
National Revolution – with the fascist-totalitarian wing moving towards a deeper
collaboration and the personalist-communitarian wing towards a stronger resistance.
Even before Esprit was censored, Mounier imprisoned and Uriage closed down,
part of the third way networks had in fact joined resistance movements, carrying
the communitarian ideology in their intellectual luggage. This is particularly true
of Combat, headed by Henri Frenay (later to become a leader of the European
Movement), who recruited amongst the leaders of Uriage.40 Not everyone joined
the resistance. In fact, that some did and others did not is central to understanding
the survival of the third way beyond the Vichy regime.

La Fédération, the first and main federalist movement in France, is an interesting
case in point. It is best known for the prominent intellectuals who joined its
ranks, including Marc, Robert Aron and Denis de Rougemont. All three had been
significant figures of the third way in the 1930s and continued to play that role in
the European Union of Federalists after 1945. However, La Fédération was created
in 1944 by Jacques Bassot and André Voisin [Bourgeois], both rather obscure, yet
very active, figures. Indeed, most members of La Fédération came from the Institut
d’Études Corporatives et Sociales, headed by Maurice Bouvier-Ajam until 1944 and
supported by Marshal Pétain.41 In 1949 intelligence officers of the French police
summarised their backgrounds quite correctly:

In the beginning, La Fédération grouped together members mostly coming from the monarchist
movements or the former PSF [Parti Social Français].42 Besides, its doctrine is impregnated with
corporatism and anti-parliamentarianism, under the impulse of its leader André Voisin, ex-secretary
of the Count of Paris. In certain respects, La Fédération could appear to be, in 1946, a means of
propaganda of the Action Française, but its orientation has been clarified since then: relegating the
Maurrassian ideology to the background, it is dedicated to the pursuit of the objectives defined in
its statutes whilst remaining distinctly anti-communist.43

39 Vers la Révolution communautaire (Paris: Sequana, 1943), 130–1.
40 Robert Belot, Henri Frenay. De la Résistance à l’Europe (Paris: Le Seuil, 2003).
41 Steven L. Kaplan, ‘Un laboratoire de la doctrine corporatiste sous le régime de Vichy: l’Institut

d’études corporatives et sociales’, Le Mouvement social, 195, 2 (2001), 35–77.
42 The French Social Party (Parti Social Français), created in 1936, was one of the two French home-grown

fascist parties.
43 ‘L’Union européenne et l’action fédéraliste’, May 1949, F715591, Renseignements généraux:

Documentation (1940–1973), Police générale, Archives Nationales, Paris.
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Thus, to make a long story short, on winding roads and over misty crossroads, third
way networks and their ideas travelled from the 1930s to the 1950s across the Vichy
regime, bringing along with them the personalist and communitarian, corporatist and
federalist ideology in sometimes unrecognisable pieces from the 1943 Mont Dore
conference to the congress of Europe at The Hague in 1948. These transnational
venues indeed offered unexpected opportunities for third way supporters to express
their old-time ideas, even when the agenda was apparently completely different.

The purpose of the next section is therefore to analyse, in a reverse angle, the
transnational dynamics into which these ideas where tentatively infused, and point at
their impact on the institutional design of post-war European organisations.

A Parliament Beyond Nation States

The Congress of Europe at The Hague was a defining moment in the early history
of post-war European construction.44 From an institutional perspective participants
mainly debated the creation of a transnational assembly. Speaking on behalf of
the International Coordinating Committee of the Movements for European Unity
(ICCMEU), René Courtin, a professor of Economics at the Law Faculty of Paris
and rapporteur for drafting the political committee’s final resolution, summarised the
stakes of the deliberations:

This assembly would be appointed by the different national parliaments, on the basis of one delegate
per million inhabitants, and I should add that we reckoned it would be advantageous if this European
delegation were of a mixed structure, that is to say that it would include members of parliament,
who would be the only ones having sufficient political authority, and individuals not attached to
a parliament, elected by the parliaments but having no other special obligations in their countries,
which would leave them absolutely free so they could, consequently, deal with the solution of the
many technical problems that would be brought to them.45

During the debates the Union des fédéralistes français, emanating from La
Fédération, tried to advocate the idea that the future European assembly should
not solely rest on universal suffrage and parliamentary representation, but also on a
socio-professional representation:

If you want an assembly that truly represents the countries you have to integrate the living forces of
those countries and not only the political parties. It is for that reason and for that purpose only that
we request that the governments of Europe call together, within six months, a European assembly
of members elected by the parliaments of the participating nations, but also by the representatives
of different professional trade unions, cultural and social organisations, etc., it being understood
that these representatives are freely chosen by these organisations themselves. It has been claimed
that such a suggestion is a return to corporatism and even fascism. One really has to know very

44 See Jean-Michel Guieu, Christophe Le Dréau, eds., Le ‘Congrès de l’Europe’ à La Haye (1948–2008)
(Brussels: P.I.E. Peter Lang, 2009).

45 Conseil de l’Europe, Congrès de l’Europe. La Haye, 7–11 mai 1948 (Strasbourg: Éditions du Conseil de
l’Europe, 1999), 49.
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little about federalism to assimilate it to fascism or corporatism, which are two absolutely different
views.46

Members of Parliaments were nevertheless sceptical. The French André Noël, a
deputy for the Christian democratic Mouvement Républicain Populaire (MRP),
questioned the arbitrary nature of such a ‘doctrine’ that, in his view, ‘has always been
associated with corporatist regimes’.47 For most parliamentarians, the key issue was
indeed that of sovereignty: not so much understood as national sovereignty than as
popular sovereignty.

Therefore, whilst this controversy may seem to have been limited to French
representatives at The Hague, it encapsulated a much larger cleavage between
members of business, trade union and intellectual elites, dominant amongst the
federalists, who demanded some form of representation from different social groups,
and members of national parliaments, who felt that the source of legitimacy should
ultimately rest on popular sovereignty expressed through universal suffrage. One of
the key struggles from the interwar period thus re-emerged in an unexpected way
post-war: the fate of parliamentarianism, but this time as a transnational institution.

After 1945 people who came to be known as ‘integral federalists’ strongly
advocated for corporatist representation at the supranational level. It was a mixed and
heterogeneous group influenced inter alia by the interwar Action française, Christian
socialism and fascist social thought and experiments, as well as communitarian and
personalist philosophy and cross-sectional concepts of a corporatist political economy.
This ideology pervaded the French dominated European Union of Federalists as one
of several constituent groups in the European Movement created in 1948–9 after The
Hague. In a draft ‘Declaration of Human and Community Rights’ he submitted to the
cultural committee of the Congress, Alexandre Marc even thought of a supreme court
including a corporatist representation of ‘religious, cultural and social corporations’.48

Against all odds, Louis Salleron, a leader of the Peasant Corporation during the Vichy
regime, backed the motion enthusiastically.

The eminent international law professor George Scelle, one of the inspirers of the
National Economic Council before the war and a delegate at The Hague after the
war, had argued in 1943 that ‘corporatism is federalism’ in the journal of the Institut
d’Études Corporatives et Sociales: ‘one cannot conceive of the corporatist legal
order without a dominating state-controlled legal order. Going a little bit further,
we even think that neither can be conceived without an international legal order
that dominates and coordinates both through its federalist achievement.’49 From this
perspective, the deeper meaning of the Uriage programme and the conclusions at
the Mont Dore conference therefore laid in the notion that regions, corporations,
professions and companies are all institutional expressions of ‘authentic’ communities

46 Idem, 92.
47 Idem, 98–9.
48 ‘Déclaration des droits de l’homme et des communautés soumise au Congrès européen’, May 1948,

AM-230, Fonds Alexandre Marc, Historical Archives of the European Union (HAEU), Florence.
49 Georges Scelle, ‘Corporatisme, ordre juridique, fédéralisme’, Cahiers de travaux, 1 (1943), 7, 6.
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that should remain autonomous but could only be concretely organised through a
hierarchical federation beyond the nation state in a European Community.

Arguably, few people really cared about the deeper meaning and historical roots
of all the proposals that the federalists propagated and disseminated in transnational
circles after the Second World War. But the federalists had something else to offer
to leaders invested in these transnational circles, who came from all walks of life
including academia, the churches and trade unions, but especially the corporate
world:50 an institutional design to legitimise the claim that they, vested interests,
should be represented at the supranational level if any kind of institution was to be
created. Thus, the two logics became intertwined: the different views of ideologues
and of businessmen found common ground. This convergence of sorts helped create a
powerful coalition in early European integration for creating a supranational assembly
that could satisfy the interests of all – including federalists and leaders of the various
social forces, as well as politicians who claimed to be the only legitimate expression
of universal suffrage. This would be an assembly with a ‘mixed structure’ as it was
negotiated and proposed by the nascent European Movement at The Hague.

The cleavage and compromise reached at The Hague over forms of representation
at the supranational level are critical for understanding the subsequent dynamics. One
year after the congress, in May 1949, the Statute of the Council of Europe (CoE)
was signed in London. During the negotiations, which mainly took place in the
intergovernmental framework of the Western Union (WU), created by a Treaty signed
in Brussels on 17 March 1948 and entered into force on 28 August 1948, the ICCMEU
kept knocking on the door of ambassadors and ministers for ‘non-parliamentary’
representation. On 18 August, before the negotiations even started, the ICCMEU
demanded that the statute itself be drafted by a ‘conference’ made of delegates
‘chosen indistinctly among members of parliaments or outside parliamentary circles’,
and again on 29 September, that this conference be convened by ‘the independent
organisations that campaign for European unity’.51 It raised strong reservations
inside the Consultative Council of the WU, which instead created a more modest
Committee for the Study of European Unity.52 Federalists had been completely
marginalised.53 Inside the Committee various options were debated regarding the
would-be ‘European Consultative Assembly’, but the idea that ‘the members of the
Assembly shall be chosen by the various European legislative chambers’ prevailed,
parliaments being of course sovereign to send non-parliamentary delegates depending
on their own constitutions.54 On 28 February 1949 the ICCMEU insisted that,

50 See, in this regard, Laurence Badel, Un milieu libéral et européen: Le grand commerce français 1925–1948
(Paris: Comité pour l’histoire économique et financière, 1999).

51 Ugo Leone, Le origini diplomatiche del Consiglio d’Europa (Milano: Dott. A. Giuffrè Editore, 1966), 25,
39; and see Peter Švik, ‘Early European Summittry and the Making of the Council of Europe’, Journal
of European Integration History, 22, 1 (2016), 107–23.

52 Idem, 51–6.
53 Lubor Jílek, ‘Projets d’Assemblée européenne en 1946–1948: rôle des associations militantes’, in

Marie-Thérère Bitsch, ed., Jalons pour une histoire du Conseil de l’Europe (Bern: Peter Lang, 1997),
17–37.

54 Leone, Origini, 93.
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in that case, the delegates should be designated ‘in such a way that all living
forces of each country shall be represented’, and that it was ‘highly desirable that
each national representation shall be comprised of both parliamentary and non-
parliamentary elements’. On 6 April and 3 May they reiterated: ‘so that each national
delegation adequately represent the living forces of its country, it must be comprised
not only of political leaders but also of eminent personalities from the economic and
spiritual life of the nation. As a result, the selection cannot be limited to the sole
parliamentarians.’55

Memorandums and Declarations could not help. The rather convoluted
compromise of national parliaments sending delegates chosen inside and outside
houses to represent their country in a transnational assembly did not even pass the
test of the ambassadors, less so of the ministers, in the two successive conferences
of March–April and April–May. Article 25 of the Statute indeed stipulated that
the Consultative Assembly would consist of representatives of the member states
‘appointed in such a manner as the Government of that Member shall decide’, still
letting a narrow door open to a mixed representation. From the point of view of
integral federalists, however, the first session of the Consultative Assembly in August
1949 was disappointing. Contrary to what had been debated at The Hague and to the
(rather ambiguous) letter of the Statute, the Consultative Assembly was exclusively
composed of members of national parliaments. This was a source of disillusionment
for integral federalists, but also for organised business and trade unions.

There it was, however: for the first time in the life of nations, a transnational
assembly had been designated by national parliaments through indirect, if imperfect,
universal suffrage. Although the creation of the Consultative Assembly was thereafter
minimised, it was unprecedented in history. More so, it clearly resulted from the
sequence of negotiations that if the WU was to ever become a proper ‘organisation’,
which it was not, and the Organisation for European Economic Co-operation
(OEEC) to become permanent, after the European Recovery Program would have
come to an end in 1952, the CoE would be the appropriate forum to review
the activities of ‘ministers’ and ‘technicians’: any ‘supranational authority’ should
therefore be made accountable. The Schuman Declaration devised by Monnet and
his co-drafters should be read against this specific background.

To a large extent the French Planning Commissariat with Monnet and Hirsch
at the helm thrived on third way networks and ideas. Building on the experience
of the Vichy regime, as well as of British war economy, the Planning Commissariat
was set up in 1946.56 Its main goals were to bring together employers and workers
and to get the forces of production (whose representatives were actually co-opted
in the commissions of the Commissariat) to collaborate under the mediation of
experts. Moreover, after the liberation the new French government initially had to

55 Idem, 151, 157.
56 See, in particular, Richard F. Kuisel, ‘Vichy et les origines de la planification économique (1940–

1946)’, Le Mouvement social, 98 (1977), 77–101; and more generally his Capitalism and the State in
Modern France: Renovation and Economic Management in the Twentieth Century (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1981).
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rely quite heavily on experts and civil servants who had in one way or another
served the Vichy regime. The continuity in administrative structures and personnel is
impressive.57 Most members of Monnet’s entourage had profiles from the grey zone
of French wartime politics. They included the demographer Alfred Sauvy, a former
member of various study committees created by the Vichy regime and a participant
at the Mont Dore, with whom Monnet created the Planning Commissariat; the law
professor Maurice Duverger, a former member of the Parti Populaire Français58 and
a contributor to the Institut d’Études Corporatives et Sociales, with whom Monnet
tried to reform the institutions of the Fourth Republic; and the state councillor
Maurice Lagrange, a drafter of the Statute on Jews, with whom Monnet drew up the
ECSC Treaty.

Whereas Monnet and Hirsch were strongly opposed to collaboration and
immediately joined the Free French, the Planning Commissariat nevertheless
inherited much from the Vichy regime. And whilst Monnet never endorsed the
corporatist version of the third way, he nevertheless shared the idea that the
management of the market should not be left to parliamentary chattering. Both
men were convinced that representatives of business should have a say in economic
planning, possibly even in legislation. In 1940, for instance, Hirsch advocated the
creation of a Senate that would represent ‘professional and economic interests’ elected
by employers and workers’ organisations, chambers of agriculture and commerce and
intellectual and liberal professions (engineers, public servants, lawyers, physicians and
academics).59 To him, ‘a state with purely political assemblies cannot efficiently exert
its economic functions’.60

The Schuman Declaration of 9 May 1950 is usually read and interpreted outside
of this context. At both the economic and institutional levels the suggested measures
were typical of the ‘organised economy’ that Perroux advocated and Monnet put
in practice with the Planning Commissariat. The idea was to create an ‘economic
community’ with a ‘high authority’ to be ‘composed of independent persons’ to
pool and manage the coal and steel markets. What the declaration did not explicitly
state was even more important: the absence of any sort of procedure for national
parliaments or a transnational assembly, like the Consultative Assembly of the CoE,
to check the High Authority in the original design for the proposed ECSC.

Starting the next day, on 10 May 1950, however, the original intent behind the
declaration was confronted with the powerful dynamic set in motion long before –
the same dynamic that had already crushed the idea of a mixed structure assembly
proposed at The Hague. In the few days following the publication of the Schuman

57 A key point made by Robert O. Paxton, Vichy France: Old Guard, New Order 1940–1944 (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1972).

58 The French Popular Party (Parti Populaire Français), also created in 1936, was the other French home-
grown fascist party.

59 ‘Réflexions sur le régime politique de la France’, 23 Dec. 1940 (‘Travaux des commissions pour l’Étude
des problèmes d’après-guerre, d’ordre juridique et intellectuel: section de la réforme de l’État’), EH-3,
Fonds Étienne Hirsch, HAEU.

60 ‘Note annexe d’H. Bernard’, 31 Aug. 1942, EH-2, HAEU.
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Plan, politicians and diplomats claimed their monopoly over politico-bureaucratic
decision making procedures. Before the negotiation even started, French ambassadors
to Brussels and The Hague reported that, in the view of foreign leaders, democratic
control of some sort should be created.61 Sir Oliver Harvey, the British Ambassador to
France, mocked the proposed ‘supra-national Authority controlled by supermen’.62

In view of mounting criticism Monnet quickly had to make concessions. On the day
of the opening of the negotiations in Paris on 20 June 1950 he therefore announced
the creation of an ‘interparliamentary common assembly’, with very limited powers,
to review once a year the annual report of the High Authority so as to ensure
some sort of ‘democratic control’.63 The British Prime Minister Clement Attlee
nevertheless expressed his concerns in the House of Commons: ‘we on this side
are not prepared to accept the principle that the most vital economic forces of this
country should be handed over to an authority that is utterly undemocratic and is
responsible to nobody.’64

During the the ECSC treaty negotiations the issue was raised over and over again.65

The outcome of the negotiations marked a stalemate between conflicting conceptions
of the respective roles of ministers, bureaucrats, experts and parliamentarians in the
decision making process. On 18 April 1951 the ECSC Treaty created a Special
Council of Ministers and a Common Assembly. Even if the assembly remained
marginal, both organs were strongholds of existing political elites. But the ECSC
Treaty also established a High Authority in line with the original intention, as well
as a Consultative Committee comprised of representatives of the producers and
workers designated by the Council of Ministers on a list drawn up by business and
labour organisations – something that, as Wolfram Kaiser shows in his article in

61 Anne Boerger-de Smedt, ‘Aux origines de l’Union européenne: la genèse des institutions
communautaires (C.E.C.A., C.E.D., C.E.E. et EURATOM). Un équilibre fragile entre l’idéal
européen et les intérêts nationaux, vol. 1: La C.E.C.A., première expérience supranationale’, Ph.D.
thesis, Liège University, 1996 ; and see ‘Negotiating the Foundations of European Law, 1940–57: The
Legal History of the Treaties of Paris and Rome’, Contemporary European History, 21, 3 (2012), 339–56.

62 ‘French proposals for pooling Western European heavy industry: A Review of the Preliminary
Discussions’, Sir Olivier Harvey to Mr. Younger, no. 343 Confidential, 6 June 1950, available at
www.cvce.eu/en/obj/note_from_oliver_harvey_on_the_united_kingdom_s_absence_from_the_
negotiations_on_the_schuman_plan_london_6_june_1950-en-69254314-4b85-43ef-85fb-
fb5de0353e49.html (last visited 29 May 2016).

63 ‘Compte rendu de l’exposé de Jean Monnet à l’ouverture de la conférence sur le Plan Schuman’,
Agence France-Presse, 21 June 1950, available at www.cvce.eu/en/obj/summary_record_of_the_
address_given_by_jean_monnet_at_the_opening_of_the_conference_on_the_schuman_plan_paris_
21_june_1950-en-d07ed6bc-e22e-4ea1-8e19-613f102f1ec5.html (last visited 29 May 2016).

64 Prime Minister Clement Attlee responding to Winston Churchill in Hansard, Parliamentary
Debates, 476 House of Commons Debates, cols. 2161–81, 2169, 27 June 1950, available at
http://hansard.millbanksystems.com/commons/1950/jun/27/schuman-plan-1 (last visited 29 May
2016).

65 Berthold Rittberger, ‘Which Institutions for Post-War Europe? Explaining the Institutional Design
of Europe’s First Community’, Journal of European Public Policy, 8, 5 (2001), 673–708, here 674; ‘The
Historical Origins of the EU’s System of Representation’, Journal of European Public Policy, 16, 1 (2009),
43–61.
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this special issue, mattered for policy-making outcomes in the ECSC.66 Another
feature remained: this was not a mere ‘Union’ or ‘Council’ or ‘Organisation’ or
‘Association’ – all options that had been debated so far and ultimately became the
birth name of existing transnational settings – but a ‘Community’, a ‘European
Community’.

Meanwhile the federalists opened up another front. After the second session of the
Consultative Assembly of the CoE, representatives of European Union of Federalists,
of the Socialist Movement for the United States of Europe and of the Nouvelles
Équipes Internationales, with the financial support of the American Committee on
United Europe (ACUE), called for the creation of a European Council of Vigilance.
The aim, as it was expounded to William Donovan, Allen Dulles, Thomas Braden
and the likes during a meeting of the executive committee of the ACUE, was for
the European Council of Vigilance to be recognised as the upper house of the
Consultative Assembly, comprising the same number of delegates but ‘selected from
prominent political, social, and economic leaders outside the official delegates to the
Council of Europe’.67

Thus, on November 1950 the European Council of Vigilance, also called the
Council of European Peoples, met at the Orangery in Strasbourg.68 It comprised
representatives of political, intellectual, economic and trade union sectors. In his
opening speech the president of the assembly, Fernand Dehousse, stressed the very
reason why it was convened in lamenting that ‘governments made an error the day the
interpreted Article 25 [of the Statute of London] as to only send to the Consultative
Assembly of the Council of Europe deputies and senators of the member states’.69

Applause broke out. But it was a swan song. After that, the European Council of
Vigilance never met again.

In the 1950s classical forms of parliamentary representation proliferated, with the
institutionalisation of two other transnational assemblies in 1955, those of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organisation and the Western European Union. On the contrary,
corporatist federalism seemed to have lost momentum. The attempt to create an
Economic and Social Council in the draft European Political Community treaty of
10 March 1953 paved the way for the 1957 EEC treaty creating an Economic and
Social Committee, which still exists as a consultative institution within the present-
day EU. But vested interests abandoned the idea of corporatist representation in
a supranational assembly. Instead, they took a different path: to be represented at
the European level through interest groups. These were flourishing in the wake

66 Also see Wolfram Kaiser and Johan Schot, Writing the Rules for Europe: Experts, Cartels, and International
Organizations (Bastingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014).

67 ‘Minutes of the Meeting of the Executive Committee’ (American Committee on United Europe),
1/4/1, Allen W. Dulles Papers, Mudd Library, Princeton, NJ.

68 Also see Jean-Marie Palayret, ‘De l’espoir à la désillusion: le mouvement européen et le Conseil de
l’Europe (1949–1952)’, in Bitsch, Jalons, 99–132.

69 ‘Discours de M. Dehousse’ (‘Séance plénière du 21 novembre 1950’), Josephy Papers, 8, 9, British
Library of Political and Economic Science, London.
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of the OEEC, ECSC and EEC70. Theoreticians of European ‘integration’ even
started describing (or was it really prescribing) a ‘would-be polity’ that bore, as
Wolfgang Streeck and Philippe Schmitter put it, ‘strong resemblance to a model
of interest politics that sometime later came to be known to students of politics
as “neocorporatism”’, in which bureaucrats governed a mixed economy ‘according
to rules of technical and professional expertise whose prudent application was to
help avoid social conflict and disruption’, entailing ‘a shift away from the territorial-
electoral-parliamentary realm of politics, toward powerful mechanisms of functional
representation of producer groups’, and everything ‘through privileged participation
of organized interests in policy and through mutually supportive organizational
arrangements between the machineries of government on the one hand and of
large, centralized interest organizations on the other’.71

Conclusion

In the immediate post-war period many plans to create a European assembly were
drafted and debated. All of these initiatives were characterised by the same pattern of
conflict over the mandate, representation and legitimacy of transnational institutions
that were rooted in the long-term history of parliamentarianism. In interwar Europe
politicians constantly had to reaffirm the monopoly they had conquered over
parliamentary power against the rival pretentions of economic, bureaucratic and
academic elites to exert power more competently or efficiently. Many people opposed
parliamentary representation with different forms of representation and party politics
with alternative schemes of organised politics. Crucially, as this article has shown, this
conflict did not vanish with the demise of corporatist and fascist regimes. Instead, it
re-emerged in renewed forms in post-war Western Europe, including in transnational
forums. Early European integration can only be fully understood in the light of this
process, with its strong continuities from the interwar to the post-war period.

At each and every step of this process, however, third way networks and ideas
moved a little further away from their ideological roots. Before the Second World
War, their advocates often praised the corporatist reforms of authoritarian regimes in
countries like Austria and Portugal. Many supporters of third way ideas also sought
inspiration in national socialist policies ‘equally distant from liberal capitalism and
socialism’, as Perroux put it.72 From the perspective of 1945 these experiments had

70 Sylvain Laurens and Hélène Michel, ‘Socio-histoire d’un espace de représentation des intérêts
patronaux (1960–2004)’, in Hélène Michel, ed., Représenter le patronat européen: Formes d’organisation
patronale et modes d’action européenne (Brussels: P.I.E. Peter Lang, 2013), 23–44 ; ‘Les organisations
patronales au niveau européen: développement et institutionnalisation d’une forme de représentation
des intérêts patronaux (années 1950–1980)’, in Danièle Fraboulet and Pierre Vernus, eds., Genèse des
organisations patronales en Europe XIXe-XXe siècles (Rennes: Presses universitaires de Rennes, 2012),
317–30.

71 Wolfgang Streeck and Philippe C. Schmitter, ‘From National Corporatism to Transnational Pluralism:
Organized Interests in the Single European Market’, Politics & Society, 19, 2 (1991), 133–64, here 135.

72 Perroux, Mythes, 225.
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obviously failed, and it was hard to find anybody who praised them openly. The
federalist and personalist ideology that was still promoted by third way movements
and intellectuals, including at the 1948 congress of The Hague, became disconnected
from its more obscure communitarian and corporatist antecedents. Superficially,
therefore, discontinuities appear to have been stronger than continuities, all the more
since these continuities were purposely hidden by the actors themselves.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0960777318000097 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0960777318000097

	States of Minds from Interwar to Post-War Europe
	A Parliament Beyond Nation States
	Conclusion

